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June 27, 2025 
 

Michael Mussomeli    Via Email: michael.mussomeli@deq.virginia.gov 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1111 East Main Street, Suite 1400 
Richmond, Virginia 23228 
 
 Re: Individual Permit (25-1277) Request 

Response to Additional Information Request 1 
 Southeast Supply Enhancement Project 

Pittsylvania County, Virginia 
  WSSI #P.WSI0000778 
 
Dear Mr. Mussomeli: 
 

This letter is in response to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
Additional Information Request, provided via email on June 20, 2025, regarding the Southeast 
Supply Enhancement Project (Project). Below are our responses to your comments: 

 
1. Section 2.2 of the JPA narrative notes project capacity would be provided along five 

(5) paths and long-term, binding agreements are in place. Pursuant to 9VAC25-210-
80 B.l(f), please provide documentation of end user agreement, if available. 
 
Enclosed within Exhibit 1 are the twelve associated precedent agreements referenced 
in the Joint Permit Application (JPA).  

 
2. Pursuant to 9VAC25-210-80 B.l(g) please provide the following additional 

information for Section 3.5 (System Alternatives): 
 
a) For Loop Intensive System Alternative, please provide additional data or a table 

comparing surface water impacts, cost, threatened/endangered species impacts. 
Please also provide mapping of loop locations. 
 
Enclosed within Exhibit 2 is the Station 165 System Alternative map that depicts 
system alternative loops F and G as well as a table outlining anticipated stream 
and wetland impacts.  As noted in the JPA these loop alternatives would be in 
addition to the proposed Eden loop and would result in additional wetland and 
stream impacts as well as additional impacts to sensitive species and cultural 
resources. Compressor Station 165 as proposed does not result in any wetland or 
stream impacts or impact to sensitive resources. A section of the Eden loop 
extends into Compressor Station 165 limits of disturbance and includes stream 
and wetland crossings. Those impacts are accounted for in the JPA associated 
with Eden Loop. 
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b) The narrative states consideration of the MVP Amendment Project as a potential 

system alternative; please advise if other existing system alternatives pipelines 
could be considered, what limitations (e.g. retrofits) would be necessary, cost, 
and potential surface water impacts. 
 
Transco completed an alternatives analysis that included evaluating the potential 
to utilize other existing systems to provide the necessary volume of incremental 
firm transportation of natural gas.  After completing the analysis Transco 
determined that the proposed Mountain Valley Pipeline Southgate project could 
not replicate the SSE volumes or flow path.  Additionally, Transco evaluated the 
East Tennessee Natural Gas, L.L.C (“East Tennessee”) pipeline system as a 
system alternative.  In completing this analysis, Transco determined that East 
Tennessee cannot replicate SSE’s flow path, which serves Transco’s existing 
markets between Pittsylvania County, Virginia and Choctaw County, Alabama, 
and therefore cannot be considered as a system alternative.  
  

3. Pursuant to 9VAC25-210-80 B.l(g), please provide the following additional 
information for Section 3.6 (Route Alternatives):  
 
a) In review of the MP 1388.30 Alternative, the proposed route crosses two (2) 

streams (L-124-1 and L-130-1), with the confluence located within the limit of 
disturbance. Though the narrative notes a straight route would result in greater 
temporary impact, please advise if constructability, sequence of construction, and 
maintenance of streamflow are problematic at this crossing. Would a straight 
alignment that would avoid impacts to the confluence and result in less potential 
constructability and restoration issues than the proposed route? 

 
The current route was offset from the existing pipelines to prevent paralleling a 
segment of stream L124-1 with the proposed pipe trench. Additionally, Transco 
has minimized impacts by crossing streams as close to perpendicular as possible. 
If the suggested alternative pipeline alignment was selected, Transco would 
encounter construction and restoration challenges associated with paralleling a 
stream. Additionally, restoring a stream channel flowing parallel to the pipeline 
elevates concerns related to the long-term maintenance and operation of the 
pipeline due to erosion or scour potential and should be avoided where 
practicable. An updated Alternative 1388.30 map is enclosed within Exhibit 3 that 
depicts the suggested alternative.  Therefore, given these logistical constraints and 
anticipated additional impact, the proposed route is the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). Also note, the current alignment and 
workspace layout allows for the crossing of the streams without requiring 
excavation within the confluence of the stream. As shown on the associated plan 
view included within the JPA, Attachment 21b, Sheet 8 of 80, the bridged 



Michael Mussomeli 
June 27, 2025 
DEQ #25-1277 
WSSI #P.WSI0000778 
 
 

equipment crossing will be placed approximately over the confluence and 
excavation will be maintained outside of the confluence. 
 

b) The proposed route at MP 1401.80 incurs higher wetland and open water impacts 
alternative. The narrative cites constructability concerns for selection of the 
proposed route. As the alternative impacts the fringe of the pond, please advise if 
sheet pile or bladder dams can be installed as a temporary measure to allow 
construction of the pipeline, with the dam then restored. As the dam appears to be 
comprised solely of dredged spoils, could it be restored in kind after installation 
of the pipeline? Additionally, given the proximity of the roadway, please advise if 
a horizontal directional drilling (HDD) crossing is feasible at this location. 
 
Please note, Transco believes the alternative route referenced in this question is 
MP 1404.80. As stated in the application, Transco sited the alignment to avoid 
impacting the dam of the pond. This avoids the need for Transco to reconstruct 
the dam or to be responsible for its current and future integrity. In addition to the 
logistical constraints related to construction and restoration, the proposed 
alignment avoids concerns with Transco's ability to conduct operational 
maintenance of the pipeline. Transco performs various integrity inspections to 
verify the continued safe operation of its pipelines.  If those inspections noted the 
need to conduct maintenance activities in the vicinity of this dam, including direct 
inspection of the pipeline, then the dam would greatly complicate that inspection. 
If  the pipeline was located under the dam of the pond, it could require draining 
the entire pond and reconstructing the dam again.   Therefore, given the logistical 
constraints noted above, the proposed route is the LEDPA. 

 
As detailed in the Pipeline Installation Alternatives Analysis (PIAA), Transco 
also evaluated an HDD construction method of the pond and adjacent resources.  
However, an HDD in this location was no longer considered due to the length 
(approximately 2500-ft minimum due to bend radius limitations, site topography, 
and depth of cover needed below the pond to prevent inadvertent returns) and 
potential impacts to nearby residences from prolonged noise, dust and traffic that 
would continue for approximately 6 months, given the challenging subsurface 
geologic conditions, including hard rock (quartzite, gneiss, and schist). 
Additionally, the cost of completing this HDD would add approximately 10-12 
million dollars to the Project. Transco's current proposed route in this area is 
estimated to be completed in approximately 10 days and the risks and impacts 
associated with an HDD are avoided with the proposed construction 
methodology.  Due to logistics and cost, an HDD is not a practicable alternative 
and therefore, the proposed route is the LEDPA. 
 

c) Table 3.3 shows that the proposed route, in comparison to MP 1412.40, would 
incur over less than 250 linear feet of stream impacts. Attachment 18, Sheet 5 
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shows the temporary easement approximately overlaying a parallel stream. 
Would impact to this stream be avoided? 
 
While the proposed route corridor runs parallel to stream L122-1, as noted by 
DEQ, Transco will place perimeter erosion control devices above the top of the 
bank / ordinary high-water mark and avoid disturbance to that portion of the 
stream.  Please note Transco shifted the timber mat crossings in this area to the 
working side of the pipeline, on the opposite side of this stream location, further 
minimizing any adjacent disturbance. The revised plan view sheets 76 and 77 
depict this change and are enclosed within Exhibit 4. 
 

4. The proposed MVP Southgate Amendment Project, referenced in the JPA narrative 
and for which a JPA is currently under review by DEQ (25-0752), projects a 
concurrent construction schedule as the proposed project. These two (2) pipelines 
may be undergoing active construction immediately adjacent to each other 
simultaneously. Please describe, in detail, efforts to minimize impacts by sharing 
limits of disturbance, sequencing of construction activities so as not to incur greater, 
cumulative impacts, and any additional efforts to reduce impacts to surface waters 
between the two (2) projects.  

 
Transco acknowledges that its proposed Eden Loop may be under construction at the 
same time as the MVP Southgate Amendment project. To minimize cumulative 
impacts related to both projects, Transco and MVP will coordinate on erosion and 
sediment control plan designs so that BMPs function as intended.  
 
Transco commits to coordinating with MVP on crew mobilization plans to avoid 
having both projects’ crews working in the same place at the same time. Given that 
both the Eden Loop and the MVP Southgate Amendment project  pipeline have an 
approximate length of 31 miles overall (including VA and NC), and that both projects 
are only on the same side of the existing Transco ROW for a total length of 
approximately 1.6 miles, Transco believes there’s ample opportunity for both projects 
to coordinate on crew mobilizations that minimize interference where workspaces 
overlap. Assuming both projects are being constructed at the same time, Transco has 
expressed its willingness to send dedicated crews that can prioritize construction in 
the overlapping 1.6 miles such that work can be completed in this area while MVP 
Southgate Amendment project crews work elsewhere. Transco believes this can be 
achieved through continued coordination. 
 
For crossover locations, where the MVP Southgate Amendment project pipeline is 
proposed to cross under Transco pipelines (either existing or the proposed Eden 
Loop), or where the proposed Eden Loop may cross under the MVP Southgate 
Amendment project pipeline, Transco will coordinate with MVP on inspection 
requirements and damage prevention practices to ensure that both parties’ pipelines 
are adequately protected.  Transco is committed to further engagement with MVP to 
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minimize construction impacts, construction interference concerns, and safety 
concerns. 
 

5. Sections 5.2.7 and 5.2.8 of the JPA narrative state that temporarily impacted 
resources will be restored to preconstruction contours. Profiles contained within 
Attachment 21D note elevation data was obtained with Airborne LIDAR Point Cloud. 
Will survey grade elevations be provided to restore streambank and wetlands to 
preconstruction elevations and contours, such that previous wetland acreage and 
functions or surface water functions are restored? 
 

Transco will rely on survey grade elevation for purposes of construction and 
restoration. In addition to the LIDAR, survey grade GPS data was collected for 
streams (i.e., top of bank, toe of slope, and centerlines) and wetlands and this data 
will be used for restoration.  
 

6. Pursuant to 9VAC25-2 l 0-80.m. l, please address the following comments on the 
proposed permittee-responsible mitigation (PRM) site:  
 
a) In accordance with 9VAC25-210-90 m.1 (viii), "A conceptual planting scheme 

including suggested plant species and zonation of each vegetation type 
proposed;" On the Planting Plan (Sheets 16-18), the legend includes Planting 
Area. However, on the Seed Planting Zone (Sheet 19), it is unclear which areas 
will be planted with the ''Upland Wetland Buffer Seed Mix." DEQ recommends 
the planting map matches with the planting list for consistency and to consider 
the label "Forested Buffer Vegetation." 

 
Labels on the Planting Plan and Planting Schedule sheets have been revised for 
clarity with the updated PRM plan set enclosed within Exhibit 5. Upland areas 
outside of the mitigation easement will receive the seed mix shown on the Upland 
Seeding Schedule. 
 
All Wetland Creation and Enhancement areas (as shown on the Credit Analysis 
Plan, Sheet 22) will receive Palustrine Forested Wetland (PFO) plantings and seed 
mix. The Forested Buffer will also receive PFO plantings, and seed mix where it 
intersects with the limits of disturbance (LOD). 
 

b) On the Planting Schedule (Sheet 19) white oak (Quercus alba), which is 
designated as facultative upland (FACU), is included on the PFO planting list. 
DEQ recommends this species be replaced with a facultative (FAC) or wetter 
species appropriate for the habitat type in this area. 
 
White oak (Quercus alba) has been replaced with willow oak (Quercus phellos), 
which has a wetland indicator status of FAC in the Piedmont region. 
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c) In accordance with 9VAC25-210-80.m (xi) "inclusion of buffer areas;" DEQ 

recommends revising the label of "Upland Buffer" to "Forested Buffer." This 
revision will need to be addressed within the narrative and credit tracking table. 
The current label is a point of confusion as the buffer area includes wetlands and 
has wetland woody stems planned for planting. 

 
The area formerly labeled “Upland Buffer Reforestation” is now labeled 
“Forested Buffer” on the Credit Analysis Plan (Exhibit 5, plan set Sheet 22). 

 
d) In accordance with 9VAC25-210-80 m.l (xiii) "the schedule for compensatory 

mitigation site construction", please clarify if time-of-year restrictions (TOYR) 
will be incorporated within the construction schedule. 

 
The PRM project is implementing a TOYR for tree felling from April 1 to 
November 15. 

 
e) In accordance with 9VAC25-210-80 m.3, "[ ... ] the conceptual compensatory 

mitigation plan shall also include a draft of the intended protective mechanism or 
mechanisms... ", please revise the draft conservation easement to remove all 
mention of the IRT and replace with USACE and DEQ. Additionally, replace all 
mention of an MBI within the Compensatory Mitigation Plan and Long-Tenn 
Management Plan. 

 
The draft conservation easement and Long-Term Management Plan have been 
revised as requested and are enclosed within Exhibit 7.  

 
f) In accordance with 9VAC25-210-80 m3.b, "The following minimum restrictions: 

[... ]; or DEQ- approved activities described in the approved final compensatory 
mitigation plan or long-term management plan;" the long-term management plan, 
Section IV.B indicates the site will be fenced. If so, please include the fence on the 
plan sheets and remove "or appropriately marked." DEQ recommends the 
mitigation site is fenced to prevent encroachment from adjacent, ongoing 
agricultural activities. 

 
Updated labeling and a fencing detail has been included within the revised plan 
set (Exhibit 5, Sheet 8 for detail). 

 
g) The Sponsor Address on the Plan Cover Sheet differs from the Sponsor address 

on the Cherrystone Mitigation Site - Project Narrative. 
 

The address has been updated within the revised PRM Narrative enclosed within 
Exhibit 6.  
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h) In the Monitoring Requirements, a Table 2 is referenced in the Wetland and 
Upland Buffer Vegetation Monitoring but is not attached. Please include this 
table. 

 
A screenshot of the 2018 Mitigation Banking Instrument Table 2. Minimum 
Number of Woody Sampling Plots is enclosed within the revised PRM narrative 
within Exhibit 5.  

 
i) Please update the Long-Term Management Plan signature page to reflect the 

current manager of the DEQ Office of Wetland and Stream Protection. 
 

The signature page has been updated to reflect the current manager of the DEQ 
Office of Wetland and Stream Protection (Exhibit 7). 

 
j) In the Long-Term Management Plan, Section VI Funding and Task Prioritization 

A. Funding, there remain blank spaces in the template. Please fill in the missing 
information. 

 
The updated Long-Term Management Plan document has been included herein as 
Exhibit 7. 

 
k) The Project Description and Location narrative describes two (2) proposed 

temporary impacts, which are described as impacts limited to the proposed 
wetland creation and for the in-kind replacement of an existing culvert. These 
impacts are depicted on Sheet 26 of the plan set. However, Sheet 11 shows a 
temporary diversion dike outside of the wetland creation/enhancement area. As a 
significant portion of the temporary diversion dike is located in wetlands outside 
of the proposed creation/enhancement area, please account for temporary 
impacts incurred by the temporary diversion dike both in the narrative and on 
Sheet 26. Also, please note how this area will be restored. The impact calculation 
should include temporary impacts from the boundary of the proposed 
wetland/creation/enhancement area to the limit of disturbance. 

 
The limits of disturbance (LOD) for the Cherrystone PRM site included the 
diversion dike and therefore, any temporary impacts associated with its 
installation are included in the calculations. Although the diversion dike is outside 
of the wetland creation/enhancement areas, it is within the proposed LOD. The 
entirety of the wetlands within the LOD, including those temporarily impacted by 
the proposed temporary diversion dike, are proposed as temporary impacts. A 
diversion dike label has been added to the impact map sheets within the revised 
plan set enclosed within Exhibit 5. The diversion dike will be removed during 
final restoration, and the entirety of the site will be graded, planted and seeded per 
the plans. 
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l) In relation to the temporary diversion dike, please describe the impact to 
hydrology on and offsite during construction and if secondary impacts may be 
incurred. 
 
Under present conditions, water flows from the northwest side of the site to the 
southeast. The temporary diversion dike will divert clean water to run on around 
the LOD in the same general direction during construction, discharging and 
maintaining hydrology to existing wetlands. After construction is complete, water 
will continue to flow across the site from the northwest toward the southeast.  
Secondary impacts are not anticipated. 
 

7. Pursuant to 9VAC25-210-80.B.1.p., a permit application fee is among items required 
to consider the application complete. DEQ has determined that the application fee is 
$23,960. Please find attached Water Division Permit Application Fee Form. Please 
follow the instructions on the form and send to DEQ.  

 
The application fee form and check (USPS tracking #: 9488 8090 0027 6180 5086 
43) in the amount of $23,960 was sent to DEQ on June 27, 2025. 

 
The following section contains additional information necessary to assist in DEQ's 

review of the application or advises on the status of application review: 
 
1. The JPA narrative and Virginia Attachment 05 indicates coordination with the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is ongoing. Please provide updates and/or 
concurrences upon receipt. 
  
Updated USFWS correspondence will be provided as requested, upon receipt. 

 
2. Section 4.2.4 requests a waiver for time-of-year restriction (TOYR) for warm water 

fisheries (15 April - 15 July). DEQ is in the process of requesting comments from The 
Department of Wildlife Resources (DWR). Additional TOYRs may be required, 
pending coordination with DWR and USFWS. DEQ is concurrently initiating 
coordination with Department of Conservation and Recreation, the Virginia Marine 
Resources Commission, and the Department of Health. 
 
The Project team continues to coordinate with DWR regarding potential TOYRs . 

 
3. DEQ is in the process of review the impact maps, impact numbers, and associated 

documentation. DEQ will provide additional comments either as an addendum or 
within the next comment letter. 
 
Understood 
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Please feel free to contact me at ametcalf@wetlands.com; 703-679-5778 or Christie 
Blevins at cblevins@wetlands.com; 703-679-5671 if you need any additional information or 
have any questions.       

 
Sincerely, 

  

      WETLAND STUDIES AND SOLUTIONS, INC. 
 

 

 

 Amanda Metcalf 
 Senior Regulatory Specialist 

 
 

Christie Blevins, PWS, CESSWI, LEED AP 
      Director – Regulatory 
 
Enclosures 
 
cc: Mr. Steven Hardwick, DEQ (w/enc.) Via Email 
 Mr. Steven Vanderploeg, COE (w/enc.) Via Email 
 Mrs. Lou Atkins, VMRC (w/enc.) Via Email 
 Mr. Josh Henry, Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Company, LLC (w/enc.) Via Email 
  
 
L:\_WSI0000000s\0000700\0000778\Admin\07-REG\IP\RFI\DEQ_RFI_1\25-1277_DEQ_RFI1_Response_062725.docx  
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