
INDIVIDUALS
IND272 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-2 regarding drinking water.
See the response to comment CO14-3 regarding spills. See the
response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the response
to comment IND70-1 regarding erosion. The right-of-way would
be restored as closely as possible to preconstruction contours and
the cleared area would be revegetated. Mountain Valley would
follow the procedures in the Karst Mitigation Plan to evaluate
and mitigate impacts to karst features identified.

IND272-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND272 – Pamela L. Ferrante

Individual Comments

Section 4.1 of the final EIS was updated to address potential
impacts to karst features along the Mount Tabor Variation. The
Mount Tabor Variation was adopted to avoid karst features in the
vicinity of the Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain. Slussers Chapel
Cave is located about a half mile to the south of the proposed
Mount Tabor Variation alignment.

IND272-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND273 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Jacob Hileman)

Individual Comments

The FS has worked with Mountain Valley to develop project 
design features, mitigation measures and monitoring procedures 
to minimize the impacts to the resources the plan amendments 
were designed to protect.

IND273-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND273 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Jacob Hileman)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND274 – Tina Smusz

Individual Comments

The potential health effects regarding methane are discussed in 
section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND274-2

Non-environmental Commission staff will make a determination 
on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time intervention request.  
Section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS discusses monitoring and testing of 
water wells within 150 feet of the proposed workspaces as well 
as testing of wells and springs within 500 feet of karst areas. 

IND274-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND275 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments

The current proposed pipeline route avoids the Blake Preserve.IND275-2

The Mount Tabor Variation was adopted by Mountain Valley in 
October 2016 into its proposed pipeline route, which would result 
in the avoidance of the Blake Preserve.

IND275-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND275 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments

The current proposed pipeline route avoids the Blake Preserve.IND275-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND275 – Torsten Sponenberg

Individual Comments

The current proposed pipeline route avoids the Blake Preserve.IND275-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA, at 40 CFR 
1508.7, defined cumulative impacts as: “impacts on the 
environment which result from incremental impact of the 
[proposed] action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions.”  The HUC10 sub-
watershed is defined within the EIS and is a reasonable 
geographic area to evaluate cumulative impacts from other 
projects.  Waterbody specific crossing and impact data is 
provided in appendix F-1 Waterbodies Crossed by the Mountain 
Valley Pipeline Project and includes: waterbody ID; waterbody 
name; MP; flow regime; water type; top of bank width; length of 
pipeline crossing; temporary acres impacted; crossing method; 
FERC classification; fishery type; fish species; and time of year 
restrictions.  Waterbody crossing methods, associated impacts, 
and mitigation measures are presented in section 4.3 of the EIS.  
No long-term impacts on surface waters are anticipated as a 
result of the projects.  See the response to comment FA11-15 
regarding turbidity and sedimentation.

IND276-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

We considered the cumulative effect of the proposed MVP and 
EEP in combination with other projects upon water resources in 
section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND276-3

Our cumulative impacts analyses for water resources were 
conducted on a watershed scale as discussed in section 4.13 of 
the EIS and as listed in detail in table 4.13.1-1, as depicted in the 
multiple figure images in figure 4.13-1, and as further assessed in 
appendix U.  The proposed waterbody crossings associated with 
the MVP are listed in detail in appendix F.

IND276-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The hypothetical estimation of sedimentation impacts is noted.  
See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding turbidity and 
sedimentation.  Since Mountain Valley would cross all 
waterbodies using dry techniques, there would be a low potential 
for downstream sedimentation and turbidity.  See the response to 
IND276-2.

IND276-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-15 regarding turbidity and 
sedimentation.

IND276-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND276 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND277 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Christopher Swann)

Individual Comments

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the 
EIS.  See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding 
renewable energy.

IND277-1

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  See the response to comment IND47-1 regarding 
preparation of the EIS.  

IND277-2

As discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS, the Applicants would 
design, construct, operate, and maintain the proposed facilities in 
accordance with the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards 
in 49 CFR 192.  Safeguards such as an integrity management 
plan, cathodic protection to prevent corrosion, and monitoring of 
the pipeline would be required.  

IND277-3

See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic 
fracturing.  

IND277-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND277 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Christopher Swann)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. IND277-5

As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the Commission prefers 
that Applicants obtain easements from landowners through 
mutually negotiated agreements.  Those agreements should 
compensate landowners for the easement and establish a 
compensation mechanism for damages caused by construction 
and operation of the project facilities.  The easement agreements 
can also include indemnification language, which means that the 
company, not the landowner, would be responsible for any 
damages or injuries resulting from pipeline construction and 
operation.  See also the response to comment IND28-3 regarding 
responsibility. 

IND277-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND277 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Christopher Swann)

Individual Comments

As stated in the EIS, in considering the total acres of forest 
affected, the quality and use of forest for wildlife habitat, and the 
time required for full restoration in temporary workspaces, we 
conclude that the projects would have significant impacts on 
forest.  

IND277-7

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch-
diameter natural gas pipelines, some in mountainous terrain.  A 
highway collocation alternative was evaluated in section 3.4 of 
the EIS.

IND277-8

See the response to comment IND277-6 regarding responsibility 
for damages.

IND277-9

See the response to IND2-3 regarding export.IND277-10

Fuel, oil, and biocide are the chemicals that would be used during 
construction of the pipeline.  Chemicals are not generally not 
used during operation of a natural gas pipeline.  See the response 
to comment IND2-3 regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND277-11

See the response to CO2-1 regarding benefit of the MVP.IND277-12

Although it is difficult to accurately predict natural gas
production trends over the long-term, according to the EIA,
natural gas production from the Marcellus Shale and Utica, has
increased substantially and fairly consistently each year since
2010. Graphs of these production areas can be viewed at:
http://www.eia.gov/petroleum/drilling/pdf/marcellus.pdf and
http://www.eia.gov/petroleum/drilling/pdf/utica.pdf. Before
considering any interstate transportation project, an applicant
would secure contracts for the natural gas from downstream
shippers. Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are
discussed in section 4.13.

IND277-13

Restoration is discussed in section 2 of the EIS.  Section 2.7 of 
the EIS provides an overview of future plans and abandonment.  

IND277-14

http://www.eia.gov/petroleum/drilling/pdf/marcellus.pdf


INDIVIDUALS
IND277 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Christopher Swann)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND278 – Elaine Fleck

Individual Comments

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  Air quality 
impacts and proposed mitigation is discussed in section 4.11.1 of 
the EIS. 

IND278-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND279 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Emma Hileman)

Individual Comments

The EIS actually stated that, in considering the total acres of 
forest affected, the quality and use of forest for wildlife habitat, 
and the time required for full restoration in temporary 
workspaces, the projects would have significant impacts on 
forest.  

IND279-1

See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding erosion and 
sediment controls and flash flooding.  

IND279-2

See the response to comment IND277-3 regarding safeguards.  
The proposed pipeline would transport natural gas rather than oil.  
The potential for an oil spill would be limited to equipment used 
during construction of the projects.  As discussed in section 4.3 
of the EIS, the Applicants would implement their respective 
SPCCPs during construction and operation to prevent, contain, 
and clean-up accidental spills.

IND279-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND279 – Tina Smusz (on behalf of Emma Hileman)

Individual Comments

As discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS, the pipeline would be 
bored underneath the ANST.  Therefore, the trail would be 
available to hikers both during construction and operations.  

IND279-4

Socioeconomics are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  IND279-5

Air quality is discussed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  IND279-6

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the 
EIS.  See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding 
renewable energy.  

IND279-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND280 – Sara Kviatkysky

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND280 – Sara Kviatkysky

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND279-4 regarding the ANST.IND280-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND281 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the 
project.  See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  See the 
response to IND2-3 regarding the fact that the MVP was not 
designed for export.

IND281-1

As discussed in section 4.9.2 of the EIS, during operation of the 
MVP, about 34 jobs, with an average annual salary of $67,000 
each, would be supported in Virginia.  Mountain Valley would 
pay a total up to $7.4 million annually in property and ad valorem 
taxes in Virginia (FTI Consulting, 2015b).

IND281-2

The U.S. Congress gave the power of eminent domain to 
companies that obtain a Certificate from the FERC.

IND281-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND282 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND209-1 regarding the permanent 
fill of wetlands. 

IND282-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND283 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Insurance is discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  See the response 
to comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy and financial 
responsibility.  See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding 
safety.  Air quality is addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS; and 
water quality in section 4.3.  Safety is discussed in section 4.12.

IND283-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND284 – Emily Luhrs

Individual Comments

The potential for pipeline leakage is discussed in section 4.12.  
See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  

IND284-1

Renewable energy alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the 
EIS.  See also the response to comment IND40-1 regarding 
renewable energy.    

IND284-2

Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  The EIS discusses 
seismic activity in section 4.1 and forested areas in section 4.4.

IND284-3

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need.  Cumulative 
impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  

IND284-4



Mountain Valley intends to obtain most of the water for 
hydrostatic testing from municipal sources.  Section 4.3 in this 
final EIS has been revised to indicate that the Applicants would 
ensure that base stream flows are maintained during withdrawals. 
In addition, water usage for hydrostatic tests is non-consumptive 
because the test water would be discharged to nearby upland 
locations. 

INDIVIDUALS
IND285 – Pat Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

IND285-1



Impacts on water resources, and measures to reduce those 
impacts, discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS.  

INDIVIDUALS
IND286 – Kara Jeffries

Individual Comments

IND286-1

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500-foot-wide 
utility corridor on Jefferson National Forest.  Karst is discussed 
in section 4.1 of the EIS; soils in section 4.2.

IND286-2

The Forest Service has worked with Mountain Valley to develop 
project design features, mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures to minimize the effects on the resources the plan 
amendments were designed to protect.

IND286-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND287 – Shirley Hall

Individual Comments

Construction on steep side slopes and the potential for landslides 
are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.

IND287-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND288 – John Bevans

Individual Comments

See the responses to comment IND12-1 regarding property 
values.  Safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND288-1

Traffic is discussed in section 4.9.2 of the EIS.  Air quality and 
noise are discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS.  Impacts on wells 
is discussed in section 4.3.

IND288-2

As stated in section 4.9.2 of the EIS, during construction, 
Mountain Valley would inspect roads periodically and, if 
damages occur as a direct result of project-related activities, 
would repair them as appropriate and in accordance with the 
applicable permit and the Transportation Plan.

IND288-3

Impacts and mitigation measures for karst terrain is addressed in 
sections 4.1 of the EIS.  

IND288-4

See the response to comment IND28-3 regarding bankruptcy and 
financial responsibility.  

IND288-5

Comment noted.  IND288-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

See the response to IND244-8.  Section 4.4 has been revised to 
provide an updated discussion of Mountain Valley’s revised 
Migratory Bird Conservation Plan.

IND289-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

Invasive species are addressed in an updated section 4.4 of the 
final EIS.  See also the response to comment IND343-1 regarding 
invasive species.

IND289-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley’s Migratory Bird Conservation Plan indicates 
that native plant species would be seeded during restoration.  
Mountain Valley is partnering with the Wildlife Habitat Council 
regarding native seed mixes and integrated vegetation 
management.  Sections 4.4 and 4.5 of the final EIS have been 
updated as appropriate. 

IND289-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments

Invasive species are addressed in an updated section 4.4 of the 
EIS.  See also the response to comment IND343-1 regarding 
invasive species.  We conclude that the invasive species control 
measures discussed in the EIS would be adequate.

IND289-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND289 – Carl E. Zipper

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND290 – Earl and Fern Nichols

Individual Comments

Mountain Valley representatives have indicated to FERC staff 
that it is highly unlikely that landowners would be relocated out 
of their homes during project construction.  Mr. Friedman did 
not interrupt you during your oral comments at the Roanoke 
session, but answered questions you raised, and provided you the 
full time to comment.  He indicated in response to your questions 
that while the company may seek to acquire an easement across 
your property, it would probably not seek to purchase your 
house.  He also indicated that it was not uncommon for pipelines 
to be located in proximity to houses, and that pipelines can be 
operated safely, as supported in section 4.12 of this EIS.  Section 
4.10 of the EIS indicates that construction work areas would be 
about 44 feet from the Echol’s house.  Residence-specific 
mitigation plans are attached in appendix H in this EIS.  The 
Greater Newport Rural Historic District is discussed in section 
4.10.

IND290-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND290 – Earl and Fern Nichols

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND291 – Tunis McElwain

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA14-1 regarding the commenter's 
parcel.  Mountain Valley indicated, in a filing on February 17, 
2017 (response to our January 26, 2017 EIS question Cultural 
Resources 20 e), that their cultural resources consultant surveyed 
the McElwain property and did not identify any historic 
structures in the APE.  Table 3.5.3-2 of the EIS presents 
Mountain Valley’s response to the landowner’s request for an 
alternative route across his tract.

IND291-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND291 – Tunis McElwain

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See comment LA5-1 regarding the preparation of the draft EIS.  
All comments received during the comment period (including the 
referenced comment from Dr. Dodds) were addressed by FERC 
staff in the final EIS as applicable.  Groundwater flow patterns 
and mitigation are discussed in section 4.3.1 of the EIS and in 
appendix L.  Appendix M (Shallow Bedrock) has been updated in 
the final EIS.  As stated in sections 2, 4.1, and 4.2 of the EIS, 
Mountain Valley would first attempt to rip bedrock.  Any 
required blasting would be conducted in accordance with all 
federal, state, and local regulations, and Mountain Valley’s 
General Blasting Plan. 

IND292-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The discussion of shallow groundwater and karst terrain has been 
updated in section 4.3.1 of the final EIS. 

IND292-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

A discussion of  the subsurface flow of groundwater has been 
updated in section 4.3.1 of the final EIS.  Trench breakers would 
be used to limit subsurface water flow along the pipeline, as 
discussed in sections 2.4, 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 of the EIS.

IND292-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND292 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND293 – Kim Marche Menier

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits.  See the 
response to comment IND2-3 regarding export and hydraulic 
fracturing.  The MVP pipeline would transport natural gas; the 
project does not involve fracking, which is a exploration and 
production method regulated by states (not FERC).  Mountain 
Valley does not propose to export natural gas as LNG.

IND293-1

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND293-2

As stated in section 4.9 of the EIS, operation of the MVP would 
result in 88 direct and indirect jobs.  As stated in table 4.9.2-3, 
Montgomery County would collect about $1.7 million in ad 
valorem taxes annually.

IND293-3

The EIS addresses air quality, including dust control, and noise in 
section 4.11.  Section 3 of the EIS examined the use of existing 
pipelines as an alternative.

IND293-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND293 – Kim Marche Menier

Individual Comments

Karst and steep slopes are discussed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  
See also the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-
inch-diameter natural gas pipelines.  

IND293-5

Cultural resources are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS.  See 
the response to comment FA8-1 regarding a 500-foot-wide utility 
corridor on the Jefferson National Forest.  

IND293-6

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND293-7



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

We have requested that Mountain Valley revise its Migratory 
Bird Conservation Plan.  Invasive species are discussed in 
section 4.4 of the EIS.  See the response to comment FA15-5 
regarding forest impacts.  Our responses to Mr. Zippers’ letter 
can be viewed at IND289. 

IND294-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND294 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND295 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

Alternatives are addressed in section 3 of the EIS.  “Temporary” 
impacts were defined in section 4 (page 4-1), together with a 
definition of “significant” impacts.  Based on our extensive 
experience with pipeline stream crossings, we disagree with the 
commentor’s statement that stream crossings more than 30 
percent in excess of the width of the stream will exceed minimum 
impact.  There is currently more than 300,000 miles of natural 
gas transmission lines within the United States crossing a 
multitude of streams.  If the project is approved by the 
Commission, Mountain Valley could conduct surveys in areas 
previously denied, and place the new data into the public record 
for this proceeding. 

IND295-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND295 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comments LA5-1 and IND47-1 regarding 
preparation of the EIS.  Data submitted after the release of the 
draft EIS was included in the final EIS.  The public had a 
substantial period of time (almost two months) to comment on 
the supplemental data filed by Mountain Valley in October 2016.  
Those data, in many cases, were submitted to address data gaps 
referenced in the draft EIS. 

IND295-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND295 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

The Forest Service has worked with Mountain Valley to develop 
project design features, mitigation measures and monitoring 
procedures to minimize the effects on the resources the plan 
amendments were designed to protect, not only for those 
resources on NFS lands, but also adjacent lands.  See the 
response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 

IND296-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.  
See the response to comment CO74-7 regarding crossing Craig 
Creek and Brush Mountain.

IND296-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND296-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.  
The remaining comments are noted.

IND296-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND296 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND297 – Bill Dooley

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1. 
See the response to comment CO74-7 regarding crossing Craig 
Creek and Brush Mountain.

IND297-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND297 – Bill Dooley

Individual Comments

The requested conversion of the Brush Mountain IRA to a 
recommended wilderness study area is beyond the scope of this 
project.

IND297-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND298 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

It is typical for cultural resources data to be incomplete until 
access to the entire pipeline route can be obtained and surveys 
conducted (some areas may not be accessible until after a 
Certificate [if approved] is issued and eminent domain can be 
used to obtain access to parcels previously denied by specific 
landowners).  The environmental condition included in section 
4.10 and 5.2 was included to cover that contingency.

The FERC has never previously received a letter from Mr. 
Johnson requesting a copy of the cultural resources survey report 
covering his property in Monroe County, West Virginia.  If Mr. 
Johnson would like to see that report, he must sign a 
confidentiality form with Mountain Valley.  We requested (in our 
January 26, 2017 EIR) that Mountain Valley provide Mr. 
Johnson with an opportunity to sign such an agreement and 
obtain copies of cultural resources survey reports covering his 
property.  In a February 17, 2017 filing, Mountain Valley 
indicated (in response to Cultural Resources question 18 of our 
EIR) that its cultural resources consultant inventoried Mr. 
Johnson’s land and recorded three isolated finds in the APE 
(46ME293, 294, 295) which were evaluated as not eligible for 
the NRHP.

The ANST is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  The final EIS 
has been updated to discuss supplemental visual impacts 
analyses.  Cumulative impacts were discussed in section 4.13 of 
the draft EIS. 

Cultural Attachment was addressed in section 4.10 of the final 
EIS.  The findings of ACE were adopted by FERC staff,  and not 
dismissed.  The ACE report is already in the public record for 
this proceeding. 

IND298-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND298 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND298 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND298 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND299 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

If approved, the FERC would only allow one natural gas pipeline 
to be built by Mountain Valley (see recommended condition 4 in 
section 5.2 of the EIS).  See the response to comment IND241-1 
regarding induced natural gas exploration and production.  The 
Appalachian Connector is not a real project and does not have to 
be considered as a foreseeable action in our discussion of 
cumulative impacts in section 4.13 of the EIS.

IND299-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND299 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND300 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety.  See the 
response to comment IND18-2 regarding emergency plans.  See 
the response to LA3-1.  We will not be producing a supplemental 
draft EIS; but this final EIS addresses comments on the draft.  
The No Action Alternative is discussed in section 3 of the EIS.

IND300-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND300 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND300 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND300 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND300 – Maury W. Johnson

Individual Comments



See comment CO16-1 regarding the FERC decision-making
process and compliance with NEPA.

INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

IND301-1

Section 4.9 of the EIS addresses economic issues, including the
KeyLog study.

IND301-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. The
potential health effects regarding methane are discussed in
section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND301-3

Cultural resources are discussed in section 4.10 of the EIS. The
section concluded that the Section 106 process has not been
completed at this time, and includes a recommendation for
additional studies. We have determined that 220 of the newly
recorded archaeological sites and 107 of the historic architectural
sites in the direct APE for the MVP, outside of Historic Districts,
are not eligible for the NRHP, and are not significant. No expert
professionals have disputed our findings. In fact, the SHPOs
agree with our determinations, and the definitions of the APE.

IND301-4

Recreational use, including a discussion of the ANST and the
BRP, are provided in section 4.8 of the EIS.

IND301-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND332-1 regarding farming. As
stated in section 4.2.2 of the EIS, the applicants would minimize
impacts to prime farmlands by segregating topsoil, removing
rock, and decompacting soils.

IND301-6

The estimation of the amount of impacts (in acres) to wetlands 
has been updated in the final EIS using the best available 
information.  Our cooperator for the development of this EIS, the 
COE, will verify the Applicants’ data regarding wetlands

IND301-7

Streams and watersheds are discussed extensively in section 4.3
of the EIS and in appendix F.

IND301-8

Resources within the Jefferson National Forest that may be
affected by the MVP are discussed throughout section 4 of the
EIS. The pipeline route would avoid the Peters Mountain
Wilderness and Brush Mountain Wilderness within the Jefferson
National Forest.

IND301-9



INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The final EIS summarizes data from Mountain Valley’s filings,
organized under resource heading, and addresses comments. The
draft EIS was not released prematurely, and was the result of two
years of review.

IND301-10

See the response to comment LA1-4 regarding existing 42-inch
pipelines in mountainous terrain.

IND301-11



INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

The FS routinely reviews other actions proposed to be conducted
within National Forests.

IND301-12

Cumulative impacts were discussed in section 4.13 of the draft
EIS.

IND301-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See response to comment IND301-4.IND301-14

Wildlife are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS; and threatened
and endangered species are discussed in section 4.7 of the EIS
and in more detail in our BA.

IND301-15



INDIVIDUALS
IND301 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND302 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND3-1 regarding drinking water.
Mountain Valley would be responsible for funding these tests.
See the response to comment IND92-1 regarding leaks. See the
response to comment LA1-7 regarding herbicides. Section 4.3.1
of the EIS provides a list of the well water quality parameters that
would be tested. See also the response to comment IND226-15
regarding drinking water.

IND302-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND303 – Devon Johnson

Individual Comments

Section 4.4.2.1 of the draft EIS stated: “The loss of forested
vegetation would impact non-timber forest products such as
mushrooms (fungus) and other plant communities utilized for
medicinal or commercial products.” This statement would
include ginseng. Section 4.4 of this final EIS has been revised to
included additional discussion of ginseng. The purple fringeless
orchid is not a federal or state listed species.

IND303-1

Restoration of the right-of-way is discussed in detail in section 2
of the EIS. As stated in section 4.8.2 of the EIS, trees within the
construction right-of-way across forested land would be cleared.
In the temporary workspaces, trees would be allowed to
regenerate after pipeline installation and restoration; however,
larger trees likely would not grow to maturity for many decades,
making this a long-term impact. According to our Plan, mowing
over the entire permanent right-of-way could not occur more
frequently than every 3 years; although a 10-foot-wide corridor
over the pipeline centerline could be maintained more regularly
in an herbaceous state.”

IND303-2

The impact estimates presented are accurate. See the response to
IND303-2 regarding mowing.

IND303-3

Seed mixes are provided in appendix N of the EIS. IND303-4

Forest edge effects are addressed in section 4.4 of the EIS. Deer
are often attracted to permanent pipeline rights-of-ways.

IND303-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND304 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Michaela Peta)

Individual Comments

The draft EIS discussed alternatives to reduce impacts on the
Mount Tabor Sinkhole Plain and the Slussers Chapel
Conservation Site in sections 3.5.1.7 and 4.8.2.4. Water
resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment CO6-1 regarding the VADCR’s
recommended route alternative.

IND304-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND304 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Michaela Peta)

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND304 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Michaela Peta)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND304-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND305 – Robert M. Jones

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND305-1

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND305-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND305-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND305-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND306 – Marc

Individual Comments

The EIS concluded that the projects would not have significant
impacts on most resources. See the response to comment CO14-
3 regarding spills. The potential for pipeline leakage is discussed
in section 4.12. See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding
safety. See the response to comment IND 2-3 regarding
hydraulic fracturing and export.

IND306-1

Climate change is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable energy.

IND306-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND307 – Justin Haber

Individual Comments

Non-environmental Commission staff will make a determination
on whether to grant a party’s out-of-time intervention request.

IND307-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND308 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Section 4.1.2.8 of the draft EIS stated:“…should a significant
paleontological resource be discovered during construction of the
MVP, Mountain Valley would follow the procedures provided in
its Plan for Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological
Resources. Mountain Valley would stop work and notify the
West Virginia Geologic and Economic Survey or the Virginia
Department of Mines Minerals and Energy.”

IND308-1

See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.IND308-2

See the response to comment IND152-1 regarding our third-party
construction monitoring program.

IND308-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND309 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefit.

IND309-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND310 – Guy W. Buford

Individual Comments

This does not appear to be a comment about the draft EIS issued
by the FERC in September 2016.

IND310-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND311 – John Applequist

Individual Comments

The EIS addresses impacts on forested areas in section 4.4, water
resources in section 4.3, wildlife in section 4.5, and
socioeconomics in section 4.9.

IND311-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND311 – John Applequist

Individual Comments

See the response to FA11-12 regarding need. The ACP Project
was considered as an alternative in section 3 of the EIS. The
Appalachian Connector is not a real project.

IND311-2

See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding renewable
energy.

IND311-3

See the response to comment LA2-1 regarding the draft EIS
comment sessions. Public participation in our environmental
review process for MVP is summarized in section 1.4 of the EIS.
See the response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND311-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND311 – John Applequist

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND312 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

The draft EIS was not flawed. As stated in section 1.2.3, the EIS
is not a decision document. The commenter has confused NHPA
Section 106 determinations by staff with the Commission making
a decision about the projects (which it has not yet done). Section
4.10 of the EIS stated that we have not yet completed the Section
106 process, and includes a recommendation that the process
should be completed prior to construction. See the response to
comment FA11-2 regarding pending information.

IND312-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND313 – James Workman

Individual Comments

We stand by our analyses in the draft EIS. Alternatives were
examined in section 3 of the EIS.

IND313-1

Air quality and emissions were disclosed in section 4.11.
Climate change, GHGs, and cumulative impacts are discussed in
section 4.13. See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding
benefits. See the response to comment IND40-1 regarding
renewable energy.

IND313-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND313 – James Workman

Individual Comments

The Applicant used either EPA or manufacturer emission factors
to determine potential operational emissions for purposes of
permit applicability. The use of EPA’s AP-42 emissions factors
has become widely accepted by federal, state, local, and tribal
agencies as well as industry as a reproducible and cost-effective
method for emissions estimation. Specifically, in FERC’s 2015
draft guidance manual for environmental report preparation, it
states that “emission factors should be based on either: (1)
manufacturer dates, (2) current EPA AP-42, or (3) peer reviewed
studies for the equipment” (FERC 2015,
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/guidelines/report-
preparation-volume-1.pdf). As calculated, a Title I Prevention of
Significant Determination major permit would not be triggered
by any of the compressor stations. However, each of the
compressor stations would require state minor permits prior to
construction. During permitting, the state can determine if
emission calculations are adequate, and also if additional
monitoring is needed to ensure compliance. For this reason,
emission calculations are not being recalculated to add an
adjustment for uncertainty.

IND313-3

https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/guidelines/report-preparation-volume-1.pdf


INDIVIDUALS
IND313 – James Workman

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND313 – James Workman

Individual Comments

The statements regarding renewable energy are noted. However,
as stated in section 3 of the EIS, because the purpose of the MVP
and the EEP is to transport natural gas, and the generation of
electricity from renewable energy sources or the gains realized
from increased energy efficiency and conservation are not
transportation alternatives, they cannot function as a substitute for
the projects. These alternatives cannot meet the purpose for the
projects and are not considered or evaluated further in this
analysis.

IND313-4

The typographical errors in table 4.13.2-1 (which was revised to
table 4.13.2-2) were corrected in the final EIS. Specifically, the
table calculates total annual GHG emissions in units of metric-tons
of CO2-equivalents pear year that would result from natural gas
consumption based on the total capacity for each project. This
information is provided as well as the direct construction and
operational GHG emissions for each project.

As indicated by the CEQ, GHG emissions serve as a proxy for
assessing climate change impacts. However, it is not possible for
the EIS to attempt to link specific climatological changes, or the
environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or its GHG
emissions, as such direct linkage is difficult to isolate and to
understand (CEQ 2016). Under Executive Order 12866, federal
agencies are required, to the extent permitted by law, “to assess
both the costs and the benefits of the intended regulation and,
recognizing that some costs and benefits are difficult to quantify,
propose or adopt a regulation only upon a reasoned determination
that the benefits of the intended regulation justify its costs.” The
social cost of carbon (SCC) is meant to be a comprehensive
estimate of climate change damages and includes changes in net
agricultural productivity, human health, property damages from
increased flood risk, and changes in energy system costs, such as
reduced costs for heating and increased costs for air conditioning.
The purpose of the SCC estimates is to allow federal agencies to
incorporate the social benefits of reducing carbon dioxide
emissions into cost-benefit analyses of regulatory actions that
impact cumulative global emissions. The SCC has not been
included in this EIS because the EIS is not a regulatory action, the
FERC is not part of the Executive Branch of government that must
comply with Executive Orders, and because FERC has not
determined that a monetized assessment of impacts of GHGs or a
monetary cost-benefit analysis is appropriate and relevant to the
choice among different alternatives being considered in the EIS.

IND313-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND313 – James Workman

Individual Comments

In section 4.11, the draft EIS stated: “It is expected that
compliance with the applicable federal and state air quality
standards and regulations would be addressed accordingly in the
air quality permits. As a result, we conclude that air quality
impacts during operation of the compressor stations would be
minor.” The EIS further explains that an air quality screening
analysis (i.e., dispersion modeling) was performed for each for
each of the compressor stations and results for all pollutants were
in compliance with the relevant NAAQS. As a result of the
information provided, the air impacts are deemed minor and will
not be revised in the EIS. Furthermore, air monitoring is not a
suggested mitigation, but may still be required by regulators
beyond the scope of this EIS.

IND313-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND314 – Robert M. Jones (on behalf of Peter Montgomery)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding Amendment 1.IND314-1

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 3.IND314-3

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 2.IND314-2

See the response to comment FA10-1 regarding Amendment 4.IND314-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND315 – Melissa B. West

Individual Comments

Visual impacts to the ANST are discussed in section 4.8 of the
EIS. See the response to comment FA8-1 regarding the 500 foot-
wide utility corridor within the Jefferson National Forest.

IND315-1

On October 14, 2016, Mountain Valley adopted the Mayapple
School Variation suggested in the draft EIS into its proposed
route, increasing the distance of the pipeline from the school to
about 0.3-mile.

IND315-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND315 – Melissa B. West

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND316 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

It is standard practice for cultural resources investigations to be
completed after the Commission authorizes a project, so that
access may be obtained using eminent domain where landowners
had previously denied access. We account for this in our
recommendation as discussed in section 4.10 and 5.2 of the draft
EIS. Part 800, the regulations for implementing Section 106 of
the NHPA, allows for phased investigations. The ACHP and the
courts have supported FERC’s practice of completing the Section
106 process after a Project Order, but prior to construction.

IND316-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND317 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Transportation was discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS. As stated
in section 4.9.2 of the EIS, during construction, Mountain Valley
would inspect roads periodically and, if damages occur as a direct
result of project-related activities, would repair them as
appropriate and in accordance with the applicable permit. These
repairs would extend to rural bridges associated with roads.

IND317-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND318 – David J. Werner

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment IND2-3 regarding the fact that MVP was
not designed for export. See the response to comment IND1-3
regarding eminent domain.

IND318-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND318 – David J. Werner

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND277-13 regarding gas usage
and customers. See the response to comment IND2-3 regarding
the fact that the MVP was not designed for export. See the
response to comment IND1-3 regarding eminent domain.

IND318-2

See the response to comment IND137-1 regarding the KeyLog
report.

IND318-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND318 – David J. Werner

Individual Comments

The statements regarding Coates Field Services, Inc. are noted.
See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.

IND318-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND319 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Karst terrain and caves are discussed in section 4.1. Mountain
Valley has produced a Karst Mitigation Plan, and would employ
a karst specialist to evaluate areas of potential karst prior to and
during construction. FERC has received comments from local
experts and resource agencies, including the Virginia Cave
Board. Route selection criteria is discussed in section 3.

IND319-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND320 – Patricia Curran Leonard

Individual Comments

Injecting wastewater into wells is part of the process of oil and 
gas production.  The MVP does not involve oil or gas production. 
The states regulate oil and gas production as explained in section 
1.3 of the EIS. The pipeline is for transportation of natural gas; 
which is regulated by FERC. Therefore, there would be no 
seismic activity induced by the MVP. 

IND320-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Water resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the EIS. See the
response to comment CO99-39 regarding the scour analysis. A
revised discussion of sedimentation and turbidity can be found in
section 4.3 of this final EIS.

IND321-1

See the response to CO34-1 regarding hydrogeologic studies.IND321-2

See the response to comment FA11-2 regarding pending
information in the draft EIS. The EIS concludes that impacts on
water sources would be temporary or short-term, and would be
mitigated to not be significant. See response to comment
IND295-1 regarding temporary stream impacts.

IND321-3



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

Streams and watersheds are discussed extensively in section 4.3
of the EIS and in appendix F.

IND321-4



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments

See the response to IND321-4.IND321-5

See the response to IND321-4. We have decades of extensive
experience observing and assessing pipeline construction and
restoration using the mitigation measures outlined in our Plan and
Procedures.

IND321-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND321 – Thomas Bouldin

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND322 – Judy Sink

Individual Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits of the
proposed projects. Section 4.9 of the EIS provides a discussion
of jobs. See also the response to comment IND191-3 regarding
local jobs.

IND322-1

See the response to comment IND36-2 regarding farming. Fuel,
oil, and biocide are the chemicals that would be used during
construction of the pipeline. See the response to comment CO14-
3 regarding spills. Impacts on streams and wells were addressed
in section 4.3 of the draft EIS.

IND322-2

Air quality was addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS. The
potential health effects regarding methane are discussed in
section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND322-3

Tourism would not be adversely impacted, as explained in
section 4.9 of the EIS.

IND322-4

The land acquisition personnel work for Mountain Valley and
Equitrans rather than the FERC. The FERC expects applicants to
enter into good faith negotiations with all landowners.

IND322-5



INDIVIDUALS
IND322 – Judy Sink

Individual Comments

See the response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values.IND322-6



INDIVIDUALS
IND323 – Individual

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND323-1

Section 4.9 of the EIS clearly states that the Applicants would
pay for damages to structures, wells, crops, etc. Section 4.9
further states that the projects would generate taxes and increase
local revenues, thus having economic benefits for the region. See
also the response to comment CO2-1 regarding benefits. See the
response to comment IND288-3 regarding road damage.

Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.8 of the EIS. See the
response to comment IND12-1 regarding property values. As
stated in section 4.3 of the EIS, the Applicants would be
responsible for damaged water wells within 150 feet (500 feet in
karst) of the projects.

IND323-2



INDIVIDUALS
IND323 – Individual

Individual Comments

No “fracking” would be induced by the projects as stated in
section 1.3 of the EIS. See also the response to comment IND2-3
regarding hydraulic fracturing.

IND323-3

River crossings are addressed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS.
Wetland crossings are addressed in section 4.3.3 of the EIS.

IND323-4

Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses potential impacts on drinking
water sources. Aquatic resources are discussed in section 4.6 of
the EIS.

IND323-5

Karst is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.IND323-6

Soils are discussed in section 4.2 of the EIS. As listed in table
2.4-2 of the EIS, Mountain Valley provided a draft Landslide
Mitigation Plan for which the FERC recommended revisions.
Mountain Valley provided a revised Landslide Mitigation Plan to
the FERC in March 2017. Section 4.1 of the final EIS has been
updated to discuss the revised plan.

IND323-7

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need. See the
response to comment FA11-2 regarding preparation of the draft
EIS.

IND323-8



INDIVIDUALS
IND323 – Individual

Individual Comments

Cumulative impacts and climate change are discussed in section
4.13 of the EIS.

IND323-9

See the response to comment FA11-12 regarding need.IND323-11

There is no legal requirement for a supplemental EIS. However,
the FERC produced a final EIS. See also the response to
comment FA11-2 regarding preparation of the draft EIS. The
EIS provides relevant environmental information about air
quality in section 4.11, water in section 4.3, and erosion controls
in section 2. The FS is a cooperating agency and assisted in
preparation of the EIS. Watersheds are discussed in section 4.3
of the EIS. Domestic water supplies are discussed in section 4.3
of the EIS. See the responses to letter CO14 regarding Smith
Mountain Lake.

IND323-10

See the response to comment CO5-1 regarding pending
information in the draft EIS. The FERC expects applicants to
enter into good faith negotiations with all landowners. For more
information on eminent domain, see sections 1.3 and 4.9 of the
EIS.

IND323-12

See the response to comment IND2-1 regarding safety. See the
response to IND285-1 regarding water usage. Terrorism is
discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.

IND323-13



INDIVIDUALS
IND323 – Individual

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND324 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

The FS is a cooperating agency that assisted in the production of
the EIS. The final EIS organizes data filed by Mountain Valley
into resource topics. Section 3 discusses the No Action
Alternative.

IND324-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments

The EIS addresses wetlands in section 4.3.IND325-1



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments



INDIVIDUALS
IND325 – Nan Gray

Individual Comments
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