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2 Noxious Weed Management Plan
Noxious weeds are opportunistic and often exotic (non-indigenous) plant species that readily

invade disturbed areas, often producing monocultures and preventing native plant species

from establishing communities. Noxious weeds also degrade most agriculture and natural

resources, including soil and water, wildlife habitat, and recreational and wilderness values.

Federal Invasive Species Executive Order 13112 defines an invasive plant as an “alien”

(non-native) species whose introduction causes or is likely to cause economic or

environmental harm or harm to human health” (U.S. Federal Register 1999).

Studies have shown that new roads and pipeline/utility ROWs can become a pathway for the

spread of invasive plants (EPA 2008). Weed infestations can become permanent if left

untreated.

Federal Invasive Species Executive Order 13112 defines “control” as eradicating,

suppressing, reducing, or managing invasive species populations; preventing spread of

invasive species from areas where they are present; and taking steps such as restoration of

native species and habitats to reduce the effects of invasive species and to prevent further

invasions (U.S. Federal Register 1999).

2.1 Noxious Weed Inventory
For the Project, biological surveys were conducted from April through October 2008 to

determine noxious weed occurrence along the proposed Project. The surveys focused on

resources within a 300-foot-wide corridor centered on the Project centerline and other areas

outside this corridor, including access roads, extra work spaces, and aboveground facilities.

Data collected were logged using global positioning system (GPS) units and then plotted on

United States Geological Survey 1:24,000 scale topographic maps.

Resulting noxious weed location data collected by Ruby are presented in Table 2-1, which

lists observed weed species by state, county, and milepost (MP) range. Additionally, Table

2-1 is supplemented by local agency noxious weed infestation data on lands within or

adjacent to the Project area (provided prior to December 12, 2008 – coordination ongoing).

It should be noted that Table 2-1 does not include noxious weed field data collected by the

Project after November 22, 2008 and that a more comprehensive inventory will be compiled

following completion of the planned 2009 access road and Project ROW vegetation surveys.

Each state maintains a list of legally designated noxious weed species, pursuant to Weed

Control Acts or programs. Lists are also maintained by each BLM Resource Area/Field

Office/District and National Forest traversed by the Project. Within counties, local weed

supervisors may also designate additional weed species as noxious. Tables 2-2 to 2-5
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A total of five noxious weed species were recorded at 19 sites within the 115-foot Project

ROW in Wyoming during field surveys conducted in 2008 (Table 2-1). The State of Wyoming

designates certain species as noxious weeds, but does not further classify them.

Of the five species documented, the two most abundant were Canada thistle (Cirsium

arvense), and musk thistle (Carduus nutans). Canada thistle was documented at seven

sites, with local densities recorded as low in six instances, and high in one instance. Musk

thistle was documented at four sites, with local densities recorded as low in all instances.

Occurrences of these species increase the potential for new or expanded growth of noxious

weeds as direct consequence of pipeline construction.

Utah
In Utah, 28 plant species are officially designated as noxious weeds under the

Commissioner of Agriculture’s authority (Section 4-17-3, Utah Noxious Weed Act). The

complete list of noxious weeds, along with additional targeted species of special concern

identified by federal and local agencies, is presented Table 2-3.

Ruby recorded 12 noxious weeds species at 102 sites within the 115-foot Project ROW in

Utah during field surveys conducted in 2008 (Table 2-1). Of the 12 species documented,

three are designated as Class A (very high priority), five are designated as Class B (high

priority), and four are designated as Class C (agricultural threat).

Of the three Class A species documented, medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae)

was the most abundant, and was recorded at 10 sites with local densities ranging from low to

high. Of the five Class B species documented, Dyer’s woad (Isatis tinctoria) was the most

abundant, and was recorded at 27 sites with local densities ranging from low to moderate.

All other Class A and Class B species were recorded at five or fewer sites. Class C species

were recorded at fifty sites at densities ranging from low to high, with Field bindweed being

the most abundant (recorded at 31 sites).

Nevada
In Nevada, 48 species are officially designated as noxious weeds under the Nevada Control

of Insects, Pests and Noxious Weeds Act (Nevada Revised Statutes: Chapter 555). Table

2-4 presents the complete list of noxious weeds, with additional targeted species of special

concern identified by federal and local agencies.

Eight noxious and invasive weed species were recorded at 28 sites within the 115-foot

Project ROW in Nevada during field surveys conducted in 2008 (Table 2-1). Of the eight

species documented, none is designated as Class A (control required), three are designated

as Class B (control required in areas where not well established), and one is designated as

Class C (control at discretion of state officer). Of the remaining species, one is listed by
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agencies other than the State of Nevada, and three are not designated as noxious weeds,

but may still be considered invasive.

Of the three Class B species documented, Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens) was the

most abundant, having been recorded at five sites with local densities ranging from low to

high.

Oregon
In Oregon, 112 species are officially designated as noxious weeds under the Oregon

Department of Agriculture’s Noxious Weed Control Program. The Oregon State Weed

Board is responsible for maintaining the state noxious weed list. Table 2-5 presents the

complete list of noxious weeds, including federal and local agency species of concern/control

targets.

Ruby recorded six noxious weed species at 31 sites within the 115-foot Project ROW in

Oregon during field surveys conducted in 2008 (Table 2-1). All noxious weeds documented

are designated as Class B (widespread in state) by the Oregon Department of Agriculture.

No documented species are designated as the higher priority Class T (target species), or

Class A (not yet widespread in state, eradication or containment possible).

Of the six species documented, the two most abundant were bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare),

and scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium). Bull thistle was documented at 10 sites, with

local densities ranging from low to moderate. Scotch thistle was documented at seven sites,

with local densities ranging from low to high.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife noted that a large occurrence of medusa-head rye

is present from approximately mile post 611 through 615.

2.1.1 Weed Management Areas
Table 2-6 presents known noxious weed infestation areas subject to agency eradication

programs along the Project route, as identified by relevant federal and state agencies and

counties (obtained through agency coordination prior to December 12, 2008). These

management areas, along with weed infested areas identified during Ruby field surveys will

be subject to control measures described in this plan.

2.2 Noxious Weed Management
Regulatory agencies along the Project have varying weed management requirements.

Federal regulations that are more stringent than those imposed by local agencies, and that

diverge from the basic preventive measures Ruby already requires of its contractors, are

noted in section 2.2.6. The following sections outline Ruby’s approach to identifying problem

areas, preventative strategies, and treatment measures for noxious weeds.
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construction period to coincide with the optimal periods for dormant seeding for the identified

seed mixtures.

State-specific seeding methods, seed mixes, and maintenance guidelines are outlined in the

Reclamation Plan. Seed mixes (Tables 2-7a through 2-7j) are planned according to

standards and specifications outlined by the NRCS for each respective state and are based

on the existing vegetation makeup of the range and success of seed along similar projects.

2.2.5 Agency-Specific Requirements
As noted in Section 2.2, federal agency requirements that are more stringent than those

imposed by local agencies are presented below.

2.2.5.1 United States Forest Service Lands
Occurrence of weed infestations within the Project ROW would be reported to the District

Ranger office closest to where the weeds occur. The appropriate weed control procedures,

including target species, timing of control, and method of control, would be determined in

coordination with USFS personnel. Ruby would work with the USFS in establishing

cooperative agreements to provide the funds required for county (or other) personnel to

implement the necessary weed control procedures. Where this is not feasible, Ruby would

maintain responsibility for providing necessary personnel/contractors to implement required

weed control procedures.

Ruby would use only USFS-approved herbicides when applying chemical treatments to

noxious weed infested areas on USFS lands. USFS procedures for proper herbicide

application would be adhered to, in addition to Ruby’s guidelines for herbicide application,

handling, spills, and clean-up described in Section 4.0.

Fremont-Winema National Forest
The Fremont National Forest Environmental Assessment for the Management of Noxious

Weeds (USDA 1998) reports a variety of established noxious weed populations within the

Forest and notes particular concern for leafy spurge, musk thistle, dalmation toadflax, diffuse

knapweed, yellow sowthistle, and tansy ragwort (see Table 2-5 for complete list of species of

concern/targeted for control). The 1998 Environmental Assessment reports that noxious

weeds are systematically inventoried at the Ranger District level, and provides Geographic

Information Systems layers showing this information.

Ruby’s noxious weed management activities on Fremont-Winema Forest lands would be

consistent with the policies, goals, and mitigation and treatment practices presented in the

documents discussed below.

The Fremont-Winema National Forests Invasive Species Prevention Practices (USDA 2005)

is a comprehensive management document prescribed for use by the USFS that
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emphasizes the importance of prevention first, with early detection and intervention as a

second line of defense. In areas with established weed populations, containment and seed

suppression is recommended. In general, the document provides guidelines designed to

minimize the introduction of invasive species, minimize conditions that favor their spread,

and minimize conditions that favor their establishment.

It should be noted that the USFS Region 6 (in which the Fremont-Winema Forest is located)

currently has a draft Invasive Plant EIS underway. Portions of this draft have been provided

to Ruby through agency coordination, including a table that summarizes potential treatment

methods for invasive plant species known to occur (Table 2-10), and the general and

reproductive characteristics of invasive weeds found in the National Forest (Table 2-11).

Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest
The Wasatch-Cache National Forest has provided Ruby with the Wasatch-Cache National

Forest Noxious Weed Treatment Program (USDA 2006a). Included in the document are

guidelines for no-spray set-backs from water sources, known amphibian breeding grounds,

and developed springs. The document’s Record of Decision (USDA 2006b) specifies that

coordination be required between herbicide application operations and interested parties,

including district wildlife biologists and adjacent landowners. Additionally, contractors and

permittees may be required to provide a seven-day public notification prior to herbicide

application activities. Ruby’s noxious weed management activities on Wasatch-Cache

National Forest lands would be consistent with the policies, goals, and mitigation practices

presented in the document.

2.2.5.2 Bureau of Land Management Lands
The occurrence of noxious weeds within the Project ROW would be reported to the BLM

district office closest to where the weeds were identified. The appropriate weed control

procedures, including target species, timing of control, and method of control, would be

determined in coordination with BLM personnel. Ruby would work with the BLM in

establishing cooperative agreements to provide the funds required for county (or other)

personnel to implement the necessary weed control procedures. If this is not viable, Ruby

would be responsible for providing the necessary personnel/contractors to implement the

weed control procedures.

The BLM’s Final Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management

Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement contains

herbicide use Standard Operating Procedures, and Endangered Species Act consultation

(USDOI 2007, Appendices A, B, and C). Additionally, monitoring guidelines outlined in

Appendix D of the programmatic EIS specify implementation monitoring requirements

through the use of Pesticide Use Proposals and Pesticide Application Records (USDOI

2007). Ruby would work with the BLM to establish a process and scale for Pesticide Use
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Proposals submittal during the treatment, maintenance, and monitoring phases outlined in

this Plan.

Herbicides approved and proposed for use on public lands are presented in Table 2-8 and a

summary of states in which these herbicides are approved by BLM is presented in Table 2-9,

both of which were obtained from BLM’s programmatic EIS (USDOI 2007). It should be

noted that of the 20 BLM-approved herbicides, 14 are not approved within the State of

Oregon per court injunction.

2.2.5.3 Other Agency and Landowner Requirements
Unique, agency-specific requirements have been included in Table 2-6 and are correlated

with weed infestation data provided by the agencies.
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Wyoming
Lincoln 0.0 - 0.5 None found

Lincoln 0.5 - 0.8 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Lincoln 0.8 Low Perennial pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium) Field surveys
Lincoln 0.8 High Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), Quackgrass (Elymus repens) Field surveys
Lincoln 1.0 Moderate Quackgrass (Elymus repens) Field surveys
Lincoln 1.0 - 1.1 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Lincoln 1.1 - 20.4 None found

Lincoln 20.4 - 20.6 Low
Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), Perennial pepperweed (Lepidium
latifolium)

Field surveys

Lincoln/Uinta 20.6 - 23.7 None found
Uinta 23.7 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Uinta 23.9 Low
Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens),
Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys

Uinta 23.9 - 27.4 None found

Uinta 27.4 Moderate
Quackgrass (Elymus repens), Perennial pepperweed (Lepidium
latifolium) Field surveys

Uinta 27.4 - 37.1 None found
Uinta 37.1 - 37.2 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Uinta 37.2 - 38.4 None found
Uinta 38.4 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Uinta 38.4 - 39.6 None found
Uinta 39.6 - 40.6 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Uinta 40.6 - 42.3 None found
Uinta 42.3-42.4 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Uinta 42.4 None found
Uinta 44.6 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Uinta 44.6 - 48.1 None found
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Utah
Rich 48.1 - 48.3 None found
Rich 48.3 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Rich 48.3 - 49.6 None found
Rich 49.6 Moderate Black Henbane (Hyoscyamus niger) BLM Kemmerer
Rich 50.4 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Rich 50.4 - 52.7 None found
Rich 52.7 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Rich 53.0 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Rich 53.0 - 54.6 None found

Rich 54.6 - 54.8 Low
Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), Canada thistle (Cirsium
arvense), Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys

Rich 54.8 - 60.6 None found
Rich 60.6 Low Black Henbane (Hyoscyamus niger) BLM Kemmerer
Rich 60.9 Moderate Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Rich 61.4-61.6 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Rich 61.6 Low Houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale) BLM Kemmerer
Rich 61.6 - 72.4 None found
Rich 72.4-73.2 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys

Cache 73.2 - 77.9 None found
Cache 77.9-78.8 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Cache 77.8 - 80.6 None found
Cache 80.6 Moderate Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Cache 80.9 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Cache 80.9 - 82.2 None found
Cache 82.2 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Cache 82.3 Moderate Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Cache 82.5 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Cache 83.0-83.1 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Cache 83.8 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 83.8-83.9 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 83.9 - 87.1 None found
Cache 87.1-87.2 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 87.2 - 89.6 None found
Cache 89.6 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 90.3 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 90.3 - 92.5 None found
Cache 92.5 Low Poison Hemlock (Conium maculatum) Field surveys
Cache 92.8-93.0 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria), Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 93.3 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 93.5 High Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys
Cache 93.5 Low Poison Hemlock (Conium maculatum), Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 93.6 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Cache 93.6 Low
Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), Canada thistle (Cirsium
arvense), Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria), Scotch thistle (Onopordum
acanthium)

Field surveys

Cache 93.9 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 94.2 Low Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula) Field surveys
Cache 94.2 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 94.6 Moderate Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys

Cache 94.7-94.8 Low
Dyer's Woad (Isatis tinctoria), Leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), Field
Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), Field surveys

Cache 94.8 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 94.8 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys

Cache 94.9-95.1 Moderate
Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria), Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis),
Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae), Field surveys

Cache 95.4 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 95.6 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Cache 96.5 Moderate
Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), Medusahead rye
(Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys

Cache 96.6-96.7 Low
Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria), Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-
medusae) Field surveys

Cache 96.7 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 97.2 Low Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys
Cache 97.3 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 97.9 Low Poison Hemlock (Conium maculatum) Field surveys
Cache 98.4-98.5 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 99.0 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Cache 99.0 - 100.0 None found
Cache 100.0 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 100.2 Moderate Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Cache 100.4 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys

Cache 100.4 -
101.0

Moderate Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys

Box Elder 101.6 Low Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys

Box Elder 101.6 -
101.9

Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys

Box Elder 102.0 Moderate
Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae), Field Bindweed
(Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Box Elder 102.9 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Box Elder 103.0 -
103.22

Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Box Elder
103.7 -
103.8 Low

Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens), Dyer's
woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys

Box Elder 103.8 -
105.1

None found

Box Elder 105.1 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys

Box Elder 105.4 -
105.6

Low Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Box Elder 105.6 -
106.7

None found

Box Elder 106.7 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Box Elder 107.0 Low Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys
Box Elder 107.0-107.2 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Box Elder 107.6 Moderate Quackgrass (Elymus repens) Field surveys
Box Elder 107.9 Low Dyer's Woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Box Elder 108.6 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Box Elder 109.0 Low Dyer's woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys
Box Elder 109.1-109.4 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys

Box Elder 109.4 -
110.9

None found

Box Elder 110.9 Low Musk thistle (Carduus nutans) Field surveys
Box Elder 110.9 Moderate Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Box Elder 110.9-111.3 Low Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys

Box Elder 111.3 -
112.6

None found

Box Elder 112.6-112.8 Moderate Quackgrass (Elymus repens) Field surveys
Box Elder 113.1 High Quackgrass (Agropyron repens) Field surveys
Box Elder 113.6 Low Dyer's Woad (Isatis tinctoria) Field surveys

Box Elder 113.6 -
115.3

None found

Box Elder 115.3 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Box Elder 115.3 -
120.5

None found

Box Elder 120.5 High Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Box Elder 120.9 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Box Elder 121.1 High Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Box Elder 121.1 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Box Elder 122.0 Moderate
Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), Quackgrass (Elymus
repens),

Field surveys
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Box Elder 122.1 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys
Box Elder 122.8-123.6 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Box Elder 123.6-123.8 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Box Elder 123.8 -
132.1

None found

Box Elder 132.1 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Box Elder 132.1 -
230.6

None found

Nevada

Elko 230.6 -
239.0

None found

Elko 239.0 High Russian Knapweed (Centaurea repens) Field surveys

Elko 239.2 Moderate
Russian Knapweed (Centaurea repens), Hoary cress (whitetop)
(Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Elko 239.3 -
239.4

Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Elko 239.4 -
241.0

None found

Elko 241.0 Moderate Russian Knapweed (Centaurea repens) Field surveys

Elko 241.0 -
252.8

None found

Elko 252.8 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Elko 252.8 -
293.8

None found

Elko 293.8-294.4 Low Russian thistle (Salsola kali) Field surveys

Elko 294.4 -
295.6

None found

Elko 295.6 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys

Elko 295.6 -
300.5

None found

Elko 300.5 Moderate Downy Brome (Bromus tectorum) Field surveys
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Elko 300.5 -
314.2

None found

Elko 314.2-314.7 Low Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) BLM Elko

Elko 314.7 -
327.1

None found

Elko 327.1-327.7 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Elko 327.1 -
329.1

None found

Elko 329.1 Moderate Quackgrass (Elymus repens) Field surveys

Elko 329.1 -
361.2

None found

Elko 361.2 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Elko 361.2 -
373.5

None found

Elko 373.5 Low Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys
Elko 374.3 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys

Elko 374.3 -
393.3

None found

Elko 393.3 Low Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Elko 393.3 -
396.8

None found

Elko 396.8 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Humboldt 396.8 -
480.7

None found

Humboldt 480.7 Low Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys
Humboldt 480.9 High Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Humboldt 480.9 -
490.1

None found

Humboldt 490.1 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys

Humboldt 490.1 -
500.0

None found

Humboldt 500.0 Low Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Humboldt 500.0 -
502.0

None found

Humboldt 502.0 Low Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys
Humboldt 502.2 Low Russian Knapweed (Centaurea repens) Field surveys
Humboldt 502.4 Moderate Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) Field surveys
Humboldt 502.4 Low Scotch Thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys

Humboldt 502.4 -
505.7

None found

Humboldt 505.7 Low Knapweed (Centaurea spp.) Field surveys

Humboldt 505.7 -
508.6

None found

Humboldt 508.6 -
509.5

Low Scotch Thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys

Humboldt/
Washoe

509.5 -
588.2 None found

Oregon

Lake 588.2 -
604.0

None found

Lake 604.0 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Lake 604.0 -
605.2

None found

Lake 605.2 Moderate Thistle (Cirsium spp.) Field surveys
Lake 605.5 Low Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Lake 605.5 -
607.5

None found

Lake 607.5 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys
Lake 608.3 Moderate Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys
Lake 608.3 Low Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys

Lake 608.3 -
610.2

None found

Lake 610.2 Low Thistle (Cirsium spp.) Field surveys
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

Lake 610.4 -
615.6

None found

Lake 615.4-615.6 High Field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys
Lake 615.6 High Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) Field surveys
Lake 616.1 Moderate Quackgrass (Elymus repens) Field surveys

Lake 616.1 -
618.2

None found

Lake 618.2 Moderate Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys
Lake 618.3 High Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys

Lake 618.3 -
619.6

None found

Lake 619.6 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys

Lake 619.6 -
623.5

None found

Lake 623.5 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys

Lake 623.5 -
645.2

None found

Lake 645.2 Moderate Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys
Lake 645.3-645.9 Moderate Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) Field surveys

Lake/Klamath 645.9 -
647.7

None found

Klamath 647.7 Moderate Quackgrass (Elymus repens), Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys

Klamath 647.7 -
648.7

None found

Klamath 648.7-648.9 Moderate Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys
Klamath 649.3 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys
Klamath 649.3-649.6 Moderate Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys
Klamath 649.9-650.5 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys

Klamath 650.5 -
654.2

None found

Klamath 654.2 Low Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare) Field surveys
Klamath 654.2 - None found
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

663.9
Klamath 663.9-664.0 Moderate Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys

Klamath 664.0 -
674.0

None found

Klamath 674.0-674.1 Moderate
Quackgrass (Agropyron repens), Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum
caput-medusae) Field surveys

Klamath 674.4 Low Scotch Thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys
Klamath 674.4 Moderate Quackgrass (Elymus repens) Field surveys
Klamath 674.4-674.8 Low Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys
Klamath 674.4-674.8 Moderate Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) Field surveys
Klamath 674.4-674.8 Low Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium) Field surveys

Klamath 674.8 -
675.2

None found

Klamath

675.2 –
677.8

(Approx.,
PG&E
lateral)

None found

NOTES: None found = No noxious weeds within 115-ft ROW (+/- 5%), from agency data or E & E field surveys. A minimum threshold of
approximately one mile was applied when identifying these areas.
(1) Percent cover was used to determine density.

For E&E field survey data the following percent cover classes apply: Low = <1 & 1-5, Moderate = 6-50,
High = 51-100

For BLM Surprise data the following percent cover classes apply: Low = <1 & 1-5, Moderate = 5-25, High = 25 - 100
For BLM Winnemucca data the following percent cover classes apply: Low = 1 - 5, Moderate = 5 -25
For BLM Elko data the following Cover Category classes apply: Low = T and L, Moderate = M, and High = H

(2) Ruby performed noxious weed field surveys up to 150-feet off centerline (300-foot width total) along all sections of the
proposed right-of-way. In addition, Ruby received noxious weed spatial data for distance of up to five miles off centerline from a
number of agencies. All spatial data that was received has been applied to this analysis. Agencies that provided spatial noxious
weed data are:
a. BLM Kemmerer Field Office
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Table 2-1 Noxious Weed Populations Identified Along Ruby Pipeline Right-of-Way

County
Milepost
Range Density(1) Noxious Weed Species Data Source(2)

b. Lincoln County Weed and Pest Control District (Wyoming)
c. BLM Elko Filed Office
d. BLM Winnemucca Field Office
e. BLM Surprise Field Office
f. Fremont-Winema National Forest
g. BLM Klamath Falls Resource Management Area

Table 2-2 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Wyoming and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within
Wyoming

Common Name Scientific Name

State of
Wyoming

(b)
BLM State

Office

BLM
Kemmerer
Field Office

Lincoln
County

Uinta
County

Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis L. X WC
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense L. X WC WC X
Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula L. X WC WC
Perennial sowthistle Sonchus arvensis L. X WC
Quackgrass Agropyron repens (L.) Beauv. X WC

Hoary cress (whitetop) Cardaria draba and Cardaria pubescens
(L.) Desv. X WC

Perennial pepperweed (giant whitetop) Lepidium latifolium L. X WC X
Ox-eye daisy Chrysanthemum leucanthemum L. X WC
Skeletonleaf bursage Franseria discolor Nutt. X WC
Russian knapweed Centaurea repens L. X WC
Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris L. X WC WC
Dalmatian toadflax Linaria dalmatica (L.) Mill. X WC WC
Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium L. X WC
Musk thistle Carduus nutans L. X WC WC X
Common burdock Arctium minus (Hill) Bernh. X WC
Plumeless thistle Carduus acanthoides L. X WC
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Table 2-2 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Wyoming and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within
Wyoming

Common Name Scientific Name

State of
Wyoming

(b)
BLM State

Office

BLM
Kemmerer
Field Office

Lincoln
County

Uinta
County

Dyers woad Isatis tinctoria L. X WC WC
Houndstongue Cynoglossum officinale L. X WC WC
Spotted knapweed Centaurea maculosa Lam. X WC WC
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa Lam. X WC
Purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria L. X WC
Saltcedar Tamarix spp. X WC WC X
Common St. John’s wort Hypericum perforatum X WC
Common Tansy Tanacetum vulgare X WC
Russian olive Elaeagnus angustifolia L X
Black henbane(a) Hyosccyamus niger L. WC X X
Yellow starthistle(a) Centaurea solstitialis X X
Viper's bugloss(a) echium vulgare L. X X
Wild oats(a) Avena fatua L. X
Halogeton(a) Halogeton glomeratus WC WC X
Bull thistle(a) Cirsium vulgare L. WC X
Yellow toadflax(a) Linaria vulgaris WC
Perrenial sowthistle(a) Sonchus arvensis L. WC
Downy brome/cheatgrass(a) Bromus tectorum WC WC X X
Rush skeletonweed(a) Chondrilla juncea X X
Orange hawkweed(a) Hieracium aurantiacum X X
Yellow alyssum(a) Alyssum alyssoides L. X X
Note:

(a) Not listed as a State noxious weed; however, identified as a species of particular concern by relevant local management agencies.
(b) The State of Wyoming does not separate noxious weeds in to distinct management classes.

Key:
BLM = Bureau of Land Management
WC = Weed species of particular concern in respective management areas.
Sources:
http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=56
Agency coordination (see Appendix C)
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Table 2-3 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Utah and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Utah

Common Name Scientific Name
State of

Utah

BLM
Salt Lake

Field Office

Uinta-
Wasatch-

Cache
NF

Box Elder
and Cache
Counties

Rich
County

Black henbane Hyoscyamus niger A WC WC X X
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa A WC WC X X
Johnsongrass Sorghum halepense A WC X
Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula A WC WC X X
Medusahead rye Taeniatherum caput-medusae A WC WC X X
Oxeye daisy Chrysanthemum leucanthemum A WC X
Perennial sorghum Sorghum almum A WC
Purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria A WC WC X X
Saint John's wort Hypericum perforatum A WC WC X
Spotted knapweed Centaurea stoebe micranthos A WC WC X X
Sulphur cinquefoil Potentilla recta A WC
Yellow starthistle Centaurea solstitialis A WC WC X X
Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris A WC
Bermudagrass Cynodon dactylon B WC WC
Dalmation toadflax Linaria dalmatica B WC
Dyer’s woad Isatis tinctoria B WC WC X X
Hoary cress Cardaria draba and C. pubescens B WC WC X
Musk thistle Carduus nutans B WC WC X X
Perennial pepperweed Lepidium latifolium B WC WC X X
Poison hemlock Conium maculatum B WC WC X X
Russian knapweed Acroptilon repens B WC X X
Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium B WC WC X X
Squarrose knapweed Centaurea virgata squarrosa B WC X
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense C WC WC X X
Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis C WC WC X X
Houndstounge Cynoglossum officianale C WC X
Quackgrass Elymus repens C WC X
Saltcedar Tamarix ramosissima C WC X
Goatsrue(a) Galega officinalis X
Puncturevine(a) Tribulus terrestris WC WC X X
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Table 2-3 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Utah and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Utah
Note:
(a) Not listed as a State noxious weed; however, on 2008 Cache County list and identified as a species of particular concern by relevant local management agencies in Box
Elder County.

Key
BLM = Bureau of Land Management; RMA = Resource Management Area.
WC = Weed species of particular concern in respective management areas.

NF = National Forest.

Utah Department of Agriculture and Food classification codes:
A = Early Detection Rapid Response (very high priority).
B = Control (high priority).
C = Containment (agricultural threat).

Sources:
http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=49
http://ag.utah.gov/plantind/nox_utah.html
http://www.utahweed.org/weeds.htm
http://www.utahweed.org/PDF/weed_act.pdf
USDA 2006a
Agency coordination (see Appendix C).

Table 2-4 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Nevada and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Nevada

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Nevada

BLM
Elko

District

BLM
Winnemucca

District

BLM
Surprise

Field
Office

Elko,
Humboldt

and
Washoe
Counties

African rue Peganum harmala A NS H&W data gap

Austrian fieldcress Rorippa austriaca A NS H&W data gap

Austrian peaweed Sphaerophysa salsula / Swainsona salsula A NS H&W data gap

Camelthorn Alhagi pseudalhagi A NS H&W data gap

Black henbane Hyoscyamus niger A X NS H&W data gap

Camelthorn Alhagi camelorum A NS H&W data gap

Common crupina Crupina vulgaris A NS H&W data gap

Dalmation toadflax Linaria dalmatica A X NS X(b)

Dyer’s woad Isatis tinctoria A X NS X X(b)

Eurasian water-milfoil Myriophyllum spicatum A NS H&W data gap



RUBY PIPELINE PROJECT DRAFT NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL PLAN

January 2009
A-15

Table 2-4 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Nevada and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Nevada

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Nevada

BLM
Elko

District

BLM
Winnemucca

District

BLM
Surprise

Field
Office

Elko,
Humboldt

and
Washoe
Counties

Giant reed Arundo donax A NS H&W data gap

Giant salvinia Salvinia molesta A NS H&W data gap

Goats rue Galega officinalis A NS H&W data gap

Green fountain grass Pennisetum setaceum A NS H&W data gap

Houndstongue Cynoglossum officinale A X NS H&W data gap

Hydrilla Hydrilla verticillata A NS H&W data gap

Iberian star thistle Centaurea iberica A NS H&W data gap

Klamath weed Hypericum perforatum A X NS H&W data gap

Malta star thistle Centaurea melitensis A NS H&W data gap

Mayweed chamomile Anthemis cotula A NS H&W data gap

Mediterranean sage Salvia aethiopis A NS X H&W data gap

Purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria, L.virgatum A NS H&W data gap

Purple star thistle Centaurea calcitrapa A NS H&W data gap

Rush skeletonweed Chondrilla juncea A NS H&W data gap

Sow thistle Sonchus arvensis A NS X(b)

Spotted knapweed Centaurea masculosa A X NS X X(b)

Squarrose star thistle Centaurea virgata Lam. Var. squarrose A X NS H&W data gap

Sulfur cinquefoil Potentilla recta A X NS H&W data gap

Syrian bean caper Zygophyllum fabago A NS H&W data gap

Yellow starthistle Centaurea solstiltialis A X NS X H&W data gap

Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris A X NS X(b)

Carolina horse-nettle Solanum carolinense B NS H&W data gap

Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa B X NS X X(b)

Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula B X NS X(b)

Medusahead Taeniatherum caput-medusae B X NS X(b)

Musk thistle Carduus nutans B X NS X X(b)

Russian knapweed Acroptilon repens B X NS X X(b)

Sahara mustard Brassica tournefortii B NS H&W data gap

Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium B X NS X X(b)

White horse-nettle Solanum elaeagnifolium B NS H&W data gap

Canada thistle Cirsium arvense C X NS X X(b)

Hoary cress Cardaria draba C X NS X X(b)
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Table 2-4 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Nevada and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Nevada

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Nevada

BLM
Elko

District

BLM
Winnemucca

District

BLM
Surprise

Field
Office

Elko,
Humboldt

and
Washoe
Counties

Johnson grass Sorghum halepense C NS H&W data gap

Perennial pepperweed Lepidium latifolium C X NS X X(b)

Poison hemlock Conium maculatum C X NS H&W data gap

Puncture vine Tribulus terrestris C NS X X(b)

Salt cedar (tamarisk) Tamarix spp C X NS X(b)

Water hemlock Cicuta maculata C X NS H&W data gap

Bull thistle(a) Cirsium vulgare X X X(b)

Halogeton(a) Halogeton glomeratus X X X(b)

Note:
(a) Not listed as a State noxious weed; however, identified as a species of particular concern by relevant local management agencies.
(b) Species likely to occur as specified by Jay Paxson, City of Elko, NV (see Contact Report, Appendix C).

Key:
BLM = Bureau of Land Management.
RMA = Resource Management Area / Planning Area.
H&W data gap = Humboldt & Washoe Counties. Initial contact has been made, still pending further coordination.
NS = None specified: Agency coordination to date has not specified any weed species of particular concern in this management area.

State classification codes:
A = Weeds not found or limited in distribution throughout the state; actively excluded from the state and actively eradicated wherever found; control required by the state in all

infestations.
B = Weeds established in scattered populations in some counties of the state; actively excluded where possible; control required by the state in areas where populations

are not well established or previously unknown to occur.
C = Weeds currently established and generally widespread in many counties of the state; abatement at the discretion of the state quarantine officer.

Sources:
http://agri.nv.gov/nwac/PLANT_NoxWeedList.htm
http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=32
Agency coordination (see Appendix C)
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Table 2-5 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Oregon and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Oregon

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Oregon

BLM
Lakeview
Resource

Area

BLM
Klamath

Falls
Resource

Area

Fremont-
Winema

NF(b)
Lake

County
Klamath
County

African rue Peganum harmala A
Camelthorn Alhagi pseudalhagi A
Coltsfoot Tussilago farfara A
Common cordgrass Spartina anglica A
Dense-flowered cordgrass Spartina densiflora A
Saltmeadow cordgrass Spartina patens A
Smooth cordgrass Spartina alterniflora A
European water chestnut Trapa natans A
Giant hogweed Heracleum mantegazzianum A
Barbed goatgrass Aegilops triuncialis A
Ovate goatgrass Aegilops ovata A
Goatsrue Galega officinalis A
King-devil hawkweed Hieracium piloselloides A
Meadow hawkweed Hieracium pratense A
Mouse-ear hawkweed Hieracium pilosella A
Orange hawkweed Hieracium aurantiacum A
Yellow hawkweed Hieracium floribundum A
Hydrilla Hydrilla verticillata A
Kudzu Pueraria lobata A
Matgrass Nardus stricta A X
Oblong spurge Euphorbia oblongata A
Paterson’s curse Echium plantagineum A
Purple nutsedge Cyperus rotundus A
Silverleaf nightshade Solanum elaeagnifolium A
Skeletonleaf bursage Ambrosia tomentosa A
Squarrose knapweed Centaurea virgata A WC X X
Iberian starthistle Centaurea iberica A
Purple starthistle Centaurea calcitrapa A
Syrian bean-caper Zygophyllum fabago A
Texas blueweed Helianthus ciliaris A
Plumeless thistle Carduus acanthoides A X
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Table 2-5 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Oregon and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Oregon

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Oregon

BLM
Lakeview
Resource

Area

BLM
Klamath

Falls
Resource

Area

Fremont-
Winema

NF(b)
Lake

County
Klamath
County

Smooth distaff thistle Carthamus baeticus A
Taurian thistle Onopordum tauricum A X
Woolly distaff thistle Carthamus lanatus A
White bryonia Bryonia alba A
Yellow floating heart Nymphoides peltata A
Biddy-biddy Acaena novae-zelandiae B
French broom Genista monspessulana B
Portuguese broom Cytisus striatus B
Scotch broom Cytisus scoparius B WC X
Spanish broom Spartium junceum B
Buffalobur Solanum rostratum B
Butterfly bush Buddleja davidii (B. variabilis) B
Common bugloss Anchusa officinalis B
Common crupina
(bearded creeper) Crupina vulgaris B

Creeping yellow cress Rorippa sylvestris B
Cutleaf teasel Dipsacus laciniatus B X
Dodder Cuscuta spp. B X
Dyers woad Isatis tinctoria B WC WC X X
English ivy Hedera helix (H. hibernica) B
Eurasian watermilfoil Myriophyllum spicatum B
False brome Brachypodium sylvaticum B
Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis B
Garlic mustard Alliaria petiolata B
Giant horsetail Equisetum telmateia B
Gorse Ulex europaeus B
Halogeton Halogeton glomeratus B WC

Himalayan blackberry Rubus armeniacus (R. procerus, R.
discolor) B

Houndstongue Cynoglossum officinale B X
Johnsongrass Sorghum halepense B
Jointed goatgrass Aegilops cylindrica B X
Jubata grass Cortaderia jubata B
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Table 2-5 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Oregon and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Oregon

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Oregon

BLM
Lakeview
Resource

Area

BLM
Klamath

Falls
Resource

Area

Fremont-
Winema

NF(b)
Lake

County
Klamath
County

Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa B WC WC X X X
Meadow knapweed Centaurea pratensis (C. jacea x C. nigra) B X
Russian knapweed Acroptilon repens B WC WC X X
Spotted knapweed Centaurea stoebe (C. maculosa) B WC WC X X X
Giant knotweed Fallopia sachalinensis (Polyganum) B
Himalayan knotweed Polygonum polystachyum B
Japanese knotweed
(fleece flower)

Fallopia japonica (Polyganum
cuspidatum) B

Kochia Bassia scoparia (Kochia) B
Lesser celandine Ranunculus ficaria B
Mediterranean sage Salvia aethiopis B WC WC X X X

Medusahead rye Taeniatherum caput-medusae (T.
asperum) B WC WC X X X

Old man’s beard Clematis vitalba B
Parrots feather Myriophyllum aquaticum B
Perennial peavine Lathyrus latifolius B
Perennial pepperweed Lepidium latifolium B WC WC X X
Poison hemlock Conium maculatum B X X
Policeman’s helmet Impatiens glandulifera B
Puncturevine Tribulus terrestris B WC X X
Purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria B WC X
Quackgrass Elymus repens (Agropyron) B
Ragweed Ambrosia artemisiifolia B
Rush skeletonweed Chondrilla juncea B WC X X
Saltcedar Tamarix ramosissima B
Small broomrape Orobanche minor B
South American
waterweed Egeria densa (Elodea) B

Spikeweed Centromadia pungens (Hemizonia) B
Spiny cocklebur Xanthium spinosum B WC X
Spurge laurel Daphne laureola B
Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula B X X X
Myrtle spurge Euphorbia myrsinites B WC X
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Table 2-5 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Oregon and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Oregon

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Oregon

BLM
Lakeview
Resource

Area

BLM
Klamath

Falls
Resource

Area

Fremont-
Winema

NF(b)
Lake

County
Klamath
County

St. John’s wort (Klamath
weed) Hypericum perforatum B WC X X X

Sulfur cinquefoil Potentilla recta B X
Swainsonpea (Austrian
peaweed) Sphaerophysa salsula B

Tansy ragwort Senecio jacobaea B WC X X
Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare B WC X X
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense B WC WC X X X
Italian thistle Carduus pycnocephalus B
Milk thistle Silybum marianum B
Musk thistle Carduus nutans B WC X X X
Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium B WC WC X X
Slender-flowered thistle Carduus tenuiflorus B
Dalmatian toadflax Linaria dalmatica (L.genista) B WC WC X X X
Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris B X X X
Velvetleaf Abutilon theophrasti B
Hairy whitetop Lepidium pubescens (Cardaria) B
Lens-podded whitetop Lepidium chalepensis (Cardaria) B
Whitetop (hoary cress) Lepidium draba (Cardaria) B WC WC X X X
Yellow flag iris Iris pseudacorus B X
Yellow nutsedge Cyperus esculentus B
Yellow starthistle Centaurea solstitialis B WC WC X X
Field sowthistle(a) Sonchus arvensis X
Caper spurge(a) Euphorbia lathyris X
Pheasant's eye(a) Adonis aestivalis WC X X
Common mullein(a) Verbascum thapsus X
Creeping buttercup(a) Ranunculus repens X
Mayweed chamomile(a) Anthemis cotula X
Western waterhemlock(a) Cicuta douglasii X
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Table 2-5 Designated Noxious Weeds of the State of Oregon and Appropriate Agencies and Counties within Oregon

Common Name Scientific Name
State of
Oregon

BLM
Lakeview
Resource

Area

BLM
Klamath

Falls
Resource

Area

Fremont-
Winema

NF(b)
Lake

County
Klamath
County

Note:
(a) Not listed as a State noxious weed; however, identified as a species of particular concern by relevant local management agencies (see Contact Reports contained

in Appendix C).
(b) Further agency coordination pending.

Key:
BLM = Bureau of Land Management.
RMA = Resource Management Area.
WC = Weed species of particular concern in respective management area.
NF = National Forest.

Oregon Department of Agriculture Classification Codes:
A = a weed of known economic importance which occurs in the state in small enough infestations to make eradication or containment possible; or is not known to occur, but

its presence in neighboring states make future occurrence in Oregon seem imminent. Infestations are subject to eradication or intensive control when and where found;
B = a weed of economic importance which is regionally abundant, but which may have limited distribution in some counties. Limited to intensive control at the state, county or

regional level as determined on a case-by-case basis. Where implementation of a fully integrated statewide management plan is not feasible, biological control (when
available) shall be the main control methods.

Sources:
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/PLANT/WEEDS/lists.shtml
http://www.oregon.gov/ODA/PLANT/WEEDS/docs/weed_policy.pdf
http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=41
Agency coordination (see Appendix C)
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Table 2-6 Weed Management Areas and Mitigation Restrictions by States and Appropriate Agencies and Counties Along
the Pipeline Right-of-Way

Agency
Contact/
Number

Weed Management
Requirements/ Requests

Weed Infestation Maps And
Management Areas. Comments

Wyoming

BLM Wyoming State
Office

Ken Henke/
307-775-6041

No special mitigation measures.
The BLM standard for general
mitigation measures and Standard
operating procedures are
contained in the BLM’s Vegetation
Treatments Using Herbicides in 17
Western States, Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement,
Record of Decision (2007).

None provided Kemmerer Field Office to provide.

BLM Kemmerer Field
Office Carl Bezanson

Guidelines in Partners Against
Weeds, An Action Plan for the
Bureau of Land Management
needs to be followed as outlined in
Appendix 4 as a prototype for
weed prevention measures on
public lands.
The Holder is responsible for
coordination with the Authorized
Officer and/or local authorities for
acceptable weed control methods,
and shall comply with the
stipulations outlined in the KFO
guidelines contained in appendix
C.

GIS data provided and presented
in table 2-1.

Note that Perennial pepperweed
and Russian Knapweed will mostly
likely be along the pipeline in the
Opal area, however this area has
little to no mapping at this time.

KFO 2008 Noxious Weed
Stipulations provided. See Contact
Report, appendix C for full details.

NRCS Pinedale
Karen Clause/
307-367-2282

Ext. 103

No noxious weed management
requirements. Requests that
cheatgrass be mitigated for in SW
Wyoming.

None provided.
Expressed interest in providing
information regarding restoration/
re-vegetation practices.

Wyoming State Weed
and Pest Control Council

Slade Frank/
307-777-6585

No noxious weed management
requirements. Identified specific
species of concern for Lincoln and
Uinta Counties.

None provided.

Lincoln County Weed
and Pest Control District

Farrel Hoops/
307-885-9333

No noxious weed management
requirements. Identified species of
concern in Lincoln Co.

GIS data provided and presented
in table 2-1
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Table 2-6 Weed Management Areas and Mitigation Restrictions by States and Appropriate Agencies and Counties Along
the Pipeline Right-of-Way

Agency
Contact/
Number

Weed Management
Requirements/ Requests

Weed Infestation Maps And
Management Areas. Comments

Uinta County Weed and
Pest Control District

Chris Aimone/
307-789-9289

Identified particular species of
concern found in area of ROW. None provided. Expressed interest to provide more

advice, if needed.

Utah

BLM Utah State Office Lisa Bryant/
801-539-4069

Referred to the BLM programmatic
EIS for mitigation (USDA 2007). None provided Noted that Utah state species list

had changed recently.

BLM Salt Lake Field
Office

Gary Kidd/
801-977-4375

The mitigation measures which
Gary outlined are in line with the
measures put forward in this Ruby
Plan. The State noxious weed list
defines target species for control in
the Salt Lake Field Office
management area. Gary identified
some additional species of
concern in the Box Elder county /
Park Valley region. Emphasized
that the BLM’s prescribed
mitigation measures focus on
prevention, early detection and
rapid response.

None provided.

Awaiting GIS data – Data Gap

El Paso contractors will be required
to submit Pesticide Use Proposals
(PUPs) when carrying out
treatment activities.

Reclamation: Recommended use
of seed mixes designed to compete
with invasive annuals.

Uinta-Wasatch-Cache
National Forest
(UWCNF)

Michael Duncan/
801-236-3415

Referred to the UWCNF Weed
Management strategy (USDA
2006a) from which the Forests
Noxious Weed Treatment EIS is
tiered.

None provided.

Awaiting GIS data – Data Gap

The UWCNF works cooperatively
with Weber County and Weber
River Weed Control Management
Associations.

NRCS State Office Salt
Lake City Ron Davidson Data Gap Data Gap Data Gap

NRCS State Office Salt
Lake City

Norm Evenstad/
801-524-4569, and

Karen Fullen

Refer to Technical Note 10 for
Pasture and Range Seedings; and
Technical note 24 (+supplement)
for intermountain species planting.

None provided.

State of Utah (Utah Dept
of Agriculture and Food),
Weed Control
Association

Steven
Burningham None specified None provided

Utah Cooperative Weed
Management Area
(CWMA)

James Barnhill/
jamesb@ext.usu.edu

Identified specific species of
concern in Utah. None provided. Expressed interest to provide more

advice, if needed.
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Table 2-6 Weed Management Areas and Mitigation Restrictions by States and Appropriate Agencies and Counties Along
the Pipeline Right-of-Way

Agency
Contact/
Number

Weed Management
Requirements/ Requests

Weed Infestation Maps And
Management Areas. Comments

Rich and Cache County
Weed Control
Association

Joel Merrit,
Rich Roads Data Gap Data Gap Data Gap

Box Elder Weed Control
Association

Rick Kent/
435-230-1093

No special mitigation
requirements. Suggested use of
reclamation efforts which mitigate
the spread of weeds and
discussed a variety of possible
control methods.

None Provided Expressed interest to provide more
advice, if needed.

Nevada

BLM Nevada State Office Jackie Gratton/
775-861-6532 Data Gap Data Gap Data Gap

BLM Elko District Mark Coca/
Mark_Coca@blm.gov

No specific mitigation information
provided. Mark provided the BLM
Elko noxious weed species list.

GIS data provided and presented
in table 2-1

BLM Elko Field Office works with 3
conservation districts in Elko
County. A county weed agency is
currently being established.

BLM Winnemucca
District

Derek Messmer/
775-623-1583

Explained that the BLM uses the
State noxious weeds list to define
priority species. Stated that BLM
requires minimum 3 years of
monitoring and maintenance
responsibility by the project (post-
construction). Discussed
cheatgrass, Russian thistle and
halogeton as species recognized
by the BLM as significantly
widespread enough that
eradication would not be possible
and, therefore, not a BLM
requirement.

GIS data provided and presented
in table 2-1

Was referred to BMPs found in the
BLM’s Final Vegetation Treatments
Using Herbicides on Bureau of
Land Management Lands in 17
Western States Programmatic EIS
(PEIS) (USDOI 2007) and SOPs
contained in “The Gold Book” (a
BLM management document
designed mostly for mining
activities)

NRCS Elko Rod Dahl Data Gap Data Gap Data Gap
NRCS Winnemucca Denise Adkins Data Gap Data Gap Data Gap
Nevada Department of
Agriculture Scott Marsh Data Gap Data Gap Data Gap

Elko Area conservation
district Eleanor O’donnell None specified None Provided Provided list of weed species of

concern in Elko Area.
BLM Surprise Field
Office (SFO)

Lynette Sullivan/
530-279-2714

Provided a list of noxious weeds
found on/near Ruby ROW,

Provided a .jpg file as well as a
shapefile of noxious weed

Provided list of CWMAs that BLM
SFO works with.
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Table 2-6 Weed Management Areas and Mitigation Restrictions by States and Appropriate Agencies and Counties Along
the Pipeline Right-of-Way

Agency
Contact/
Number

Weed Management
Requirements/ Requests

Weed Infestation Maps And
Management Areas. Comments

although SFO has not performed
an inventory. Discussed BMPs,
including the use of measures
consistent with those described in
this Plan.

occurrences, included in table 2-1.

NRCS Alturas Matt Drechsel None provided None provided See Contact report for general
comments

Oregon

BLM State Office John Styduhar/
503-808-6454 Data Gap Data Gap Data Gap

BLM Lakeview Resource
Area

Erin McConnell/
541-523-1325 Data Gap None provided

Noted the significant potential for
the accidental introduction of
weeds and the favorable conditions
for their establishment created by
the pipeline disturbance.
Mitigation measures should
address prevention and control.

BLM Klamath Falls
Resource Area

Molly Boyter/
541-885-4136

Follow BLM rules and regulations
for weed management. Establish
Ruby-BLM agreement via further
coordination. Noted that only 4
herbicides allowed on BLM land
until state wide EIS is completed in
2010.

All identified infestations lie outside
of ROW. Identified South Gerber
area as having medusahead rye as
a problem (currently un-mapped).

Fremont-Winema
National Forest (F-W NF)

Jeanette Wilson/
541-576-7593

Follow rules and regulations
outlined in the FS Weed
Prevention Practices (USDA
2005). Stated that the FS list of
weed species of concern is
extensive and inconclusive.

In December 2008 the FS provided
GIS data for the proposed ROW
(current on 10/24/08); No data
points fell within the proposed
ROW.

FS Region 6 currently has a Draft
EIS underway. It is not in effect yet
so Ruby should refer to the F-W NF
Environmental Assessment (USDA
1998) in the meantime.

NRCS Klamath Falls Jeremy Jirak

Follow guidelines detailed in
Oregon and Washington Guide for
Conservation Seedings and
Plantings, the interagency
technical guide used by NRCS in
Oregon.

None Provided

Provided seed mix advice. Stated
that his office is going through
audit, would not be able to respond
quickly until after the new year.

NRCS Lakeview Max Corning/
541-947-2367

Follow guidelines detailed in
Oregon and Washington Guide for None Provided Provided list of weed species of

concern to Lake County /
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Table 2-6 Weed Management Areas and Mitigation Restrictions by States and Appropriate Agencies and Counties Along
the Pipeline Right-of-Way

Agency
Contact/
Number

Weed Management
Requirements/ Requests

Weed Infestation Maps And
Management Areas. Comments

Ext. 108 Conservation Seedings and
Plantings, the interagency
technical guide used by NRCS in
Oregon.

Cooperative Weed Management
Area.

ODA Oregon Noxious
Weed Control Program,
State Office

Tim Butler/
503-986-4621

Refer to the State noxious weed
list for species requiring treatment
(Class A and Class B).

Awaiting GIS data – Data Gap Expressed interest to provide more
advice, if needed.

Oregon Noxious Weed
Control Program,
Klamath Falls Office

Bob Barrett None Provided None Provided

Klamath County Todd Pfeiffer/
541-883-4696 None provided

None provided.

Klamath county does not map
weed infestations.

Expressed concern over the
potential for weed spreading during
the construction of the Project.
Would like to work cooperatively
with Ruby to identify weed
infestation areas.

Note:
Identified species of concern
provided by above contacts
are included in State
noxious weed Tables 2-2
(WY), 2-3 (UT), 2-4 (NV),
and 2-5 (OR).
“Data Gap” = Coordination
pending,

Key:
BLM = Bureau of
Land Management.
CR= Contact Report
EIS = Environmental
Impact Statement.
GIS = Geographic
Information System.
NRCS = USDA
National Resources
Conservation Service
ODA = Oregon
Department of
Agriculture.
ROW = Right-of-way.
RMA = Resource
Management Area.
USDA = U.S.
Department of
Agriculture.
UWCNF = Uinta-
Wasatch-Cache
National Forest
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SEED TABLES

Table 2-7a Wyoming Recommended Native Seed Mixtures for Desert Scrubc

Species b Cultivar d % Seed Mix
Comp.

Lbs PLS
for full
seeding e

Seeds/LB
PLS of
seed

Seeding
rate
(seeds/
sqft)

PLS
seeding
rate a

(lbs/acre)
Slender wheatgrass Pryor or Copperhead 30% 12 140,000 11.6 3.60
Thickspike wheatgrass Critana 20% 12 145,000 8.0 2.40
Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
Lewis flax Appar 10% 6 286,690 3.9 0.60
Palmer penstemon 10% 4 586,088 5.4 0.40
Fourwing saltbush Wytana 15% 10 49,000 1.7 1.50
Winterfat Open Range 10% 2 210,000 1.0 0.20
Totals: 120% 48 11.7
Notes:
a The seeding rate is based on drill seeding. If broadcast or hydroseeding were used, the rate per acre will be

doubled.
b Alternate grasses may include bottlebrush squirrel tail (rate dependent on species being replaced), and Sandberg

bluegrass (rate dependant on species being replaced). In visually sensitive areas, to be determined after
coordination with appropriate agency, shrubs would be transplanted including greasewood and big
sagebrush.

c Mixtures defined in tables 2-7a and 2-7b have been recommended by the NRCS, Pinedale, Wyoming. See Karen
Clause Contact Reports in appendix C.

d When available, the cultivars listed above are recommended because of known quality and adaptability to the area.
e Rates are based on the full seeding rate for the seeding method noted above multiplied by the % seed mix

composition.

Table 2-7b Wyoming Recommended Native Seed Mixtures for Sagebrush Scrubb

Species Cultivar c
% Seed
Mix
Comp.

Lbs PLS
for full
seeding d

Seeds/LB
PLS of seed

Seeding
rate
(seeds/
sqft)

PLS
seeding
rate a

(lbs/acre)
Slender wheatgrass Pryor or Copperhead30% 12 140,000 11.6 3.60
Thickspike
wheatgrass

Critana 25% 12 145,000 10.0 3.00

Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
Bottlebrush squirreltail 20% 10 192,000 8.8 2.00
Wyoming big
sagebrush

10% 2 2,400,000 11.0 0.20

Serviceberry 10% 10 82,000 1.9 1.00
TOTALS: 120% 59 12.8
Notes:
a The seeding rate is based on drill seeding. If broadcast or hydroseeding were used, the rate per acre would be

doubled.
b Mixtures defined in tables 2-7a and 2-7b have been recommended by the NRCS, Pinedale, Wyoming. See Karen

Clause Contact Reports in appendix C.
c When available, the cultivars listed above are recommended because of known quality and adaptability to the area.
d Rates are based on the full seeding rate for the seeding method noted above multiplied by the % seed mix

composition.
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Table 2-7c Utah and Nevada Recommended Native Seed Mixturesc

Community type,
Mixture Variety

Seed Application Rate
(pounds/acre/PLS)a

Utah a

Intermediate wheatgrass – Oahe 3

Lewis flax – Apar 2

Alfalfa 2

Big sagebrush 2

Indian ryegrass 5

Sagebrush Scrub and
Pinyon-Juniper
Woodland, Mixture UT-1

Fourwing saltbush 2

Basin wildrye 2

Indian ricegrass - Nezpar 5

Globemallow 3

Fourwing saltbush 2

Penstemon 3

Low sagebrush 2

Desert Scrub,
Mixture UT-2

Winterfat 1

Forage kochia 1

Indian rice grass 2

Galleta grass 2

Winterfat 2

Grassland, Mixture UT-3 d

Alfalfa – dryland 1

Nevada b

Intermediate wheatgrass – Oahe
3

Lewis flax – Apar 2

Alfalfa
2

Big sagebrush 2

Indian ryegrass 5

Sagebrush Scrub and
Pinyon-Juniper
Woodland, Mixture NV-1

Fourwing saltbush
2

Basin wildrye 2

Indian ricegrass - Nezpar 5

Globemallow 3

Fourwing saltbush 2

Penstemon 3

Low sagebrush 2

Desert Scrub,
Mixture NV-2

Winterfat 1
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Table 2-7d Oregon Recommended Native Seed Mixtures c

Community type,
Mixture Variety

Seed Application Rate
(pounds/acre/PLS)a

Oregon a

Intermediate wheatgrass – Oahe 3

Lewis flax – Apar 2

Alfalfa 2

Big sagebrush 2

Indian ryegrass 5

Sagebrush Scrub and
Pinyon-Juniper
Woodland, Mixture OR-1

Fourwing saltbush 2

Basin wildrye 2

Indian ricegrass - Nezpar 5

Globemallow 3

Fourwing saltbush 2

Penstemon 3

Low sagebrush 2

Desert Scrub,
Mixture OR-2

Winterfat 1
a Seeding rate is listed as pounds per acre of pure live seed (PLS). Seeding rate is doubled if

hydroseeded or broadcast. The seed mix may be modified based on site-specific conditions,
identification of additional useful species for rapid site stabilization, species success in past
revegetation efforts, and seed availability and cost. An alternative seeding rate may be applied
in areas deemed appropriate by BLM, USFS, or the landowner.

General Notes :
- Exact mix to be used may differ from the proposed mixture, depending on seed availability.
- Seeding mixtures have been compiled based on the ecotones that would be crossed as well as

success of other large-diameter pipeline projects in similar habitats.
- Ruby will work with relevant agencies to develop and further refine appropriate seed mixes across

sensitive management areas.
Notes:
a Seeding rate is listed as pounds per acre of pure live seed (PLS). Seeding rate is doubled if

hydroseeded or broadcast. The seed mix may be modified based on site-specific conditions,
identification of additional useful species for rapid site stabilization, species success in past
revegetation efforts, and seed availability and cost. An alternative seeding rate may be applied
in areas deemed appropriate by BLM, USFS, or the landowner.

b Yellow sweetclover may be substituted or added to the mixture.
c NRCS coordination pending.
Key:

NV = Nevada
OR = Oregon
PLS = Pure Live Seed
UT = Utah
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Table 2-7e Oregon Seed Mixture Recommendations for
Livestock Forage Production – Rangeland and
Pastureland with Effective Precipitation 9-12 Inches

Mixtures Alternatives (lbs/acre)
Common name

A B C D E F G
crested wheatgrass (I) 5

Siberian wheatgrass (I) 4

beardless wheatgrass(N) 5 3

big bluegrass (N) 3 1

sheep fescue (I) 2

bluebunch wheatgrass (N) 1 3

alfalfa (I) 1 1 1 1 1

thickspike wheatgrass (N) 1 3

Seeds/sq ft/mixture 27 30 31 71 30 37 36
Notes:
N – Native plant, also may use any native plant listed in the NRCS ecological site description.
I – Introduced, non-native plant

Table adapted from NRCS (2000).

Table 2-7f Oregon Seed Mixture Recommendations for Livestock
Forage Production – Rangeland and Pastureland with
Effective Precipitation 12-15 Inches

Mixtures Alternatives (lbs/acre)
Common name

A B C D E F G
big bluegrass (N)1 2 1

thickspike wheatgrass (N) 4 1 0.5

beardless wheatgrass(N) 4 2

pubescent wheatgrass (I) 4 7

intermediate wheatgrass (I)4 7

alfalfa (I)2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2

sheep fescue (I)3 1 1

bluebunch wheatgrass (N) 3 2 5

Seeds/sq ft/mixture 56 38 42 36 30 30 35

Alternative Native species:
Notes:
N – Native plant, also may use any native plant listed in the NRCS ecological site description.
I – Introduced, non-native plant

1– Earliest spring forage
2– Add alfalfa at 1-2 lbs/acre for grazing and 3-4 lbs/acre for hay.
3– Add sheep fescue at 2 lbs/acre for weed and erosion control. Canby bluegrass (N) may be
substitute/alternative for sheep fescue.
4– Intermediate wheatgrass may not be effective in areas with less than 15 inches annual
precipitation. NRCS has recommended the use of a number of alternative species (all native),
including Idaho fescue, Thurber’s needlegrass, Sandberg bluegrass, and bottlebrush
squirreltail. Mixture rates to be determined, if used.
Table adapted from NRCS (2000).
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Table 2-7h Oregon Seed Mixture Recommendations
for Livestock Forage Production – Grazable
Woodland with Effective Precipitation 15-18
Inches (Pine-Grassland)

Mixtures (lbs/acre)
Common name

A1 B C D E
Slender wheatgrass(N) 6 3 5

Intermediate wheatgrass(I) 6

Big bluegrass(N) 1 1

Alfalfa(I) 2

Hard fescue(I) 1

Orchardgrass(I) 4
White dutch clover (I) - or
native clovers 1 1 1

Idaho fescue(N) 2 2

Seeds/sq ft/mixture 45 52 66 49
Notes:
N – Native plant, also may use any native plant listed in the NRCS
ecological site description.
I – Introduced, non-native plant.

1 – Do not plant mixture in over 15% woodland canopy
Table adapted from NRCS (2000).

Table 2-7g Oregon Seed Mixture Recommendations for Livestock
Forage Production – Rangeland and Pastureland with
Effective Precipitation 15-18 Inches

Mixtures (lbs/acre)
Common name

A B C D E F G
big bluegrass(N) 1 2

thickspike wheatgrass(N) 6

beardless wheatgrass(N) 7

tall wheatgrass(I) 102 8

intermediate wheatgrass(I) 7

alfalfa(I) 2 2 2 4 4 2

bluebunch wheatgrass(N) 3

Idaho fescue(N) 6

Seeds/sq ft/mixture 61 31 31 18 36 35 70
Notes:
N – Native plant, also may use any native plant listed in the NRCS ecological site description.
I – Introduced, non-native plant

1 – Earliest spring forage
2 – Sodic soil tolerance, pure stands only
Table adapted from NRCS (2000).
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Table 2-7i Oregon Seed Mixture Recommendations for
Livestock Forage production – Irrigated Pasture with
Alkali Soils, Poor Drainage (may include delineated wetland –
use natives as first choice)

Common name Single sp. Rate (lbs/ac)

Beardless wildrye(N) 10

Tall fescue(I) 8

Tall wheatgrass(I)1 10

Strawberry clover(I)2 2

Alsike clover(I) 3

Cereal barley (annual)(I) 20

Slender wheatgrass(N) 7

Notes:
N – Native plant, also may use any native plant listed in the NRCS ecological site
description.
I – Introduced, non-native plant

1 – Do not plant mixture in over 15% woodland canopy
Table adapted from NRCS (2000).
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Table 2-7j Oregon Seed Mixture Recommendations for Sagebrush
Rangeland Sites

Common Name Scientific Name
Seeding

rate alone
(lbs. / ac.)

% in
mix

Seeding
rate in mix
(lbs. / ac.)

Great Basin Wildrye Elymus cinereus 9 10% 0.9

Bluebunch wheatgrass Pseudoroegnaria spicata 8 10% 0.8

Bottlebrush squirreltail Elymus elymoides 10 10% 1

Western wheatgrass Psascopyrum smithii 10 15% 1.5

Thickspike Wheatgrass Elymus lanceolatus 8 15% 1.2

Thurber's Needlegrass Stipa thuberiana 8 10% 0.8

Idaho Fescue Festuca idahoensis 8 10% 0.8

Sandberg Bluegrass Poa Sandbergii (secunda) 3 15% 0.45

Lewis Blue Flax Linum lewisii 6 5% 0.3

Total 100% 7.75
Source: BLM Lakeview Resource Area
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Table 2-8 Herbicides Approved and Proposed for Use on Public (BLM) Lands1

Areas Where Registered Use is Appropriate

Herbicide Herbicide Characteristics and Target Vegetation
Rangeland Forestland Riparian and

Aquatic

Oil, Gas,
and

Minerals
ROW

Recrea-
tion and
Cultural

Resources
Herbicides Approved for Use on Public Lands

2, 4-D

Selective; foliar absorbed; postemergent; annual/perennial
broadleaf weeds. Key species treated include burningbush,
mustard species, and Russian thistle.

• • • • • •

2, 4-DP
Selective; foliar absorbed; postemergent; broadleaf weeds and
woody species. Key species treated include burningbush,
mustard species, Russian thistle, and brush species.

• • • • •

Asulam
Inhibits mitosis; controls growing grasses and certain broadleaf
weeds. Key species treated include brackenfern, dock, and
Johnsongrass.

• •

Atrazine
Selective; mostly root absorbed; inhibits photosynthesis. Key
species treated include annual grasses, mustards, pigweed, and
Russian thistle.

• •

Bromacil
Non-selective; inhibits photosynthesis; controls wide range of
weeds and brush. Key species treated include annual grasses and
broadleaf weeds, burningbush, and Russian thistle.

• • •

Chlorsulfuron
Selective; inhibits enzyme activity; broadleaf weeds and grasses. Key
species treated include biennial thistles and annual and perennial
mustards.

• • • •

Clopyralid

Selective; mimics plant hormones; annual and perennial
broadleaf weeds. Key species treated include knapweeds,
mesquite, and starthistle and other thistles.

• • • • •

Dicamba
Growth regulator; annual and perennial broadleaf weeds, brush,
and trees. Key species treated include knapweeds,
burningbush, and Russian and other thistles.

• • • •

Diuron
Preemergent control; annual and perennial broadleaf weeds and
grasses. Key species treated include annual grasses and broadleaf
weeds, burningbush, and Russian thistle.

• • •

Fosamine
ammonium

Inhibits bud and leaf formation; broadleaf weeds, brush, and
trees. Key species treated include field bindweed, leafy
spurge, and locust.

• • •

Glyphosate

Non-selective; annual and perennial grasses and broadleaf weeds,
sedges, shrubs, and trees. Key species treated include annual,
biennial, and perennial grasses and broadleaf weeds and woody
shrubs.

• • • • • •

Hexazinone Foliar or soil applied; inhibits photosynthesis; annual and perennial • • • • •
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Table 2-8 Herbicides Approved and Proposed for Use on Public (BLM) Lands1

Areas Where Registered Use is Appropriate

Herbicide Herbicide Characteristics and Target Vegetation
Rangeland Forestland Riparian and

Aquatic

Oil, Gas,
and

Minerals
ROW

Recrea-
tion and
Cultural

Resources
Herbicides Approved for Use on Public Lands

grasses and broadleaf weeds, brush, and trees. Key species
treated include mesquite and scrub oak.

Imazapyr
Non-selective; preemergent and postemergent uses; absorbed
through foliage and roots; annual and perennial broadleaf weeds,
brush, and trees. Key species treated include saltcedar.

• • • • • •

Mefluidide Growth inhibitor; suppresses seed production of grasses, brush,
and trees. Key species treated include roadside grasses. • • •

Metsulfuron methyl

Selective; postemergent; inhibits cell division in roots and shoots;
annual and perennial broadleaf weeds, brush, and trees. Key
species treated include annual and perennial mustards and biennial
thistles.

• • • • •

Picloram

Selective; foliar and root absorption; mimics plant hormones;
certain annual and perennial broadleaf weeds, vines, and shrubs.
Key species treated include knapweeds, leafy spurge, and
starthistle.

• • • • •

Simazine

Used selectively or as complete vegetation killer; requires much
moisture for activation; inhibits photosynthesis. Key species
treated include annual grasses, mustards, pigweed, and
Russian thistle.

• • •
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Table2-9 States in Which Herbicides are Approved for Use on Public (BLM) Lands
Based upon Current Environmental Impact Statements, Court Injunctions,
and Changes in Registration Status 1,2

Chemical AZ CA CO ID MT NV NM ND OK OR
East

OR
West

SD UT WA WY

D• • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
DP •

Asulam ® 0
Atrazine • • • • • • • • • 0 0 • • • •
Bromacil • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Chlorsulfuron • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Clopyralid • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Dicamba • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Diuron • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Fosamine •
Glyphosate • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

azinone • • • • • • • • • 0 0 • • • •
Imazapyr • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Mefluidide • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Metsulfuron
methyl

• • • • • • • • 0 • • • •

Picloram • ® • • • • • • • • • • • • •
Simazine • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Sulfometuron
methyl

• • • • • • • • 0 • • • •

Tebuthiuron • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • •
Triclopyr • • • • • • • • • 0 0 • • • •
1 Source: USDOI, 2007.
2 These chemicals have not been approved for use in Alaska, Nebraska, and Texas.

Based upon the current EISs, these herbicides have been analyzed and approved for application on BLM lands.
Based upon the current EISs, these herbicides have been analyzed and approved for application on BLM lands, but
arenot currently approved for use in Oregon per court injunction (Southern Oregon Citizens Against Toxic Sprays
(SOCATS) v. Watt, No. 79-1098 (District Court of Oregon. October 20, 1982), 13 Environmental Law Report 20,
176.
Based upon the current EISs, these herbicides have been analyzed and approved for application on BLM lands, but
application is not allowed due to change in registration status in the state.
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Table 2-10 Potential Treatment Methods for Invasive Plant Species(1)

Common Name
Plant
Type Manual(2) Mechanical Cultural Herbicide(3)

Russian knapweed RP picloram, clopyralid,
aminopyralid

Musk thistle+ B dig, hoe, cut and bag
seed heads mowing, weed eating

possible use of goats or sheep
and competitive seeding on large
sites

aminopyralid, picloram,
chlorsulfuron, glyphosate

Spotted knapweed P pull, dig mowing, weed eating picloram, clopyralid,
aminopyralid

Diffuse knapweed A/B/P pull, dig (difficult) possible use of competitive
seeding if large sites develop

picloram, clopyralid,
aminopyralid

Yellow star-thistle A pull, dig mowing, weed eating possible use of competitive
seeding if large sites develop

picloram, clopyralid,
aminopyralid

Canada thistle+ RP aminopyralid, picloram,
clopyralid, glyphosate

Field bindweed RP
picloram, imazapic,
metsulfuron methyl,
imazapyr

Houndstongue B pull, dig (difficult) mowing, weed eating possible competitive seeding on
some sites

picloram, metsulfuron
methyl, chlorsulfuron,
aminopyralid

Teasel+ B pull, dig mowing, weed eating possible use of competitive
seeding if large sites develop

metsulfuron methyl,
chlorosulfuron,
glyphosate

Leafy spurge RP picloram, imazapic,
glyphosate

St. Johnswort+ RP
picloram, aminopyralid,
metsulfuron methyl,
glyphosate

Dyer’s woad B pull, dig (difficult) mowing, weed eating possible use of competitive
seeding if large sites develop

chlorsulfuron, metsulfuron
methyl, imazapyr

Perennial
pepperweed+ RP

metsulfuron methyl,
chlorsulfuron, imazapic,
imazapyr

Oxeye daisy+ RP possible use of competitive
seeding

metsulfuron methyl,
picloram, clopyralid,
glyphosate

Dalmatian toadflax RP picloram, imazapic,
chlorsulfuron
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Table 2-10 Potential Treatment Methods for Invasive Plant Species(1)

Common Name
Plant
Type Manual(2) Mechanical Cultural Herbicide(3)

Yellow toadflax RP picloram, imazapic,
chlorsulfuron

Birds-foot trefoil+ RP pull, dig aminopyralid, clopyralid,
glyphosate

Scotch thistle+ B pull, dig aminopyralid, picloram,
chlorsulfuron, glyphosate

Reed canary grass+ RP
possible use of cattle to remove
biomass at large sites in grazing
allotments

glyphosate, imazapyr
sethoxydim, sulfometuron
methyl

Sulphur cinquefoil P pull, dig picloram, metsulfuron
methyl, aminopyralid

Creeping buttercup+ SP pull glyphosate, metsulfuron
methyl, aminopyralid

Mediterranean sage B pull, dig (difficult) mow, weed eater picloram, metsulfuron
methyl, chlorosulfuron

Tansy ragwort B pull, dig picloram, metsulfuron
methyl, aminopyralid

Medusahead A

possible use of cattle at large
sites in grazing allotments,
competitive seeding with
perennial grasses

sulfometuron methyl,
imazapic,
glyphosate

Common tansy RP metsulfuron methyl,
chlorsulfuron, picloram

Scentless false
mayweed A/B/P pull mow, weed eater clopyralid, picloram,

aminopyralid
Key;
A = Annual.
B = Biennial.
P = Perennial.
RP = Perennial with rhizomes or creeping roots.
SP = Perennial with stolons.
Notes:
(1) Source: National Forest Service Region 6 Draft EIS,
(2) Manual control may be used on 1-few individuals of all species.
(b) Under Alternative 1, herbicide control is limited to glyphosate and/or picloram for all species.
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Table 2-11 Characteristics of Invasive Species found in the Fremont-Winema National Forest Planning Area (1)

Species Plant Type Characteristics Reproduction

Russian knapweed
Acroptilon repens

perennial with
creeping and
deep roots

Typically invades disturbed areas. Once established, uses a
combination of creeping roots and allelopathic chemicals to
spread into undisturbed areas. Prefers heavy soils of
bottomlands, subirrigated slopes, and rangelands, and
tolerates saline conditions. Toxic to horses. A new invader
to the Forests, a single roadside site has been found on
Paisley District.

Creeping roots and seed.

Seed longevity 2-8 years.

Spread primarily via human activities (contaminated
seed, feed, hay, and vehicles)

Musk thistle Carduus
nutans

biennial with
taproot

Found in burns, plantations, roadsides, and power lines
within mixed conifer or upper elevation ponderosa pine forest
types. Also occurs in riparian areas. Populations can
fluctuate with annual conditions. Rapid increases follow
disturbances that create bare soil. May be allelopathic,
releasing chemicals that inhibit growth of other species. The
most abundant invasive plant, large infestations occur south
of Highway 140 on Bly District and adjacent ownerships.
Increasing in large fires on Silver Lake and Paisley Districts.

Seed only.

Seed longevity 10-15 years or more. Germination occurs
throughout the growing season.

Spread via wind, water, wildlife, livestock, and human
activities.

Spotted knapweed
Centaurea
biebersteinii

biennial or
perennial with
taproot and
lateral shoots

Most often in disturbed areas, such as roadsides, quarries,
and administrative sites, but can also invade undisturbed
rangelands. May be allelopathic, releasing chemicals that
inhibit growth of other species. A relatively new invader to
the Forests, infesting small sites scattered across the
planning area.

Seed and lateral shoots.

Seed longevity up to 8 years.

Spread via wind, passing animals, and human activities.

Diffuse knapweed
Centaurea diffusa

biennial with
taproot

Spreads quickly along roadsides and in overgrazed
rangelands, but can also invade undisturbed grasslands,
shrublands, and riparian communities. May be allelopathic,
releasing chemicals that inhibit growth of other species. A
new invader, occurring at Summer’s Rock Quarry on
Chiloquin District, and small, scattered sites.

Seed only.

Seed longevity unknown.

Spread primarily by wind, as plants break off and tumble.
Also spread by passing animals and human activities.
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Table 2-11 Characteristics of Invasive Species found in the Fremont-Winema National Forest Planning Area (1)

Species Plant Type Characteristics Reproduction

Yellow starthistle
Centaurea solstitialis

annual with
taproot

Favors open grasslands with deep soils. Often invades
recently disturbed sites, or areas dominated by annuals,
forming dense stands. Seeds germinate in fall, winter, or
spring. Toxic to horses. Occurs in southern Klamath County
and is a new invader to the Forests. One small site has
been recorded on Bly District.

Seed only.

Seed longevity up to 10 years.

Spread primarily by birds, mammals, and human
activities.

Canada thistle
Cirsium arvense

perennial with
creeping and
deep roots

Most often found in disturbed sites such as roadsides, burns,
and plantations. Also invades meadows and stream sides.
Widespread in the project area. The largest infestations are
on Lakeview and Paisley Districts, with many of the Paisley
sites located in riparian areas.

Lateral creeping roots, root fragments, and seed. Plants
are single sex; male and female plants must be in close
proximity to seed.

Soil viability up to 22 years if buried.

Spread by wind, water, animals, and human activities.

Field bindweed
Convolvulus arvensis

perennial vine
with deep
taproot, lateral
roots, and
rhizomes

Inhabits agricultural lands, roadsides, ditch banks, wildfires,
and riparian areas. Plants form tangled mats, which can
choke out native grasses and forbs. Ten small sites have
been mapped in the planning area, although more sites are
known to exist.

Seed and rhizomes.

Seed longevity 20-50 years

Spread via water, birds, animals, and human activities.

Houndstongue
Cynoglossum
officinale

biennial or short
lived perennial
with large
taproot

Most often invades disturbed forest openings, but once
established is somewhat shade tolerant and can move into
adjoining undisturbed areas. Can also invade moist
meadows and drainages in drier habitats. Contains toxic
compounds. Currently limited to southwest Klamath District
and adjacent ownerships.

Seed (in bur-like fruits).

Seed longevity 2-3 years.

Spread via passing animals, humans, and vehicles. Sold
as a medicinal plant.

Teasel
Dipsacus fullonum

biennial with
taproot

Found in moist sites, especially along irrigation ditches,
canals, road ditches, and disturbed meadows. A new
invader to the planning area, 4 small sites have been located
on Silver Lake and Lakeview Districts. Cutleaf teasel (D.
laciniatus) has been recently found in Klamath County.

Seed only.

Seed longevity unknown.

Spread via water, wind, and human activities. Sold as an
ornamental for flower arrangements.
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Table 2-11 Characteristics of Invasive Species found in the Fremont-Winema National Forest Planning Area (1)

Species Plant Type Characteristics Reproduction

Leafy spurge
Euphorbia esula

perennial with
deep taproot,
lateral roots,
and rhizomes

Found in roadsides, meadows, burns, and rangelands.
Highly competitive and difficult to control. Contains toxic
compounds, and the sap causes skin irritation. Currently
limited to the southwest Bly District and adjacent
ownerships, where it exists in several small sites.

Rhizomes, roots, and seeds

Seed longevity 5-8 years, most germinate within 2.

Spread via explosive dehiscence of the seed capsule,
water, birds, animals, and human activities.

St. Johnswort
Hypericum
perforatum

perennial with
deep taproot
and lateral
roots

Found most often in plantations, roadsides, and recreation
areas. Once established, can invade undisturbed and
partially shaded habitats. Contains toxic compound that
causes photo sensitivity. Occurs throughout the planning
area. Most abundant on Klamath District, where there is
close proximity to a large seed source on the west side of
the Cascades.

Lateral roots and seed

Seed longevity 6-10 years, with reports of 30 or even 50
years.

Spread by wind, water, animals, and human activity.
Sold as a medicinal plant.

Dyer’s woad
Isatis tinctoria

annual,
biennial, or
short-lived
perennial with
deep taproot

Invades roadsides and rangelands, tolerates dry, rocky soils.
Fruits contain a water-soluble inhibitor that prevents seed
germination until conditions are suitable for plant growth, and
also inhibits competing species. A new invader, 5 sites have
been mapped in the planning area on Bly, Lakeview and
Paisley Districts. Known to occur in southwestern Klamath
County. Well established in the New Pine Creek area.

Seed only

Seed longevity unknown

Spread by wind, water, animals, and human activity.
Sold for dye making.

Perennial
pepperweed
Lepidium latifolium

perennial with
creeping roots

Invades a wide range of moist to wet habitats, including
meadows, ditches, marshes, floodplains, and riparian areas.
Once established, forms large, dense stands. Plants are
tolerant of alkaline and saline conditions and can act as “salt
pumps” bringing salt ions from deep in the soil to the
surface. A new invader to the planning area, 3 small sites
have been located along main roads.

Creeping roots, root fragments, and seed.

Seed longevity is at least 2 years, possibly more.

Spread by water, wind, human activities, and possibly
waterfowl or other animals.

Oxeye daisy
Leucanthemum
vulgare

perennial with
rhizomes

Inhabits disturbed openings in forest land, roadsides,
meadows, and pastures. In drier areas, it can occur in
riparian sites. This species is increasing and currently
known to occur on Klamath, Bly, and Lakeview Districts.
Many of the Lakeview sites are in riparian corridors.

Seed and rhizomes.

Seed longevity is at least 2 years, much longer if buried.
Germinates throughout the growing season.

Spread by water, wind, animals and human activity. Sold
as an ornamental.
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Table 2-11 Characteristics of Invasive Species found in the Fremont-Winema National Forest Planning Area (1)

Species Plant Type Characteristics Reproduction

Dalmatian toadflax
Linaria dalmatica

perennial with
deep and
creeping roots

Rapidly colonizes open or disturbed areas, especially
roadsides, rangelands, burns, and clearcuts. Mature plants
can suppress other vegetation through intense competition
for limited water. A relatively new invader, with scattered
sites throughout the planning area. Largest populations are
on Modoc Rim on Chiloquin District and the Camp Ewana
area of Bly District. Well established in the Klamath Falls
area.

Lateral roots, root fragments, and seed.

Seed longevity est. 10 years.

Spread by wind, water, birds, animals, and human
activity. Sold as an ornamental.

Yellow toadflax
Linaria vulgaris

perennial with
deep and
creeping roots

Smaller in stature than Dalmatian toadflax, but has similar
characteristics. A new invader to the planning area, with
small scattered sites on Lakeview, Klamath, and Chiloquin
Districts, infesting 3.3 acres.

Lateral roots, root fragments, and seed.

Seed longevity est. 10 years.

Spread by wind, water, birds, animals, and human
activity. Sold as an ornamental.

Bird’s-foot trefoil
Lotus corniculatus

perennial with
taproot and
rhizomes

Invades moist sites such as road ditches, canals, and
reservoirs. Tolerant of a variety of soil types. Creates
tangled mats of dense growth that can choke out other
plants. A new invader, currently only known to occur along
the Cascade Canal on Klamath District.

Seed, rhizomes, and stolons.

Seed longevity unknown

Spread by water, birds, animals, and human activity.
Sold for erosion control and forage.

Scotch thistle
Onopordum
acanthium

biennial with
taproot

Invades ditches, shrublands, forest openings, burns,
meadows, and riparian areas. Seeds have a water soluble
inhibitor which prevents germination until sufficient moisture
is present for seedling establishment. A new invader to the
planning area, occurring in small sites on most Districts.
Well established in the Lakeview and New Pine Creek areas.

Seed only.

Seed longevity up to 20 years.

Spread by wind, water, animals, and human activity.

Reed canarygrass
Phalaris arundinacea

perennial grass
with rhizomes

Found along streambanks, ponds, lakes, irrigation canals,
ditches, and in wet meadows. Forms dense and
impenetrable mats of vegetation that choke out other
species. Currently mapped in 3 meadows on Klamath
District and 1 meadow on Chiloquin District. Likely to occur
elsewhere. Some infested meadows may have been
seeded.

Seed and rhizomes.

Seed longevity short when inundated.

Spread by water, animals, and human activity. Used for
hay and forage. Variegated variety sold as an
ornamental.
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Table 2-11 Characteristics of Invasive Species found in the Fremont-Winema National Forest Planning Area (1)

Species Plant Type Characteristics Reproduction

Sulphur cinquefoil
Potentilla recta

perennial with
taproot

Found in rangelands, logged areas, roadsides, and
abandoned fields with a variety of soil types. A new invader
in the planning area, with small sites located on Bly and
Lakeview Districts.

Seed and vegetative sprouting.

Seed longevity unknown est. 4 years or more.

Spread primarily by human activity.

Creeping buttercup
Ranunculus repens

perennial with
stolons

Found in moist to wet areas, such as road ditches, irrigated
pastures, springs, and canals. Tolerates trampling,
compaction, waterlogged soils, and moderate drought.
Contains compounds moderately toxic to cattle. A new
invader, with 3 sites found on Chiloquin and Klamath
Districts in recreation areas.

Seed and stolons

Seed longevity 5-7 years, up to 20.

Spread by water, birds, animals, and humans.
Sometimes a contaminant of hay.

Mediterranean sage
Salvia aethiopis

biennial with
taproot

Found in habitats with dry soils, such as roadsides and
disturbed rangelands. Can remain in the rosette stage for 2
years before becoming large enough to produce seed.
Occurs on most districts with the majority of sites located in
Lake County. Well established in the Lakeview, Paisley, and
Summer Lake areas.

Seed only.

Seed longevity unknown

Spread primarily by wind, as stalks break off and tumble.
Also spread by livestock, birds, wildlife, and human
activities.

Tansy ragwort
Senecio jacobaea

biennial with
taproot

Found in timber sale areas, roadsides, and pastures.
Germinates in the fall, and can grow as a winter annual,
biennial, or short-lived perennial. Toxic to cattle and horses.
A new invader, infesting 4 acres in scattered sites.

Seed and vegetative sprouting.

Seed longevity 10-16 years.

Spread by wind, water, animals, and human activity.
Sometimes a contaminant of hay and straw.

Medusahead
Taeniatherum caput-
medusae

annual, with
minimal roots

Invades rangelands, establishing first where grazing,
burning, or other disturbance, has weakened vegetation.
Favors heavy soils, and is often seen on scablands. Seeds
germinate in fall, winter, or spring. Fall germination allows
roots to develop during the winter, giving a competitive
advantage over native plants. Forms thick mats of dead
stems that exclude growth of other species. Established in
areas of Bly and Silver Lake Districts and adjoining
ownerships.

Seed only.

Seed longevity 1-2 years.

Spread by animals, wind, water, and human activities. A
long, rough awn aids in attachment to passing animals,
humans, and machinery.
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Table 2-11 Characteristics of Invasive Species found in the Fremont-Winema National Forest Planning Area (1)

Species Plant Type Characteristics Reproduction

Common tansy
Tanacetum vulgare

perennial with
rhizomes

Found in road ditches, canals, riparian areas, timber sale
areas, and pastures. Toxic if consumed in quantity. Toxins
possibly may be absorbed through the skin. A new invader,
with 1 site mapped on Paisley District.

Seed and rhizomes.

Seed longevity is unknown.

Spread by water, birds, animals, and human activities.
Sold as an ornamental and medicinal.

Scentless false
mayweed
Tripleurospermum
perforate

annual,
biennial, or
perennial with
extensive
fibrous roots

Found in roadsides, pastures, fields, timber sale areas, and
other disturbed lands. Tolerates a variety of soil types.
Seeds are able to germinate under a wide range of
temperature and moisture conditions. A new invader to the
planning area with 2 sites mapped on Bly District. Known to
occur around Klamath Falls and adjacent agricultural lands.

Seed only (large plants can produce 1 million seeds).

Seed longevity up to 15 years

Spread by wind, water, drifting snow, and human activity.
Sometimes a contaminant of hay, grain, and grass seed.

Notes:
(1) Source: Fremont-Winema National Forests Invasive Plant DEIS

Table 2-12 Potential Wash Station Sites Along the Ruby Pipeline ROW, Based on Identified (1) High Density (2)

Noxious Weed Populations

County

Milepost of
Potential

Wash
Station* Noxious Weed Species

State Specified Control
Priority Rating

Wyoming

Lincoln 0.8 Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), Quackgrass (Elymus repens)
The State of Wyoming does not

separate noxious weeds in to distinct
management classes.

Utah
Cache 93.5 Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) A = Very high priority

(Early Detection Rapid Response).
Box Elder 113.1 Quackgrass (Agropyron repens)
Box Elder 120.5 Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis)

C =
Agricultural threat
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Table 2-12 Potential Wash Station Sites Along the Ruby Pipeline ROW, Based on Identified (1) High Density (2)

Noxious Weed Populations

County

Milepost of
Potential

Wash
Station* Noxious Weed Species

State Specified Control
Priority Rating

Box Elder 121.1 Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) (Containment)

Nevada
Elko 239.0 Russian Knapweed (Centaurea repens) B (3)

Humboldt 480.9 Hoary cress (whitetop) (Cardaria draba/Cardaria pubescens) C (4)

Oregon
Lake 615.6 Field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis)
Lake 615.6 Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense)

Lake 618.3 Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium)

B (5) =
Limited to intensive control at the
state, county or regional level as
determined on a case-by-case basis

*Note that in addition to the identified Mileposts, all proposed Ruby Staging Areas and Contractor Construction Yards are also potential wash
station sites.

NOTES: (1) This table shows only high density occurrences of noxious weed species within 115-ft ROW (+/- 5%), based on agency data
and E & E field surveys (refer to table 2-1 for data sources). Areas of high noxious weed abundance (encompassing
moderate and low density populations of high priority species) are not included in this table, and at this stage have not
been used to determine the potential location of additional wash stations.
(2) Percent cover was used to determine density. For the above densities, the following percent cover classes apply: Low = <1 &
1-5, Moderate = 6-50, High = 51-100
(3) Nevada “B” classification = Weeds established in scattered populations in some counties of the state; actively excluded where
possible; control required by the state in areas where populations are not well established or previously unknown to
occur.
(4) Nevada “C” classification = Weeds currently established and generally widespread in many counties of the state; abatement
at the discretion of the state quarantine officer.
(5) Oregon “B” classification definition = a weed of economic importance which is regionally abundant, but which may have limited
distribution in some counties. Limited to intensive control at the state, county or regional level as determined on a case-by-case
basis. Where implementation of a fully integrated statewide management plan is not feasible, biological control (when available)
shall be the main control methods.
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B State Laws Regarding Noxious
Weeds
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call (X) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-31-2008 & 11-17-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Ilja Nieuwenhuizen

Contact Name: Robert Barrett

Contact Title: Integrated Weed management specialist

Company: ODA Noxious Weed Control Program

City, State: Klamath Falls, OR

Phone: 503-986-4621

E-Mail: Rbarrett@oda.state.or.us

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
1. It sounds like Mr. Barrett was not able to open the GIS file that I sent to him (he thought route

followed route 140 and passed near Adel, Oregon. In my response to him, I described the Oregon
portion of the route.

2. He said that he would try to work on responding to our data request by 11/9, but that he may have
to go out in the field again.

3. He referred us to Todd Pfeiffer with Klamath County Weed Dept. in the meantime (we already are
in contact with him).

FOLLOW-UP:
On 11/17 Clare received a Voice message from Mr. Barret. He clarified that he does not have any GIS
information to provide to us and instead we should seek GIS from the Fremont NFS.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 12-1-2008 & 12-2-08

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Carl Bezanson

Contact Title: Invasive/Noxious Weed & Pest Coordinator

Company: BLM – Kemmerer Field Office

City, State: Kemmerer, WY

Phone: 307 828 4522 / Cell 307 389 3611

E-Mail: Carl_Bezanson@blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Carl emailed the following responses to the above questions:

1) *For this question regarding mitagation measures the BLM Kemmerer Field Office (KFO) requires that anyone
who disturbs an area is responsible for weed control measures. This is spelled out in the permits or authorizations
given out by the KFO (see below attached stipulations used by the KFO).
(See attached file below: NoxiousWeedStipuluationupdate2008.doc_ceb.doc)

The KFO is concerned with all noxious weeds within the KFO area as they are listed. Some weeds species are
more difficult to control than others, so it depends on what chemicals are used to get the best results.

Perennial pepperweed and Russian Knapweed will mostly likely be along the pipeline in the Opal area.
This area has little to no mapping at this time but the County Weed Districts do check the area and treat the weeds
as they locate them.

Other weeds of concern we're working on at the KFO are:

Canada thistle
Leafy Spurge
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Yellow toadflax
Dalmatian toadflax
Musk thistle
Dyers woad
Houndstongue
Spotted knapweed
Saltcedar - this is primarily along the wetland areas.
Black henbane
Halogeton
Bull thistle
Downy brome/cheatgrass

Not all of these weeds of concern may be found along the pipeline but could possible be there depending on the
location. Once the area is disturbed any of these species may occur. The best is to try and keep equipment and
vehicle's clean of weed during the work period so the pipeline area does not create an environment for weeds.

The Partners Against Weeds is action plan for BLM to control weeds and some of the prototype weed prevention
measures can be found in Appendix 4 of this document on how to minimize the spread of weeds.

2) *I'll have Dan Oles our GIS specialist send what GIS information the KFO has but not all of the data is current.
Received 12/2/08

3) *The KFO currently works with three counties to control noxious weeds under assistance agreements, they are
Lincoln and Uinta County Weed and Pest Districts in Wyoming and Rich County Weed and Pest Districted
located in Utah. All oil and gas develoments, ROW's etc. are authorized under the permit process which requires
them to follow the KFO stipulations for weed control and any all disturbed sites. The KFO currently has two weed
management areas the Highlands Coordinated Weed Management Area and the Bear River Divide Weed
Management Area. KFO is currently working on a third Weed Management area and once this is completed the
whole KFO will be under a Weed Management Area.

Halogeton and Cheatgrass are not listed on the Wyoming list but are weeds of concern also within the KFO

FOLLOW-UP:
Received GIS 12/2/08. Data utilized to compile table 2-1.
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NoxiousWeedStipuluationupdate2008.doc_ceb.doc

KEMMERER FIELD OFFICE

Invasive/Noxious Weed Stipulations for developments and reclamation on BLM Public Lands:

The Holder shall be responsible for total control of all invasive/noxious weeds species on any and all disturbed
site(s) on public lands, including areas outside the development where weeds have established due to project
installation and development.

All vehicles and equipment used for project construction and developments need to be power or high pressure
washed prior to entering the project area to ensure they are free of mud, dirt, and plant parts that may create a
weed problem.

Guidelines in Partners Against Weeds, An Action Plan for the Bureau of Land Management needs to be followed
as outlined in Appendix 4 as a prototype for weed prevention measures on public lands.

The Holder is responsible for consultation with the Authorized Officer and/or local authorities for acceptable weed
control methods, and shall comply with the following:

Use of pesticides/herbicides shall comply with the applicable Federal and State laws. It is a violation of Federal
Law to use any product in a manner that is inconsistent with its labeling. Pesticides/Herbicides shall be used
only in accordance with their registered uses within limitations imposed by the Secretary of the Interior. Prior to
the use of the pesticides/herbicides, the Holder shall obtain from the Authorized Officer written approval of a plan
showing the type and quantity of material to be used, pest(s) to be controlled, method of application, a map
showing the treatment areas, locations of storage and disposal of containers, and any other information deemed
necessary by the Authorized Officer.

Only those chemicals (pesticides and herbicides) listed on the BLM approved label list are authorized for use on
public lands. A Pesticide Use Proposal (PUP) must be submitted for each chemical used, and it cannot be used
until approval has been obtained in writing from the BLM Authorized Officer. The report needs to include any
surfactants or dyes used in the spraying operation.

Applicator(s) of chemicals used must have completed the pesticide certification training and have a current up to
date Certified Pesticide Applicators License.

Pesticide/Herbicide Application Records for the areas and acres treated must be submitted to the BLM
Kemmerer Field Office each year. This includes the following:

Brand or Product name,
EPA registration number,
Total amount applied (use rate #A.I./Acre),
Date of application,
Location of application,
Size of area treated,
Method of treatment (air/ground),
Name of applicator,
Certification number and dates,
Costs to treatment, and
Amount of surfactants or dyes used in the spraying operation.

The record information must be recorded no later than 14 days following the pesticide/herbicide application and
must be maintained for 10 years.

The company will designate a contact person for the permittees so they can contact them if they have any
problems during the drilling operations.

The company is responsible for contacting livestock permittees on assigned allotments so they are informed of
work locations.

The company needs to ensure all that gates, cattleguards, and fences damaged are repaired as soon as
possible to keep livestock within assigned allotments and pastures.

The company is responsible for all weed control including re-seeding, and re-habilitation of disturbed sites and
roads.

The company needs to keep up on all maintenance of damaged roads and see that they are
repaired as soon as possible to facilitate ongoing livestock operations.
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The stipulations above pertain to the following documents:

Instruction Memorandum No. 99-178 clearly states that Invasive/Nonnative species are required to be considered
and given through consideration -- especially weeds -- in all BLM Environmental Assessments (EA) and
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS).

The Kemmerer Resource Management Plan* (signed April 29, 1986) states as follows:
“Weed and Pest Control - All noxious weed control will adhere to measures allowed in the Decision Record for
the Rock Springs District Noxious Weed Control EA or applicable updated guidance. Cooperation with county
weed and pest control programs will continue.” This EA follows the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in the Thirteen Western States written in May 1991.

The EIS for the Thirteen Western States has been updated to a new EA. The BLM now needs to comply with the
EIS for the 17 Western States, including Alaska as of October 5, 2007.

____________________________________________________________________________
*Note: The 1986 Kemmerer RMP is currently being updated and will require applicants to follow the Partners
Against Weeds action plan to accomplish more efficient and better control of weeds on public lands.

The Partners Against Weeds - An Action Plan for the Bureau of Land Management (January 1996), in appendix
4, outlines a prototype for weed prevention measures and best known practices for roads, recreation, wilderness,
road less areas, cultural resources, wildlife, range, timber, minerals, and fires.

Information Bulletin No.WY-98-016 - Weed Management Guidance.

The Bureau of Land Management Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact written in 1996 and
updated in1997 NEPA Document.

Instruction Memorandum No.WY-99-29 - Executive Order #13112 - Invasive Species.

Washington Information Bulletin No. 99-110 Submission of Pesticide Use Report - As directed in this bulletin in
BLM Manual 9011-Chemical Pest Control, Part .13C and H-9011-1, Part C.3, “…the BLM is required to submit
annual Pesticide Use Report to the Environmental Protection Agency to meet this requirement, each state must
submit their Pesticide Use Report.”

Information Bulletin No.WY-2000-25 - Annual Pesticide Use Report.

Instruction Memorandum No. 2006-073 is a National weed free policy that focuses on weed free seed, and straw
and mulch as part of rehabilitation activities, this is now included in oil/gas permitting.

For contact information call:

Carl E. Bezanson
Kemmerer Field Office
Rangeland Management Specialist
Invasive/Noxious Weed and Pest Coordinator
Office Number: 307-828-4522
Cell Number: 307-389-3611
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail( x ) Other ( )

Date: 10-30-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Ilja Nieuwenhuizen

Contact Name: Chris Aimone

Contact Title: Uinta County Weed Supervisor

Company: Uinta county weed & pest control district

City, State: Evanston, WY

Phone: 307-789-9289

E-Mail: uintawp@hotmail.com

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed Management

Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Chris Aimone responded to our request for noxious weed information.
- BLM Kemmerer has some noxious weed waypoints that they could give us (we are already in contact with that

BLM office).
- Salt Cedar located on Muddy Creek. Perennial pepperweed, hoary cress, musk thistle, black henbane,

Canada thistle and some spotted knapweed found in area of ROW. Some area sheep herders have
concerns over spreading halogeton.

- Albert Creek and Muddy Creek areas have musk thistle, perennial pepperweed, Canada thistle. Disturbed site
have black henbane and halogeton.

- Uinta county works with the local CWMA: Bear River Divide Coordinated weed management area. (BLM, rich,
uinta, Lincoln, gas companies and priv. citizens are members).

- Willing to help more in the future, if needed.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail( x ) Other ( )

Date: 01-05-2009

Contact Report Prepared By:
Zeph Friedman-Sowder

Contact Name: Dan Ogle (and Karen Fullen)

Contact Title:
Plant Material Specialist

(Karen - State wildlife Biologist)

Company: NRCS

City, State: Salt Lake City, UT

Phone: 208-685-6987 (Karen - 801-524-4566)

E-Mail:
Dan.Ogle@id.usda.gov

(Karen.Fullen@ut.usda.gov)

Details: Noxious weed management plan Ruby Pipeline

RE:
1) Determine seed mix recommendations for specific habitat types along the Ruby Pipeline in Utah.

SUMMARY
Norm Evenstad and Karen Fullen referred us to Dan Ogle, Plant Material Specialist with NRCS (Idaho).
Dan recommended utilizing Tech notes 10 and 24 and the Intermountain Planting Guide as a starting point to
determine seed mixes. Dan recommended taking site specific conditions into account, such as climate and soil.

Email excerpt….

“I rely on the attached technical notes as my primary guidance for seeding rates and mixtures.

Using the recommended mixtures in the Intermountain Planting Guide is a good place to begin, but
consideration should be given to differing soils, climate conditions, etc. I think a very good place to
start is to review the soil survey to determine specific soil series and the ecological site assigned to
those soils. Once this information is determined, you can review the ecological site descriptions as
the begining process of developing your customized seed mixture if you are attempting to begin the
process of reestablishing the native plant community. Keep in mind that if the site is heavily infested
with weedy species such as cheatgrass, medusahead or other weeds, then a more competitive mixture
utilizing introduced species would be recommended”.

Dan provide Tech notes 10 and 24 and links to Intermountain Planning Guide and riparian and Wetland tools for
the Great Basin and Intermountain West Region.
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http://extension.usu.edu/files/publications/publication/pub__7717229.pdf
http://www.id.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/tech_ref.html#TechNotes
http://plant-materials.nrcs.usda.gov/idpmc/riparian.html

FOLLOW-UP:
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 11-21-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Erin McConnell

Contact Title: Noxious Weed Specialist

Company: BLM – OR

City, State: Baker City, OR

Phone: 541 523 1325

E-Mail: Erin_McConnell@blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY: Erin included the following comments in her email:
“There really are not any weed issues along the proposed route. There is a bit of Mediterranean sage at Surveyor
Spring, which is on private, and once in the past dyers woad was found at the top of Long Canyon. The dyers
woad was eradicated and the site continues to be monitored. I have forwarded the shapefile on to Molly Boyter
who is the Botanist and Weed Coordinator in Klamath Falls to take a look at the Gerber Block and the west end of
the pipeline route.

The degree of disturbance and amount of traffic associated with the construction of this pipeline is cause for
concern from a weed management perspective. The good news is, the route is essentially weed free. The bad news
is, the tremendous potential for the accidental introduction of weeds and the favorable conditions for their
establishment created by the disturbance. I expect that there are stipulations and mitigation measures regarding
weed prevention and control in the documents associated with this pipeline”.

Erin subsequently provided a list of weeds targeted for treatment on the Lakeview Resource Area.
FOLLOW-UP: I thanked Erin and informed her that we have already been in touch with Molly Boyter.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call (X) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-22-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Farrell Hoops

Contact Title: Southern Lincoln Co weed control

Company: Lincoln Co weed & pest control district

City, State: Afton, WY

Phone: Office: 307-885-9333. Cell: 307-887-0413

E-Mail: fhoopes64@silverstar.com

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Received phone call from Farrell, he provided some general information relating to species of concern in Lincoln
County. He will be back in office to provide more specific information in around in 2 weeks.
I emailed the ROW shapefile to Farrell, he will determine if there is any GIS info he can provide (after Nov 7th).

FOLLOW-UP:
On 11/25 GIS information was forwarded to us. However there were technical issues opening these files.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call (X) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-27-2008, and 11-17-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Ilja Nieuwenhuizen

Contact Name: Frank Slade

Contact Title: State Weed & Pest Control Coordinator

Company: State of Wyoming

City, State: Cheyenne, WY

Phone: 307-777-6585

E-Mail: sfrank@state.wy.us

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Frank listed several additional noxious weed species to add to our list (Table 2-2). These are yellow starthistle and
viper’s bugloss for Lincoln County, and rush skeletonweed and orange hawkweed for both Lincoln and Uinta
Counties. These have been added.

FOLLOW-UP:
11/17 Clare received phone call from Mr. Slade.
Frank clarified that he does not have any GIS data to provide us. He advised that the Lincoln and Uinta Weed and
Pest Control district offices could provide us with this information. He mentioned Scott Nield and Chris Aimone
(whom we are already in contact with).
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call (X) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-30-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Gary Kidd

Contact Title: ESR/Weed Coordinator

Company: BLM – Salt Lake BLM

City, State: Salt Lake City, UT

Phone: 801-977-43-75

E-Mail: gkidd@ut.blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
1) Gary explained that within the Salt Lake field office management area, the BLM uses the State

noxious weed list to define its target species for control. He reiterated that Utah has introduced new
law in recent months and the noxious weed list has been updated with new species, and a new
categorization of species in to “A” & “B” groups. This categorization helps define treatment needs
/ requirements.

Gary emphasized that in terms of recommended mitigation measures, the BLM’s focus is on
keeping weeds out that are not already present. In the vicinity of the proposed pipeline Gary
explained that much of the land is not affected by Medusa head (Taeniatherum caput-medusae),
Dyers wode (Isatis tinctoria), Star thistle (Centaurea spp.), or Knapweed (Acroptilon spp.).
Therefore, prescribing and enforcing mitigation measures which prevent the importation of new
weed species is essential. Cleanliness of equipment both coming in to and leaving the project area
is essential.

Gary identified Henbane (Hyoscyamus niger) as a particular species of concern in the Box Elder
county / Park Valley region of the Salt Lake field office management area.
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2) Gary will be providing GIS information to us asap. He clarified that infestation areas are identified
for the purpose of follow-up treatment / management.

3) The BLM works closely with Cooperative Weed Management Areas (including Utah-Idaho, Utah-
Nevada) and that they may have further information to contribute for the drafting of this Plan. Gary
also mentioned that counties often maintain their own weed lists.

OTHER
El Paso / El Paso contractors will be required to submit Pesticide Use Proposals (PUP’s) when carrying
out treatment activities.

Gary followed up this phone response with an email on 10/31 (text below copied directly from email):

“Fortunately the Ruby pipeline proposed route goes through some harsh areas as far as low precipitation
and soil types. Most of the area does not have any major infestations and I think we should concern
ourselves with mitigation to prevent any new species becoming established. I mentioned to you over the
phone about us having a concern for those noxious weeds that we don't want to become
established...Dyers woad, Medusa head rye, Black henbane, Leafy spurge, Dalmatian toad flax, all of the
Knapweeds, Musk thistle, Canada thistle. I have added the species of concern for each county, which are
most of the species on the list. All species on the list have some potential to become a problem if
introduced to the site.

For the purpose of the Salt Lake Field office portion of the PL we should talk about "early
detection rapid response" which would be of the highest priority.

Standard mitigation we discussed most of this on the phone.

Suggested mitigation:
1. Wash vehicles prior to going on the site, as well as prior to going off site (Clean
equipment) remove caked mudded and attached sticks and branches to undercarriages of
vehicles for example.

2. Seed disturbed areas with the recommended seed mix to compete with invasive annuals and
those invader perennial plants.

3. Inventory the ROW at least once a year to watch for infestations and new species of
noxious weeds

4. Apply for chemical control by submitting a Pesticide Use Proposal to this office prior to
treating the ROW for pesticide control.

5. Locating any new sites, by GPS ing sites and locating them, providing the BLM office the
information.

6. Provide to the Field Office a yearly report of pesticide used and amount applied on BLM
lands at the end of the growing season.

Contacts with our partners that may be helpful

U & I Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA): Joel Merritt Cache County Weed
Supervisor (435) 716-8382
Rick Kent, Box Elder County Weed Supervisor (435) 279-5258
Both of these counties partner with us to spray on BLM lands as well as being in the CWMA
Partnership.
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Highland CWMA, Marvin Smith - Rich County Weed Supervisor (435) 793-5575 or cell
(435) 881-7612

Likewise Rich county partners with us in the CWMA”

FOLLOW-UP:
Awaiting GIS data from Gary.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 11-10-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Brooks Wilson (GIS contact through Lynn Harrison &
Derek Messmer)

Contact Title: GIS Specialist

Company: BLM – Winnemucca Field office

City, State: Winnemucca, NV

Phone: 775 623 1583

E-Mail: Brooks_wilson@nv.blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY: GIS data provided.

FOLLOW-UP: Thanks sent.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 10-24-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: James Barnhill

Contact Title: CWMA contact found on www.utahweed.org

Company: Utah CWMA

City, State: Ogden, UT

Phone:

E-Mail: jamesb@ext.usu.edu

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
James listed a few of the noxious weeds of concern: dyers woad, leafy spurge, hoary cress, black henbane, and
downy brome. There could be many more. James suggested that we work with the County Agents and County
Weed Supervisors to determine the weeds along the ROW. James offered assistance to provide ideas on control
later on if needed.

FOLLOW-UP:
Sent thank you email 10/24/2008
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call (X) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-24-2008, 12-12-08

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Jeannette Wilson

Contact Title: Eastside botanist

Company: Fremont-Winema National Forest

City, State: OR

Phone: 541-576-7593

E-Mail: jmwilson@fs.fed.us

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
1) I spoke with Jeannette on the phone this morning. She emphasized that the FS Weed prevention practices
document contains important guidelines which the Ruby Noxious Weed Management Plan should incorporate /
refer to.

Jeannette stated that the Forests’ list of weeds species of concern is extensive. To this end, providing a definite list
may not be so easy. We discussed adding a sub-note to the Oregon State noxious weed table in the report to
explain the FS concerns (in addition to marking weed species in the FS column).

2) In May 2008 the F-NF provided E & E with weed GIS data. This was buffered around the previous version of
the ROW. I discussed this with Jeannette and she said she will send me new information (I have provided her with
the current proposed ROW)

3) Jeannette clarified that, as a representative for the F-W NF, she is a board member on the Lake County
Cooperative Weed Management Area (the BLM also has a board member on this cooperative).

Other notes:
Jeannette is swamped with 4 other reports on tight deadlines, however she will try her best to get what info she can
to us in a timely fashion (i.e. GIS information, tables from the DEIS showing infestation areas, and the ROD for
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the 1998 EA). Jeannette did not think it would be necessary for us to list all allowable herbicides in the Plan, as
this information relates to the implementation guidelines, for those who will carry out the work.

FS Region 6 currently has a DEIS underway. It is not in effect yet so we should still refer to the F-NF 1998 EA in
the meantime.

FOLLOW-UP:
12/12/08 Jeannette sent an email to Clare Kenny with noxious weed and sensitive plant data, based on a newer
ROW shapefile (current on 10-24-08). The information was forwarded to Ilja Nieuwenhuizen, who analyzed the
new data with the aid of the GIS department. It appears that the new route did not affect noxious weed or sensitive
plant presence on the Fremont NF portion of the Project ROW. No changes had to be made to the Noxious Weed
Plan or associated tables. Jeannette also attached a document detailing control methods for a number of noxious
weeds found on the National Forest, as well as a document that details the Service’s internal and public approach
to noxious weed control and education. (Fremont-Winema National Forest Prevention Practices, December
2005).



January 2009
P-22

Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 12-9-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Jeremy Jirak

Contact Title: Biologist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Klamath Falls, OR

Phone: 541 883 6924

E-Mail: jeremy.jirak@or.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
Seed mixture recommendations

SUMMARY:
On 12/9/08 I received the following information from Jeremy:

…We typically use soils maps and precipitation maps to help us with seed mixes. Soils maps would be difficult
since you are covering a vast area. However precipitation maps would be helpful or general precipitation
information. If you are working in Southeast Oregon the precipitation can range from 10-20 inches, most likely
you are working on areas with 15 in. or less. I don't know what your requirements are, but I would recommend
using mostly native species. You are crossing a vast area and introducing non-natives in native sites would
not desirable. I suggest looking at Oregon & Washington Guide for Conservation Seedlings and Plantings
(provided). This guide has seed mixes for rangelands and wildlife habitat. I am not fully aware of the Tech Note
that you are referring to. I believe that it is an Idaho Tech note. Anyway, the section that you attached was for
pasture and hay planting which necessarily would not be suitable.

NRCS is currently under going a national audit and it is taking up all of our time. I would be happy to help, but
information may come out very slow until after the first of the year. I think the guide I am sending will provide a
lot of insight. Let me know if you have more questions.

Jeremy Jirak
NRCS-Biologist
High Desert Basin

NRCS
2316 South 6th St., Suite C
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Klamath Falls, OR 97601
Phone # (541)883-6924

FOLLOW-UP:
I thanked Jeremy for the provided information.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 10-21-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Ilja Nieuwenhuizen

Contact Name: Karen Clause

Contact Title: Range Mgmt specialist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Pinedale, WY

Phone: (307) 367-2282 ext. 103

E-Mail: Karen.clause@wy.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Karen did not feel the need to make many comments regarding the noxious weed species list since Ruby/E & E
was planning to contact county weed control districts. She did indicate that along the route in SW Wyoming,
cheatgrass (especially on south-facing slopes) would be of importance to the NRCS. She made recommendations
regarding seed bed preparation and appropriate seed mixes. She stressed the need for addressing future land use
when determining re-vegetation techniques and seed mixes. Her comments related to noxious weed control
primarily in terms of sound restoration practices. To this end, she has offered her help.

FOLLOW-UP:
I communicated to her in a response email that Ruby was considering cheatgrass mitigation options. I suggested
that the E & E team working on the restoration plan may be able to use her further input, and that I was going to
forward her contact info. I forwarded our correspondence to Noreen Roster.



January 2009
R-25

Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 12-9-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Karen Clause

Contact Title: Rangeland Management Specialist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Pinedale, WY

Phone: (307) 367-2257 ext. 103

E-Mail: karen.clause@wy.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
On 12/8/08 I received the below email from Karen:

…I have analyzed the 2 seeding mixes using Pure Live Seed (PLS) and found that the rates are quite high so I
have made some suggestions for your consideration. This would save money and increase the chance of stand
success. In low precipitation areas it really is a danger to seed too much as well as too little. Also, I suggest a
change from forage kochia (nonnative) to winterfat (native). Alternate grasses would include bottlebrush
squirreltail (rate would have to be calculated based on what is being replaced, but 25% stand would be 2.5#/ac
PLS or 11 seeds/sqft); Sandberg bluegrass (again, rate would have to be calculated, but 25% stand would be 1#/ac
PLS or 20 seeds/sqft). I do not recommend sand dropseed at all as it is a warm season grass that does not occur in
the region that the pipeline will go through. I do not recommend alkali sacaton unless it is a WET, salty site.
Here is the original mix for "desert scrub" analyzed:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED MIX
COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING*
*

SEEDS/LB PLS
OF SEED

SEEDING
RATE
(SEEDS/
SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass
Pryor or
Copperhead

33% 12 140,000 12.7 3.96
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thickspike
wheatgrass

Critana 25% 12 145,000 10.0 3.00

Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
Lewis flax Appar 17% 6 286,690 6.7 1.02
Palmer penstemon 25% 4 586,088 13.5 1.00
fourwing saltbush Wytana 20% 10 49,000 2.2 2.00
forage kochia Emigrant 25% 4 400,000 9.2 1.00

TOTALS: 170% 70 15.0

Here is my suggestion for modification:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED MIX
COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING*
*

SEEDS/LB PLS
OF SEED

SEEDING
RATE
(SEEDS/
SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass
Pryor or
Copperhead

30% 12 140,000 11.6 3.60

thickspike
wheatgrass

Critana 20% 12 145,000 8.0 2.40

Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
Lewis flax Appar 10% 6 286,690 3.9 0.60
Palmer penstemon 10% 4 586,088 5.4 0.40
fourwing saltbush Wytana 15% 10 49,000 1.7 1.50
winterfat Open Range 10% 2 210,000 1.0 0.20

TOTALS: 120% 48 11.7

Here is the original mix for "sagebrush scrub" anayzed:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED
MIX COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING*
*

SEEDS/LB
PLS OF SEED

SEEDING
RATE
(SEEDS/
SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass
Pryor or
Copperhead

33% 12 140,000 12.7 3.96

thickspike
wheatgrass

Critana 25% 12 145,000 10.0 3.00

Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
bottlebrush
squirreltail

20% 10 192,000 8.8 2.00

Wyoming big
sagebrush

100% 2 2,400,000 110.2 2.00

serviceberry 10% 10 82,000 1.9 1.00

TOTALS: 213% 160 15.0

Here is my suggestion for modification:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED MIX
COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING**

SEEDS/LB PLS OF
SEED

SEEDING RATE
(SEEDS/ SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass Pryor or Copperhead 30% 12 140,000 11.6 3.60
thickspike wheatgrass Critana 25% 12 145,000 10.0 3.00
Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
bottlebrush squirreltail 20% 10 192,000 8.8 2.00
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 01-02-2009

Contact Report Prepared By: Zeph Friedman-Sowder

Contact Name: Karen Clause

Contact Title: Range Mgmt specialist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Pinedale, WY

Phone: (307) 367-2282 ext. 103

E-Mail: Karen.clause@wy.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine seed mix recommendations for specific habitat types along the Ruby Pipeline in

Wyoming.

SUMMARY:
Karen mentioned that to provide seed mix information for restoration of E&E/Ruby’s specific habitats (habitats
that we do not have seed mix recommendations) additional site specific information is needed, which includes:
soil type, climate, and future use. Karen mentioned that here protocol is to give clients seed mix recommendations
on the above mentioned characteristics. Additionally she mention an alternative method of providing E & E staff
with the publications she utilizes to formulate seed mixes. Below is an excerpt from her email.

…..I can see a couple different ways we could approach this...either you could have
the landowners come directly to me or you could put together a more specific list of
soil/climate/future uses for me to tailor a set of seed mixes.
I know this does not seem consistent when I already provided input, but the mixes I
commented on were specific to a site with erosion control and native plant
revegetation as the only goals of the seedings. In my previous comments I did refer
to the change in species composition depending on the landowner's use (i.e.
summer cattle vs. winter sheep grazing, etc.). Grassland...this could mean anything,
but mainly means non-native pasture to me since we do not have a grassland
ecosystem here (we are sagebrush steppe) and virtually all sites have a dominant
shrub--the one site I can think of in Uinta county that is grassland is a "wet
meadow". Pasture really should be tailored to the grazing season and species in
addition to climate/soils. Wetland/Riparian has more flexibility, but to restore a native
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plant community special attention needs to be taken with the various water table
zones.
Another option is for me to just provide you with some of the references that I use for
putting mixes together so that you have more flexibility in making your own mixes...

FOLLOW-UP:
I thanked Karen for here time and mentioned E & E may be in contact with her for recommendations on site
specific habitats.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 10-22-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Ken Henke

Contact Title: Tamara Gertsch referree

Company: BLM – Wyoming State Office

City, State: Cheyenne, WY

Phone: 307.775.6041

E-Mail: Ken_Henke@blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
1) Ken provided a list of Wyoming noxious weed species of primary concern to the BLM. This list

was very similar to the State list. Ken noted that the BLM is additionally concerned with Downy
Brome and Halogeton weeds. Ken referred us to www.wyoweed.org for county specific weeds.

2) Ken referred us to the BLM’s Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides in 17 Western States,
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Record of Decision (BLM, 2007) for a variety of
mitigation measures and standard operating procedures.

3) Ken clarified that Carl Bezanson (BLM – Kemmerer) should be able to assist with GIS
information on weed infestation areas close to the ROW, and also the details of any local agencies
with whom the BLM works closely with on weed management.

FOLLOW-UP:
Subsequent contact with Carl Bezanson.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-23-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Lisa Bryant

Contact Title: Weed Specialist

Company: BLM – Utah State Office

City, State: Salt Lake City, UT

Phone: 801-539-4069

E-Mail: Lisa_Bryant@blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Lisa left a voicemail message with me and followed up with an email. Lisa referred me to Gary Kidd, the weed
program lead for the Salt Lake Field office.

Lisa noted that Utah has just changed its weed laws in the last few months and has added several new species to
the noxious weed list. She was unsure as to whether they had updated all of their website information.

Lisa stated that the BLM’s key document used for herbicides and vegetation management is a programatic EIS. It
discusses the key weed species as well as what herbicides are allowed on BLM lands and most importantly
provides mitigation measures and a general BA and conservation measures for Sensitive and Endangered species
protection. The website for this EIS is at http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/veg_eis.html . A good place to
start is with the Record of Decision (ROD) and the appendices that have the standard operating procedures and
mitigation measures for special status species protection.

I highly recommend tiering to this document in any NEPA that you do for this project. It will allow you a fuller
suite of herbicides and maximum rates than if you do not. (For instance, the use of Plateau (Imazapic) is allowed
if recommendations in this document are included in your environmental analyses.) If you don't, the weed
treatments generally default to an older vegetation managment EIS that doesn't allow for the use of Imazapic and
has some maximum annual rates that are more stringent than those allowed on the labels and under the new ROD.
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http://ag.utah.gov/plantind/noxious_weeds.html This is the state Dept of Ag weed page, however I noticed that
the noxious weed list is the old one and is now outdated. (We then checked the Ruby list against this to ensure
ours is up to date)

FOLLOW-UP: None
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call (X) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-24-2008, 12-12-08

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Jeannette Wilson

Contact Title: Eastside botanist

Company: Fremont-Winema National Forest

City, State: OR

Phone: 541-576-7593

E-Mail: jmwilson@fs.fed.us

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
1) I spoke with Jeannette on the phone this morning. She emphasized that the FS Weed prevention practices
document contains important guidelines which the Ruby Noxious Weed Management Plan should incorporate /
refer to.

Jeannette stated that the Forests’ list of weeds species of concern is extensive. To this end, providing a definite list
may not be so easy. We discussed adding a sub-note to the Oregon State noxious weed table in the report to
explain the FS concerns (in addition to marking weed species in the FS column).

2) In May 2008 the F-NF provided E & E with weed GIS data. This was buffered around the previous version of
the ROW. I discussed this with Jeannette and she said she will send me new information (I have provided her with
the current proposed ROW)

3) Jeannette clarified that, as a representative for the F-W NF, she is a board member on the Lake County
Cooperative Weed Management Area (the BLM also has a board member on this cooperative).

Other notes:
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Jeannette is swamped with 4 other reports on tight deadlines, however she will try her best to get what info she can
to us in a timely fashion (i.e. GIS information, tables from the DEIS showing infestation areas, and the ROD for
the 1998 EA). Jeannette did not think it would be necessary for us to list all allowable herbicides in the Plan, as
this information relates to the implementation guidelines, for those who will carry out the work.

FS Region 6 currently has a DEIS underway. It is not in effect yet so we should still refer to the F-NF 1998 EA in
the meantime.

FOLLOW-UP:
12/12/08 Jeannette sent an email to Clare Kenny with noxious weed and sensitive plant data, based on a newer
ROW shapefile (current on 10-24-08). The information was forwarded to Ilja Nieuwenhuizen, who analyzed the
new data with the aid of the GIS department. It appears that the new route did not affect noxious weed or sensitive
plant presence on the Fremont NF portion of the Project ROW. No changes had to be made to the Noxious Weed
Plan or associated tables. Jeannette also attached a document detailing control methods for a number of noxious
weeds found on the National Forest, as well as a document that details the Service’s internal and public approach
to noxious weed control and education. (Fremont-Winema National Forest Prevention Practices, December
2005).
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 12-9-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Jeremy Jirak

Contact Title: Biologist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Klamath Falls, OR

Phone: 541 883 6924

E-Mail: jeremy.jirak@or.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
Seed mixture recommendations

SUMMARY:
On 12/9/08 I received the following information from Jeremy:

…We typically use soils maps and precipitation maps to help us with seed mixes. Soils maps would be difficult
since you are covering a vast area. However precipitation maps would be helpful or general precipitation
information. If you are working in Southeast Oregon the precipitation can range from 10-20 inches, most likely
you are working on areas with 15 in. or less. I don't know what your requirements are, but I would recommend
using mostly native species. You are crossing a vast area and introducing non-natives in native sites would
not desirable. I suggest looking at Oregon & Washington Guide for Conservation Seedlings and Plantings
(provided). This guide has seed mixes for rangelands and wildlife habitat. I am not fully aware of the Tech Note
that you are referring to. I believe that it is an Idaho Tech note. Anyway, the section that you attached was for
pasture and hay planting which necessarily would not be suitable.

NRCS is currently under going a national audit and it is taking up all of our time. I would be happy to help, but
information may come out very slow until after the first of the year. I think the guide I am sending will provide a
lot of insight. Let me know if you have more questions.

Jeremy Jirak
NRCS-Biologist
High Desert Basin

NRCS
2316 South 6th St., Suite C
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Klamath Falls, OR 97601
Phone # (541)883-6924

FOLLOW-UP:
I thanked Jeremy for the provided information.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 10-21-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Ilja Nieuwenhuizen

Contact Name: Karen Clause

Contact Title: Range Mgmt specialist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Pinedale, WY

Phone: (307) 367-2282 ext. 103

E-Mail: Karen.clause@wy.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Karen did not feel the need to make many comments regarding the noxious weed species list since Ruby/E & E
was planning to contact county weed control districts. She did indicate that along the route in SW Wyoming,
cheatgrass (especially on south-facing slopes) would be of importance to the NRCS. She made recommendations
regarding seed bed preparation and appropriate seed mixes. She stressed the need for addressing future land use
when determining re-vegetation techniques and seed mixes. Her comments related to noxious weed control
primarily in terms of sound restoration practices. To this end, she has offered her help.

FOLLOW-UP:
I communicated to her in a response email that Ruby was considering cheatgrass mitigation options. I suggested
that the E & E team working on the restoration plan may be able to use her further input, and that I was going to
forward her contact info. I forwarded our correspondence to Noreen Roster.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 12-9-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Karen Clause

Contact Title: Rangeland Management Specialist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Pinedale, WY

Phone: (307) 367-2257 ext. 103

E-Mail: karen.clause@wy.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
On 12/8/08 I received the below email from Karen:

…I have analyzed the 2 seeding mixes using Pure Live Seed (PLS) and found that the rates are quite high so I
have made some suggestions for your consideration. This would save money and increase the chance of stand
success. In low precipitation areas it really is a danger to seed too much as well as too little. Also, I suggest a
change from forage kochia (nonnative) to winterfat (native). Alternate grasses would include bottlebrush
squirreltail (rate would have to be calculated based on what is being replaced, but 25% stand would be 2.5#/ac
PLS or 11 seeds/sqft); Sandberg bluegrass (again, rate would have to be calculated, but 25% stand would be 1#/ac
PLS or 20 seeds/sqft). I do not recommend sand dropseed at all as it is a warm season grass that does not occur in
the region that the pipeline will go through. I do not recommend alkali sacaton unless it is a WET, salty site.
Here is the original mix for "desert scrub" analyzed:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED MIX
COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING*
*

SEEDS/LB PLS
OF SEED

SEEDING
RATE
(SEEDS/
SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass
Pryor or
Copperhead

33% 12 140,000 12.7 3.96
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thickspike
wheatgrass

Critana 25% 12 145,000 10.0 3.00

Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
Lewis flax Appar 17% 6 286,690 6.7 1.02
Palmer penstemon 25% 4 586,088 13.5 1.00
fourwing saltbush Wytana 20% 10 49,000 2.2 2.00
forage kochia Emigrant 25% 4 400,000 9.2 1.00

TOTALS: 170% 70 15.0

Here is my suggestion for modification:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED MIX
COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING*
*

SEEDS/LB PLS
OF SEED

SEEDING
RATE
(SEEDS/
SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass
Pryor or
Copperhead

30% 12 140,000 11.6 3.60

thickspike
wheatgrass

Critana 20% 12 145,000 8.0 2.40

Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
Lewis flax Appar 10% 6 286,690 3.9 0.60
Palmer penstemon 10% 4 586,088 5.4 0.40
fourwing saltbush Wytana 15% 10 49,000 1.7 1.50
winterfat Open Range 10% 2 210,000 1.0 0.20

TOTALS: 120% 48 11.7

Here is the original mix for "sagebrush scrub" anayzed:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED
MIX COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING*
*

SEEDS/LB
PLS OF SEED

SEEDING
RATE
(SEEDS/
SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass
Pryor or
Copperhead

33% 12 140,000 12.7 3.96

thickspike
wheatgrass

Critana 25% 12 145,000 10.0 3.00

Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
bottlebrush
squirreltail

20% 10 192,000 8.8 2.00

Wyoming big
sagebrush

100% 2 2,400,000 110.2 2.00

serviceberry 10% 10 82,000 1.9 1.00

TOTALS: 213% 160 15.0

Here is my suggestion for modification:

SPECIES CULTIVAR*
% SEED MIX
COMP.

LBS PLS
FOR FULL
SEEDING**

SEEDS/LB PLS OF
SEED

SEEDING RATE
(SEEDS/ SQFT)

PLS
SEEDING
RATE
(LBS/AC)

slender wheatgrass Pryor or Copperhead 30% 12 140,000 11.6 3.60
thickspike wheatgrass Critana 25% 12 145,000 10.0 3.00
Indian ricegrass Nezpar 25% 12 235,000 16.2 3.00
bottlebrush squirreltail 20% 10 192,000 8.8 2.00
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 01-02-2009

Contact Report Prepared By: Zeph Friedman-Sowder

Contact Name: Karen Clause

Contact Title: Range Mgmt specialist

Company: NRCS

City, State: Pinedale, WY

Phone: (307) 367-2282 ext. 103

E-Mail: Karen.clause@wy.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine seed mix recommendations for specific habitat types along the Ruby Pipeline in

Wyoming.

SUMMARY:
Karen mentioned that to provide seed mix information for restoration of E&E/Ruby’s specific habitats (habitats
that we do not have seed mix recommendations) additional site specific information is needed, which includes:
soil type, climate, and future use. Karen mentioned that here protocol is to give clients seed mix recommendations
on the above mentioned characteristics. Additionally she mention an alternative method of providing E & E staff
with the publications she utilizes to formulate seed mixes.

Below is an excerpt from her email.

“…..I can see a couple different ways we could approach this...either you could have the
landowners come directly to me or you could put together a more specific list of
soil/climate/future uses for me to tailor a set of seed mixes.
I know this does not seem consistent when I already provided input, but the mixes I
commented on were specific to a site with erosion control and native plant revegetation as the
only goals of the seedings. In my previous comments I did refer to the change in species
composition depending on the landowner's use (i.e. summer cattle vs. winter sheep grazing,
etc.). Grassland...this could mean anything, but mainly means non-native pasture to me since
we do not have a grassland ecosystem here (we are sagebrush steppe) and virtually all sites
have a dominant shrub--the one site I can think of in Uinta county that is grassland is a "wet
meadow". Pasture really should be tailored to the grazing season and species in addition to
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climate/soils. Wetland/Riparian has more flexibility, but to restore a native plant community
special attention needs to be taken with the various water table zones.
Another option is for me to just provide you with some of the references that I use for putting
mixes together so that you have more flexibility in making your own mixes...”

FOLLOW-UP:
I thanked Karen for here time and mentioned E & E may be in contact with her for recommendations on site
specific habitats.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 10-22-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Ken Henke

Contact Title: Tamara Gertsch referree

Company: BLM – Wyoming State Office

City, State: Cheyenne, WY

Phone: 307.775.6041

E-Mail: Ken_Henke@blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
4) Ken provided a list of Wyoming noxious weed species of primary concern to the BLM. This list

was very similar to the State list. Ken noted that the BLM is additionally concerned with Downy
Brome and Halogeton weeds. Ken referred us to www.wyoweed.org for county specific weeds.

5) Ken referred us to the BLM’s Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides in 17 Western States,
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Record of Decision (BLM, 2007) for a variety of
mitigation measures and standard operating procedures.

6) Ken clarified that Carl Bezanson (BLM – Kemmerer) should be able to assist with GIS
information on weed infestation areas close to the ROW, and also the details of any local agencies
with whom the BLM works closely with on weed management.

FOLLOW-UP:
Subsequent contact with Carl Bezanson.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail( ) Other ( )

Date: 10-23-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Lisa Bryant

Contact Title: Weed Specialist

Company: BLM – Utah State Office

City, State: Salt Lake City, UT

Phone: 801-539-4069

E-Mail: Lisa_Bryant@blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Lisa left a voicemail message with me and followed up with an email. Lisa referred me to Gary Kidd, the weed
program lead for the Salt Lake Field office.

Lisa noted that Utah has just changed its weed laws in the last few months and has added several new species to
the noxious weed list. She was unsure as to whether they had updated all of their website information.

Lisa stated that the BLM’s key document used for herbicides and vegetation management is a programatic EIS. It
discusses the key weed species as well as what herbicides are allowed on BLM lands and most importantly
provides mitigation measures and a general BA and conservation measures for Sensitive and Endangered species
protection. The website for this EIS is at http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/veg_eis.html . A good place to
start is with the Record of Decision (ROD) and the appendices that have the standard operating procedures and
mitigation measures for special status species protection.

I highly recommend tiering to this document in any NEPA that you do for this project. It will allow you a fuller
suite of herbicides and maximum rates than if you do not. (For instance, the use of Plateau (Imazapic) is allowed
if recommendations in this document are included in your environmental analyses.) If you don't, the weed
treatments generally default to an older vegetation managment EIS that doesn't allow for the use of Imazapic and
has some maximum annual rates that are more stringent than those allowed on the labels and under the new ROD.
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http://ag.utah.gov/plantind/noxious_weeds.html This is the state Dept of Ag weed page, however I noticed that
the noxious weed list is the old one and is now outdated. (We then checked the Ruby list against this to ensure
ours is up to date)

FOLLOW-UP: None
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 10-21-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Mark Coca

Contact Title: Weed Specialist

Company: BLM – Elko RA

City, State: Elko, NV

Phone: Not obtained

E-Mail: Mark_Coca@blm.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY: Provided a noxious weed species list for the Elko RA and contact information for the Elko County
Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA).

Mark explained that there are no county weed boards in this part of Nevada but there are groups that deal with
noxious weeds issues. The Conservation Districts function as the county weed boards to some extent. There are 3
Conservation Districts that have jurisdiction where the ROW passes through Elko County. They are: Northeast
Elko Conservation District, Starr Valley Conservation District, Owhyee Conservation District. There is an Elko
County Cooperative Weed Management Area that is still working to get up and running and that group is
comprised of members from each Conservation District. Your best bet to get input from the individual
Conservation Districts is to go through the Elko CWMA. The main contact is Eleanor ODonnell at 775-738-8431
ext 101. Her email is Eleanor.ODonnell@nv.nacdnet.net. She may be able to provide some input for the private
land issues (this contact has been forwarded to Ilja – he will contact).

Mark clarified that GIS and mitigation measure information will be provided to us as he compiles the data.

FOLLOW-UP: 11-10 received GIS data.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 11-12-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Matt Drechsel

Contact Title: District Conservationist

Company: USDA – NRCS

City, State: Alturas, CA

Phone: 530 233 8861

E-Mail: Matt.Drechsel@ca.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
Matt passed along our inquiry to the Resource Conservation District, and indicated that they are interested in any
mitigation work that E & E will be doing as a consultant or as a project manager. The watershed coordinator for
the RCD is Bryon Hadwick and his phone number is 530-233-8878.

Matt clarified that his concerns relate back to noxious weeds, endangered species act, clean water, and the farm
land protection act. Matt said that after talking with “our representatives”, all of his concerns have been addressed.

FOLLOW-UP: None
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 11-21-2008, 12-12-08

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Max Corning

Contact Title: District Conservationist

Company: USDA-NRCS Oregon

City, State: Lakeview, OR

Phone: 541-947-2367 X108

E-Mail: Max.corning@or.usda.gov

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:

Max forwarded a spreadsheet modified with twenty-two weeds of most concern to the NRCS and Lake
County Cooperative Weed Management Area. (these have been added to table 2-5)

Max noted that these weeds may also be targeted species for control in Klamath County, but recommend we
follow up with the Extension Service in Klamath Falls to confirm what they consider of most importance.

FOLLOW-UP:
12/12/08 Max sent an email regarding suitable seed mixes in Oregon. He stated that he agreed with Jeremy
Jirak’s comments (see Contact Report). Specifically, he also recommends using the ‘Oregon and Washington
Guide for Conservation Seedings and Plantings’, since NRCS Oregon references this interagency document as its
technical guide.

Max gave the following seedmix information; “The mix you have with intermediate wheatgrass
would be a waste of time and money in areas with less than 15 inches of
precipitation. Consequently, I would recommend more native species such as
bluebunch wheatgrass, Idaho fescue, Thurber's needlegrass, Sandberg bluegrass,
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and bottlebrush squirreltail since a lot of the rangeland you will be crossing is in the
10-12 inches precipitation zone. If you do need to incorporate some introduced
species in your mixture, then use crested or Siberian wheatgrass as these have
proven successful in past rangeland plantings in this area. Of course, I am talking
upland species here, but when you get into riparian/wetland areas, you will need to
change your seeding mixtures to include Nebraska sedge, Baltic and slender rush,
and tufted hairgrass.”

This information will be considered for the Project Noxious weed and Invasives Plan.

12/22 Ilja Nieuwenhuizen sent an email to M. Corning requesting additional seed mixture information (for sites
with low precipitation), and to ask if there was an electronic version of the Washington and Oregon Guide for
Conservation Seeding. He responded on 12/23: He did not know where to find the electronic version., but would
get back to me if he found more relevant information.
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Ruby Project

Contact Report Ecology &
Environment, Inc.

Meeting ( ) Telephone Call ( ) E-mail(X) Other ( )

Date: 10-20-2008

Contact Report Prepared By: Clare Kenny

Contact Name: Michael Duncan

Contact Title: Not provided

Company: US National Forest Service

City, State: Utah

Phone: 801-236.3415

E-Mail: mduncan@fs.fed.us

Details: Noxious Weeds along the Proposed Ruby Pipeline.

RE:
1) Determine which weeds must be mitigated for and details of any specific treatment requirements.
2) Request / obtain any existing information on known Noxious weed infestations / Weed

Management Areas along the proposed Ruby Pipeline route.
3) Request / obtain details of any counties / noxious weed boards / weed management districts the

contact may work with on noxious weed management.

SUMMARY:
1) Michael forwarded a link to the WCNF Weed Management strategy from which the Forests Noxious Weed
Treatment EIS is tiered off of. (http://www.fs.fed.us/r4/uwc/projects/wcnf/decisions/index.shtml). This document
provided a list of target weed species (added to Table 2-3).

2) Michael informed that the most recent inventory effort for the Ogden RD is being uploaded to the national data
center in Kansas - once there, the data must be extracted and put it into a NF corporate layer - at that point detailed
weed distribution information can be provided to us.

3) Weber County and Weber River WCMA is the Forests partners in weed treatment in that area.
http://www.utahweed.org/

FOLLOW-UP:
I sent Michael a shapefile of the Sept29 ROW, and inquired about the EIS attachment that was missing from his
email.. Awaiting GIS information, no ETA provided.


