DOCKETED

Docket 07-AFC-06C
Number:

Project Title: Carlsbad Energy Center - Compliance
TN #: 203981

Document Title: Carlsbad Energy Center Project Amendment FSA Supplement and CEC
Staff Rebuttal Testimony

Description: Supplement and Rebuittal
Filer: Alexis Surita
Organization: California Energy Commission
Submitter Role: Commission Staff

Submission 3/27/2015 2:17:00 PM
Date:

Docketed Date: 3/27/2015


file:///C:/Users/svc_SP_Admin/AppData/Local/Temp/aed8f626-526b-421a-b941-bd8fb4445b3e

ENERGY COMMISSION STAFF’S SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL STAFF ASSESSMENT AND REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

This filing will serve two primary purposes; first it will supplement the February 17, 2015
Final Staff Assessment (FSA) in the Air Quality technical section. Because the Final
Determination of Compliance (FDOC) from San Diego Air Pollution Control District was not
filed prior to the FSA, that particular section of the FSA was published on February 17,
2015 without certain data points and conditions of certification required for completeness.
With the March 19, 2015 publication of the FDOC, staff has now been able to complete its
testimony. This filing also serves as staff’s rebuttal testimony. Staff has filed its direct
testimony in the form of the FSA, and also identified its witnesses for Evidentiary Hearings
it its Prehearing Conference Statement filed on March 12, 2015. For ease of reference,
analysis and/or rebuttal testimony for the following technical areas can be found on the
following pages within this filing:

e AIR QUALITY (supplemental analysis, pp. 2-6; Conclusions, pg. 6; AQ Appendix
AQ-1, pg. 9; Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 10-13)

ALTERNATIVES (Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 14-15)

NOISE & VIBRATION (Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 15-17)

SOIL & WATER (Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 17-18)

TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION (Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 18-19)

VISUAL RESOURCES (Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 19-22)

WASTE MANAGEMENT (Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 22-23)

WORKER SAFETY/ FIRE PROTECTION (Rebuttal Testimony, pg. 23).

An appendix (Appendix A, attached) containing all of the proposed conditions of
certification has also been included in this filing. The proposed conditions of certification in
the Appendix A are formatted to include:

e Approved conditions of certification from the licensed CECP related to construction
and demolition and any modifications;

e Additions or deletions required for the amended CECP, with edits that were
included in the February 17, 2015 Final Staff Assessment (FSA) indicated with
deleted text in strikethrough, and new text in bold and underlined; and

e Edits made after publication of the FSA and addressed in this supplement that are
indicated with deleted text in deuble-strikethreughs and new text in bold and double
underlined.
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL STAFF ASSESSMENT

AIR QUALITY

Testimony of William Walters, P.E.

INTRODUCTION

This supplement provides an update to the FSA’s Air Quality Section necessary to
integrate changes between the San Diego Air Pollution Control District’s (District) Final
Determination of Compliance (FDOC), published on March 19, 2015 and the Preliminary
DOC, published on December 12, 2014. The major change in the FDOC was the revision
in the Encina Power Station (EPS) baseline period used for the amended Carlsbad Energy
Center Project’s (amended CECP) emissions increase determination. This revision
resulted in NOx emissions exceeding New Source Review (NSR) permitting threshold for
requiring offsets and Lowest Achievable Emissions Rate (LAER) requirements. Other
changes included major changes in approximately half a dozen District conditions of
certification including the addition of four conditions, a major change to one staff condition
of certification, and over two dozen minor changes in the District conditions of certification*.
This supplement provides documentation and explanation of these FDOC and FDOC
related revisions.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Staff’s overall conclusion has not changed. With the adoption of the attached revised
conditions of certification, the proposed amended Carlsbad Energy Center Project
(amended CECP) would conform with applicable federal, State, and San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (District) air quality laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards,
and the proposed amended Carlsbad Energy Center Project would not result in significant
air quality related impacts.

PROPOSED MODIFIED PROJECT

The changes in the FDOC did not require any revisions to the proposed amended CECP
power plant design. However, to address project owner concerns, the District's FDOC
does include allowing an additional 350 gas turbine starts during initial commissioning.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

The LORS have not changed since the FSA was published. Please see later descriptions
of the changes in the interpretation of the LORS requirements.

! This does not include the renumbering of conditions that affected almost all of the District Conditions of
Certification.
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SETTING

The environmental setting has not changed since the FSA.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND EMISSIONS

The project description has not changed since the FSA was published. However, some of
the emissions assumptions, including the Encina Power Station (EPS) baseline emissions
used in the NSR permitting, have changed. Those specific changes, and only those
changes, are described below:

An increase in the allowed annual CO emissions has been approved in the FDOC to
account for elevated CO emissions during commissioning. This annual emissions limit
increase, only allowed during the commissioning period, is 24.27 tons. Short-term CO
emissions limits are unaffected, so this change would not increase the 1-hour and 8-hour
NAAQS and CAAQS CO ambient concentration impacts determined for the project and
described in the FSA.

The other emissions change contained in the FDOC is the EPS baseline and resulting
amended CECP emissions increase determination. To address comments received on the
PDOC, the representativeness of the EPS baseline period was investigated thoroughly by
the District and included information gathered from the Energy Commission and the
California Independent System Operator (CAISO). The District determined that a specific
representative two-year period within the 5-year baseline period prior to the permit
application receipt (2009 to 2013) could not be established, so per District rules, the 5-year
period average was determined to be appropriate for permitting. This revision affects the
information presented in FSA Air Quality Table 21. That section of the FSA, p. 4.1-32, is
revised below. Changes to the conditions of certification are shown in double underline
and double strikethrough.

Air Quality Table 21 summarizes the revised estimate for the maximum annual emissions
for the amended CECP, the existing EPS annual emissions baseline as determined by the
District through a review of recent emissions data (years 2009 to 2013), and the expected
maximum annual incremental project emission increase or decrease from the EPS
baseline.

Revised Air Quality Table 21
Amended CECP Incremental Annual Emissions

Emission Source F;ollutant (tonslyear) i
NOXx CO VOC SOx PM
Amended CECP Expected Maximum Annual 84.18% | 77.83 24.06 5.59 28.35
Encina Power Station (EPS) Emissions Baseline® | 44.23 | 140.46 22.87 2.98 31.65
Amended CECP Net Emissions Change 39.95 | -62.63 1.19 2.61 -3.30
Licensed CECP Net Emissions Change 39.9 -51.51 4.8 -0.6 7.5

Sources: (SDAPCD 2015, CEC 2012)

Notes:

% The project owner has taken a reduced facility-wide NOx emission limit, a very small reduction of less than 0.9
tons/year, to ensure that emissions were limited below District PSD permitting thresholds.
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® This represents normal operating years. For the initial commissioning year the annual CO emissions would be
permitted to 102.1 tons, which for that one year of initial commissioning would result in an emission decrease of
38.36 tons.
¢ PM=PM10=PM2.5

This baseline represents the average annual values determined by SDAPCD using their approved 2009
through 2013 annual emissions estimates for the EPS.

ASSESSMENT OF IMPACTS AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION

The bulk of the impact assessment was not affected by the FDOC revisions. The specific
changes to the impact assessment relate to the new District requirement for NOx offsets
and the associated revisions to staff's CEQA offset determination. This change to the
project’s mitigation requirements also affects both District and staff conditions of
certification that are presented in revisions to FSA Section 7’s Air Quality conditions that
are included in this supplement. The revisions to the PSA’s impact analysis are discussed
below.

EMISSION OFFSETS

District Rules 20.1 and 20.3 require NOx and VOC offsets for a major modification to an
existing major stationary source (in this case, EPS) defined as an emission increase of 25
tons per year or more for NOx or VOC emissions. The existing EPS is considered an
existing major stationary source and the revised net emissions increase from the amended
CECP would exceed the threshold for NOX emissions, but not for VOC emissions.
Therefore, the District only requires NOx emissions offsets. District rules require a 1.2:1
offset ratio. In addition, the District allows interpollutant offsetting using VOC reductions to
offset for NOx increases at an offset ratio of 2:1.

The project owner has proposed to offset NOx emissions through NOx and VOC emission
reduction credits, using the interpollutant ratio of 2:1 for VOC ERCs for NOx emissions and
the District’'s Federal Offset Requirement ratio of 1.2 to 1 for both interpollutant traded
VOC offsets and NOx offsets. The petitioner has proposed three offset certificates that
total, after application of the interpollutant offset ratio, 50.15 tons of NOx equivalent
reduction credits per year.

Air Quality Supplement Table 1
NOx Offsets Available for Amended CECP

. NOx equivalent
Pollutant Location Credit ERC Amount Arr?ount
Number (tons/year)
(tons/year)

NOXx Naval Air Station — North Island 978938-05 35.3 35.3
NOXx 3200 Harbor Drive, San Diego 981518-01 2.3 2.3
VOC 2145 East Belt Drive, San Diego 983809-02 25.1 12.55
Total ERC 50.15
Total Required (at 1.2:1 ratio) 47.94
Total Surplus 1.72

Source: FDOC (SDAPCD 2015)
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Air Quality Supplement Table 1 shows that the total amount of NOx equivalent ERCs
available (50.15 tons per year) exceeds the District’s offset requirements based on the
revised potential to emit NOx emission increase of 39.95 tons per year. This offset
proposal also meets staff’'s recommended minimum offset ratio of 1:1 for the emissions
increases of ozone precursors (NOx and VOCs). As shown in Revised Air Quality Table
21, NOx and VOC emissions have a total proposed emission increase of 41.14 tons per
year (39.95 + 1.19 = 41.14). For purposes of CEQA, the Energy Commission requires
emissions to be offset on at least a 1.0 to 1.0 offset ratio basis. The total amount of NOx
equivalent ERCs required by the District, 47.94 tons/year, as shown in refore the identified
available offsets of 50.15 tons per year for NOx and VOCs in Air Quality Supplement Table
1 exceeds the staff recommended 1.0 to 1.0 CEQA mitigation for ozone precursors.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

Revised Air Quality Table 21 shows a proposed increase of 2.98 tons per year for
SOX. The project’s proposed increase in SOx is offset by the decrease in PM10/PM2.5
emissions. The FDOC's air quality impact analysis concluded there would be no
exceedance of the AAQS due to secondary PM2.5 formation. Therefore staff does not
believe that this proposed increase of 2.61 tons per year of SOx requires additional
mitigation.

The District is now requiring ozone precursor mitigation that is sufficient to meet staff's
CEQA mitigation recommendations. Therefore staff is proposing to delete its ozone
precursor offset requirement provided in Condition of Certification AQ-SC10. Staff is
proposing no other significant changes to the staff conditions of certification presented in
the FSA.

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District issued a Final Determination of Compliance for
the amended CECP on March 19, 2015. The District considered comments received from
responsible agencies and the public prior to publication of the FDOC. The substantive
changes to the District’s PDOC findings presented in the FDOC are provided below:

Requlation Il = Permits

Rule 20.1 and 20.3 — New Source Review

The District considered the comments received related to NSR and PSD permitting and
that review resulting in substantial review of the amended CECP BACT requirements and
the appropriate EPS emissions baseline period. The District’s review and findings are
discussed below.

Rule 20.3(d)(1) — Best Available Control Technology/Lowest Achievable Emission
Rate

The District evaluated comments on adequacy of the CO and VOC BACT/LAER levels.
The District noted that BACT/LAER is not actually required for the CO emissions from this
project.
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For VOC, the District conducted a thorough review of available data for simple-cycle power
plants, particularly simple-cycle power plants including those using GE LMS100 gas
turbines that are proposed for the amended CECP. The District requested source test data
available through the Energy Commission, and staff collected all available relevant data
and provided that data to the District. The District concluded that requiring an oxidation
catalyst with a 2.0 ppm concentration limit (1-hour clock averaging) meets BACT and a
lower limit, specifically a 1.0 ppm concentration limit, was not demonstrated for GE
LMS100 gas turbines. Furthermore, requiring an emissions concentration that low would
likely not be complied with on a consistent basis.

Staff agrees with both of these BACT/LAER findings.

Rule 20.3(d)(5) — Emission Offsets

This portion of the rule requires that emissions of any federal nonattainment criteria
pollutant or its precursors that exceed major source thresholds be offset with actual
emission reductions. The District is a federal nonattainment area only for ozone.
Therefore, this rule requires offsets only for NOx and VOC emissions, as ozone
precursors, if the amended project’s net emissions increase more than 25 tons per year for
either of these two pollutants. The amended CECP-permitted emission increase of NOX,
after re-evaluation of the appropriate EPS baseline emissions period, exceeds 25 tons per
year and will be required to be offset as specified in District Condition of Certification AQ-4.

Rule 20.3(e)(1) — Compliance Certification

The project is subject to LAER and therefore a compliance certification is required. The
FDOC notes that the project owner provided the District a compliance certification as
required by this rule and their compliance certification indicates compliance at all
applicable major sources.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the revised FDOC, a few of Staff's FSA conclusions have changed, and those
revised conclusions are as follows:

e The amended project would comply with applicable District Rules and Regulations,
including New Source Review Best Available Control Technology (BACT), Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER), and offset requirements, and staff recommends the
inclusion of the Districts DOC conditions as Conditions of Certification AQ-1 through
AQ-120.

e The amended project’s construction and demolition activities requested under the PTR
and PTA, if unmitigated, would likely contribute to significant adverse PM10 and ozone
impacts. Therefore, staff recommends AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC5, AQ-SC11 and AQ-SC12to
mitigate these potential impacts.

e Condition of Certification AQ-SC10 is no longer needed and can be deleted.

e With the conditions of certification recommended by staff, including all requirements in
the air district’s DOC including the District’'s NOx offsets required in AQ-4, the project
will comply with all applicable LORS.
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REFERENCES

CEC 2012- California Energy Commission. Carlsbad Energy Project, Commission
Decision, CEC-800-2011-004-CMF. June 2012.

SDAPCD 2015 - San Diego Air Pollution Control District (TN203924). Final Determination
of Compliance — Carlsbad Energy Center. Submitted March 19, 2015.

ACRONYMS
AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standard
APCD Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD)

AQCMM Air Quality Construction/Demolition Mitigation Manager
AQCMP Air Quality Construction/Demolition Mitigation Plan

ARB California Air Resources Board
AST Aboveground Storage Tank
ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure
BACT Best Available Control Technology
bhp brake horsepower
Btu British thermal unit
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standard
CAISO California Independent System Operator
CCR California Code of Regulations
CEC California Energy Commission (or Energy Commission)
CECP Carlsbad Energy Center Project
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CEM Continuous Emission Monitor
CEMS Continuous Emission Monitoring System
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CO Carbon Monoxide
CO, Carbon Dioxide
CTG Combustion Turbine Generator
CPM (Energy Commission) Compliance Project Manager
CPUC California Public Utilities Commission
DAHS Data Acquisition and Handling System
DPM Diesel Particulate Matter
dscf dry standard cubic foot
dscm dry standard cubic meter
EIR Environmental Impact Report
EPA Environmental Protection Agency (same as U.S. EPA)
EPS Encina Power Station
ERC Emission Reduction Credit
DOC Final Determination Of Compliance
FSA Final Staff Assessment
GHG Greenhouse Gas
gpm Gallons per minute
ar Grains (1 gr = 0.0648 grams, 7000 gr = 1 pound)
HAP Hazardous Air Pollutant
hp horsepower
H,S Hydrogen Sulfide
LAER Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
Ibs pounds
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LDAR Leak Detection and Repair

LORS Laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
MCR Monthly Compliance Report

mg/m?® milligrams per cubic meter

MMBtu Million British thermal units

MW Megawatts (1,000,000 Watts)

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standard
NO Nitric Oxide

NO, Nitrogen Dioxide

NO; Nitrates

NOXx Oxides of Nitrogen or Nitrogen Oxides
NSR New Source Review

O, Oxygen

05 Ozone

OLM Ozone Limiting Method

PDOC Preliminary Determination Of Compliance
PM Particulate matter

PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
PM2.5 Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter
ppm Parts per million

ppmv Parts per million by volume

ppmvd Parts per million by volume, dry

PSA Preliminary Staff Assessment

PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
PTA Petition to Amend

PTO Permit to Operate

PTR Petition to Remove

RATA Relative Accuracy Test Audit

scf Standard cubic feet

SCR Selective Catalytic Reduction

SDAB San Diego Air Basin

SDAPCD  San Diego Air Pollution Control District
SIP State Implementation Plan

SO, Sulfur dioxide

SO; Sulfate

SOx Oxides of sulfur

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
T-BACT Best Available Control Technology for Toxics

ULN Ultra Low NOXx
U.S. EPA  United States Environmental Protection Agency
ug/m? Microgram per cubic meter
VOC Volatile organic compounds
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AIR QUALITY APPENDIX AQ-1

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Testimony of William Walters

Staff has obtained and is now using another data source for the average WECC
heat rate that was presented in Greenhouse Gas Table 5. To be consistent with
other staff assessments currently in preparation, staff is providing this updated
data in this FSA supplement. The updated heat rate data using this source is
provided in the updated Greenhouse Gas Table 5 below.

Greenhouse Gas Table 5
Weighted Average Heat Rate for Operating Natural Gas-Fired Plants*in
the WECC and California 2010-2013

Year Average WECC Heat Rate * Average CA Heat Rate °
(MMBtu/kWh) (MMBtu/kWh)

2010 7,791 7,628

2011 8,038 7,879

2012 7,965 7,808

2013 7,874 7,664

2014 7,862

" Excludes cogeneration facilities
* Staff derived from EIA Form 923.

% Thermal Efficiency of Gas-Fired Generation in California: 2014 Update, CEC-200-2014-005, September 2014 (CEC
2014b)

These marginal changes to the average WECC heat rates do not affect staff’s findings for
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

The following rebuttal testimony reflects Staff’s responses to testimony filed by the
following parties:

- Project Owner /J McKenzie (tn: 203811). Written Testimony. 3/11/2015
http://docketpublic.enerqy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-
06C/TN203811 20150310T162445 Project Owner's Written Testimony.pdf

- Power of Vision / J Baker (tn: 203856). Opening Testimony. 3/12/2015
http://docketpublic.enerqy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-
06C/TN203856 20150312T113204 Power of Vision Testimony.pdf

- Terramar Neighborhood Association / K Seikemann (tn: 203851). FSA
Testimony. 3/11/2015 http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-
06C/TN203851 20150311T205338 Terramar_Testimony Exhibit_List.pdf

- City of Carlsbad (tn: 203845 ). Direct Testimony (sponsored by Energy
Commission Staff) 3/11/2015
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-
06C/TN203845 20150311T160425 City of Carlsbad Prepared Testimony.pdf

Testimony comprises responses, updated figures, and where appropriate, changes to
conditions of certification. Changes to the conditions of certification from the FSA are bold
double underlined and deuble-strikethreugh. Changes between the licensed CECP and
the FSA still appear in single strikethrough, with new text bold and underlined,

AIR QUALITY

Air Quality Rebuttal Testimony of William Walters

RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S TESTIMONY

Comment: The applicant’s testimony sponsored by Gary Rubinstein discusses the project
baseline and the different context of baseline between the SDAPCD NSR permitting and
USEPA PSD permitting.

Staff’s Response: Staff generally agrees with the concepts presented with the SDAPCD
NSR permitting baseline discussion but has an issue with one of the USEPA PSD baseline
conclusions provided on page 4 that notes the following:

A determination of a baseline period is not required to support the conclusion that
ACECP is not subject to federal PSD review.

Staff’s issue with this statement may be able to be addressed by additional clarification by
the petitioner. The project’s emissions alone clearly exceed the major modification
threshold for NOx, so a determination of existing EPS baseline certainly appears to be

CECP Amendment Page 10 FSA Supplement/ Rebuttal Testimony
March 27, 2015


http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203811_20150310T162445_Project_Owner's_Written_Testimony.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203811_20150310T162445_Project_Owner's_Written_Testimony.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203856_20150312T113204_Power_of_Vision_Testimony.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203856_20150312T113204_Power_of_Vision_Testimony.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203851_20150311T205338_Terramar_Testimony_Exhibit_List.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203851_20150311T205338_Terramar_Testimony_Exhibit_List.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203845_20150311T160425_City_of_Carlsbad_Prepared_Testimony.pdf
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/07-AFC-06C/TN203845_20150311T160425_City_of_Carlsbad_Prepared_Testimony.pdf

required to determine the project’s net emissions increase and so properly determine PSD
permitting status under USEPA rules and regulations. However, staff agrees with the
following statement that notes that a representativeness analysis is not required under
USEPA PSD rules, and staff agrees with the overall finding that the amended CECP does
not trigger PSD permitting under USEPA rules.

RESPONSES TO TERRAMAR’S TESTIMONY

Comment: In its testimony of March 11, 2015, the Terramar Association notes that the
Encina Power Station baseline should be based on a 5-year average and not the 2-year
average selected in the PDOC, and notes that use of a 5-year average would affect: 1) the
New Source Review (NSR) permitting and offset requirements, and 2) create the need to
obtain a PSD permit and trigger the associated secondary PM2.5 modeling and other
requirements related to PSD permitting.

Staff’s Response: Staff agrees with 5-year baseline mathematics provided by Terramar,
where if the 5-year period was used, established baseline and the current permit
emissions limits were maintained, the project would trigger both offsets through NSR and
PSD permitting. The District completed a thorough review to determine whether the
baseline years selected were representative, and their finding was that they could not be
determined to be representative in all certainty, nor could any other two year period, so per
District regulations they did in fact change the base line to a 5-year average. This is
explained in more depth in the Air Quality FSA Supplement.

However, there are two fundamental concepts that weren’t discussed in Terramar’s
comments regarding PSD applicability. The petitioner only had to marginally lower the
annual NOx emissions limit for the amended CECP to maintain the NOx emissions
increase below the PSD permit trigger of 40 tons using the EPS 5-year average emissions
base line. This is what the petitioner has done and the project’s emissions increase would
remain below the PSD permit trigger under District rules. Second, and more importantly,
the District does not have authority for PSD permitting; the U.S. EPA has that authority.
The federal PSD rules are not the same as the District’s and are generally more lenient
when it comes to base line emissions for project modifications. Therefore, it is staff's
conclusion that the project as modified in the FDOC does not trigger PSD permitting.

Comment: Additionally, in its March 11, 2015 testimony (p. 13) Terramar Association
notes:

Terramar residents will be very aware of this rule on Specific Air Contaminants
during the five-year project. We ask the District to inform us of the penalty that is
enforced if this rule is broken. We ask who will enforce this rule and how.

Staff’s Response: This simple answer to Terramar’s question is that both the Energy
Commission and the District would be responsible for enforcing compliance with Rule 55.
The Energy Commission is responsible under CEQA to ensure compliance with the
project’s approved mitigation measures which include compliance with fugitive dust
mitigation measures that are in part meant to ensure compliance with LORS. In this
instance, during amended CECP construction and EPS demolition, there would be a
gualified onsite air quality mitigation manager, as required under Condition of Certification
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AQ-SC1, to ensure compliance with the air quality mitigation measures that are applicable
during construction and demolition. The Energy Commission would also assign a
Compliance Project Manager who would oversee all aspects of project compliance during
the amended CECP construction and EPS demolition, and who would be in contact with
the onsite air quality mitigation manager to address any compliance issues that may arise,
including addressing community complaints.

Staff is pleased to hear that the Terramar residents are aware of the requirements of
District Rule 55 and encourages their participation towards project compliance with
condition of certification and District rules when necessary, because the community can
aid in ensuring project compliance by informing both the Energy Commission and District
regarding potential non-compliance events. The specific format and methods for
registering complaints varies between the Energy Commission and the District, but Energy
Commission compliance staff can help Terramar understand how to register complaints
with the Energy Commission.

Air Quality Rebuttal Testimony of David Vidaver

Comment: In its testimony of March 11, 2015, the Terramar Association states:

The purpose of the Amended CECP is, in part, to replace electricity generation lost
from the shuttered of San Onofre Plant. Terramar disagrees that the ACECP could
create a net cumulative reduction in GHG emissions, as San Onofre had no
greenhouse gas emissions and the ACECP is fossil fuel driven.?

Staff’s Response: Staff's comparison of GHG emissions is not between an electricity
system with a) the San Onofre plant operating, and b) one in that the San Onofre plant is
closed and the amended CECP is operating. Staff’'s FSA testimony compares the GHG
emission from two electricity generation systems with the San Onofre plant closed,
differing only in that one includes the amended CECP facility and the other does not. As
explained in the FSA, the addition of the CECP to the existing set of generation resources
will result in lower GHG emissions, because CECP will operate only when it displaces less
efficient gas-fired generation.

Comment: The Terramar Association states in their March 11, 2015 testimony that:

Terramar insists that SDG&E’s tolling agreement with NRG interferes with the
generation of new renewables. The CPUC clearly stated in their Track #4 decision
that the 300-600MW of needed generation could be either renewable or fossil fuel.
SDG&E chose 100% fossil fuel generation for all 600 MW. Since SDG&E offered
their tolling agreement without an RFO, Terramar suggests their action interfered
with the Avenal Decision as there was no opportunity for the generation to be
fulfilled with renewables and the Track 4 decision from the CPUC. CPUC confirmed

% Terramar Testimony, Exhibit List, Terramar Association, Docket 07-AFC-06C, March 11, 2015, p. 11

CECP Amendment Page 12 FSA Supplement/ Rebuttal Testimony
March 27, 2015



this by denying the SDG&E tolling agreement with the ACECP. CPUC said there
must be an RFO that allows bids from all types of generation.®

Staff’s Response: The tolling agreement between NRG and SDG&E was the basis of
the CPUC’s recent DRAFT decision requiring SDG&E to re-evaluate the renewables
development responses to its recently-completed Request for Offers. Importantly, should
the contract have been approved and cost-effective preferred resources in excess of the
200 MW minimum target established by the CPUC in D.14-03-004 been available, those
preferred resources would not have entered into contracts with SDG&E, and thus been far
less likely to have ever been developed. The CPUC’s proposed decision, however,
ensures that any cost-effective renewables that can be developed in a timely fashion will
receive contracts from SDG&E.

Comment: The Terramar Association testimony further states:

Per the denial by the CPUC, the ACECP cannot be licensed at this time as it is
interfering with the integration of new renewable generation.*

Staff’s Response: The licensing and operation of the amended CECP would not interfere
with renewable generation. Should the CPUC find cost-effective preferred resources
available from the SDG&E RFO in amounts up to 800 MW, each of these resources could
receive a contract from SDG&E regardless of whether the amended CECP is constructed
or not. Should the RFO indicate the existence of more than 800 MW of cost-effective
preferred resources, the amended CECP might not be awarded a contract for any share of
its capacity. Those renewable generation resources that do not receive a contract would
be able to sell output into spot energy markets, without a contract or power purchase
agreement.

AIR QUALITY PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF CERTIFICATION

Staff recommends the modified conditions of certification to address the impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the amended CECP, as contained in the
attached Appendix A. These conditions include the SDAPCD conditions from the FDOC,
with appropriate staff-proposed verification language added for each condition, as well as
Energy Commission staff-proposed conditions. The temporary activities covered under
approval of the PTR would be subject to the construction/demolition conditions only, while
the temporary and long-term operation activities covered under approval of the PTA for the
amended CECP are subject to all of the proposed conditions of certification.

ALTERNATIVES

Rebuttal Testimony of David Vidaver

® Ibid.
* Op cit, p.12
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RESPONSES TO TERRAMAR’S TESTIMONY

Comment: In its testimony of March 11, 2015, the Terramar Association states:

The purpose of the Amended CECP is, in part, to replace electricity generation lost
from the shuttered of San Onofre Plant. Terramar disagrees that the ACECP could
create a net cumulative reduction in GHG emissions, as San Onofre had no green
house gas emissions and the ACECP is fossil fuel driven.®

Staff’s Response: Staff’'s comparison of GHG emissions is not between an electricity
system with the San Onofre plant operating and one in which the San Onofre plant is
closed and the amended CECP is operating. Staff compares the GHG emission from two
systems in which the San Onofre plant is closed, differing only in that one includes the
amended CECP facility and the other does not.

Comment: The Terramar Association states:

Terramar insists that SDG&E'’s tolling agreement with NRG interferes with the
generation of new renewables. The CPUC clearly stated in their Track #4 decision
that the 300-600MW of needed generation could be either renewable or fossil fuel.
SDG&E chose 100% fossil fuel generation for all 600 MW. Since SDG&E offered
their tolling agreement without an RFO, Terramar suggests their action interfered
with the Avenal Decision as there was no opportunity for the generation to be
fulfilled with renewables and the Track 4 decision from the CPUC. CPUC confirmed
this by denying the SDG&E tolling agreement with the ACECP. CPUC said there
must be an RFO that allows bids from all types of generation.®

Staff’s Response: The tolling agreement between NRG and SDG&E was the basis of the
CPUC’s recent DRAFT decision requiring SDG&E to re-evaluate the renewables
development responses to its recently-completed Request for Offers. Importantly, should
the contract have been approved and cost-effective preferred resources in excess of the
200 MW minimum target established by the CPUC in D.14-03-004 been available, those
preferred resources would not have entered into contracts with SDG&E, and thus been far
less likely to have ever been developed. The CPUC’s proposed decision, however,
ensures that any cost-effective renewables that can be developed in a timely fashion will
receive contracts from SDG&E.

Comment: The Terramar Association states:

Per the denial by the CPUC, the ACECP cannot be licensed at this time as it is
interfering with the integration of new renewable generation.’

® Terramar Testimony, Exhibit List, Terramar Association, Docket 07-AFC-06C, March 11, 2015, p. 11
® Ibid.
"Opcit, p.12
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Staff’s Response: The licensing and operation of the amended CECP would not interfere
with renewable generation. Should the CPUC find cost-effective preferred resources
available from the SDG&E RFO in amounts up to 800 MW, each of these resources would
be considered in the loading order ahead of the CECP to receive a contract from SDG&E
regardless of whether the amended CECP is constructed or not. Should the RFO indicate
the existence of more than 800 MW of cost-effective preferred resources, the amended
CECP will not be awarded a contract for any share of its capacity, and those renewable
generation resources that do not receive a contract will be able to sell output into spot
energy markets.

NOISE & VIBRATION

Rebuttal Testimony of Edward Brady, Joseph Hughes, and Shahab Khoshmashrab

RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S TESTIMONY

Comment: Noisy construction work is defined as any project-related work that draws a
noise compliant caused by construction or demolition activities associated with the
amended CECP. In order to effectively manage this project, and to ensure compliance with
the conditions of certification, the petitioner suggests that Condition of Certification NOISE-
6 be modified for clarity. First, the petitioner proposes removing the extraneous definition
of “project-related noise complaint.” Second, the petitioner suggests changing the phrase
“as verified by the CPM” to “as determined by the CPM pursuant to NOISE-2.” The
petitioner believes that the internal reference to NOISE-2, which sets forth the procedure
for investigating a noise complaint, is the most effective way of managing compliance.

Staff’s Response: While NOISE-2 does not explicitly define the term "project-related
noise complaint”, it does define the procedure for investigating a noise complaint. The first
sentence in the last paragraph of NOISE-6 (as seen below) refers to noisy construction
work as one that draws a complaint, is the result of the project (activities and/or
components) as opposed to another source, and is determined by the CPM to be project-
related. These important steps in managing compliance are already identified in both
NOISE-2 and NOISE-6, and thus, the second sentence in this paragraph, suggested by
the petitioner to be removed, seems unnecessary. So, staff agrees with the petitioner's
changes and has revised NOISE-6 accordingly, as reflected in the conditions of
certification in Appendix A.

RESPONSES TO TERRAMAR’S TESTIMONY

Comment: Terramar would like to be informed by staff or the appropriate official when the
“precise noise mitigation measures” are developed by the construction contractor in the
noise certifications for construction as discussed as part of the demolition of the Encina
Power Station (EPS) section.

Staff’s Response: There are no conditions of certification that contain a notification
process related to the noise mitigation plan for demolition of the EPS. However, Condition
of Certification NOISE-1 requires notifying the community when the demolition activities
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begin, and Condition of Certification NOISE-6 restricts the construction time to daytime
hours. Precise noise mitigation measures would be developed by the project's construction
contractor and would be based on factors such as additional wind loading and other safety
considerations. Blasting mats or similar structures may be used to reduce the impact of
falling debris inside the stack. However, the mitigation approaches employed would
depend on the sources of noise that warrant such mitigation.

Staff does not typically require a notification process for such mitigation plans, since the
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of any of their mitigation measures are usually verified
through the noise complaint process described in Condition of Certification NOISE-2. If no
related complaint is filed, mitigation will have proven effective. And if a complaint is filed,
NOISE-2 requires that the project owner conduct an investigation to determine the source
of noise related to the complaint, take all feasible measures to reduce the noise at its
source if the noise is project related, and submit a report documenting the complaint and
the actions taken to mitigate such impact.

Comment: Pile driving is probably the most annoying noise and vibration activity that will
be part of the construction aspect of the project. Terramar thanks staff for NOISE-8
conditions and hopes that they are enough to mitigate this activity. Terramar requests that
staff condition the project owner to notify the one mile radius properties of the dates and
times of pile driving activity.

Staff’s Response: Although start dates and times are generally included as part of the
notification requirement sent out by project owners, as currently written, Condition of
Certification NOISE-8 does not explicitly require this. Staff agrees with Terramar that
clarifying language be added to Condition of Certification NOISE-8 that explicitly requires
the project owner to indicate the expected start date, times, and duration of pile driving
activities. To accommodate Terramar’s request, staff proposes amending NOISE-8 as
reflected in the attached Appendix A.

Comment: There are four additional turbine generators; Exhibit #3003, Noise & Vibration
page 4.7-16.

Staff’s Response: The amended CECP would replace the two Siemens 5000F class
natural gas-fired combustion turbine generators (CTGs) and two steam turbine generators,
a total of four turbine generators, with six GE LMS100 natural gas-fired CTGs. There
would be an additional two turbine generators associated with the amended CECP.

Comment: Terramar requests continued balancing for the life of the project to avoid tonal
noise and vibration in later years. Terramar requests staff to add to Condition of
Certification NOISE-4 the continued balancing of noise emissions and testing during the
life of the project.

Staff’s Response: Tonal noises and vibration for the life of the project would be controlled
with NOISE-2 (Noise Complaint Process) and NOISE-4 (Noise Restrictions). The project
owner must include tonal noise testing in its operational survey. As a matter of practice,
turbine generators are fitted with accelerometers or similar in situ sensors to preempt the
risk of major mechanical failure. Follow-up vibration testing for operation would not be
needed since the likelihood of multiple occurrences of any detectable vibration events at
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the project’s surrounding communities, more than 2,000 feet away, is minimal. No known
failure tendency exists that justifies the need for ongoing or periodic testing for modern
power plants such as the amended CECP, since they are not likely to cause vibration
frequently.

Equipment vibration means potential for breakdown of major equipment, replacement or
repair. These would be both expensive and time consuming and potentially cause the
shutdown of the plant for long periods of time. This shutdown could result in further
financial loss. So, understandably, there is much incentive for the project owner to
maintain equipment balance throughout the life of the project. EqQuipment properly
balanced would be more safe, reliable, and efficient, and not likely create vibration and
tonal noises.

If vibration or tonal noises ever become a concern to surrounding communities, most likely,
complaints will be filed which must be resolved in accordance with NOISE-2. At that time,
first, it would be determined which piece of equipment would need to be repaired or
replaced to alleviate the concern. Then, the resolution (equipment repair or replacement)
must be implemented and post-resolution testing must be performed to verify its
effectiveness, as required by NOISE-2. This process is the Energy Commission’s generally
accepted industry practice and has worked well for past power plant projects.

Requiring ongoing or periodic testing of equipment noise and vibration is neither necessary
nor suggested by generally accepted industry practice, as the preferred method of
compliance. Staff concludes that the noise and vibration conditions of certification do not
need to be revised to add this requirement.

SOIL & WATER RESOURCES

Rebuttal Testimony of Mike Conway and Marylou Taylor

RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S TESTIMONY

Comment: The project owner proposes deletion of the last sentence in the first paragraph
of SOIL&WATER-6: “Recycled water shall also be used for EPS demolition.” The
sentence can be interpreted to be in conflict with the more detailed requirements for the
use of recycled water that are found in SOIL&WATER-2 and -5. Further, the reference to
recycled water in SOIL&WATER-6 is redundant and duplicative.

Staff’s Response:_Staff agrees the sentence is out-of-place in SOIL&WATER-6 and can
be deleted, with no effects to SOIL&WATER-6. Staff recommends changes to
SOIL&WATER-2 and -5 to indicate that potable water is allowed for EPS decommissioning
and demolition activities and makes clear that its use counts toward the 300 acre-feet limit
in SOIL&WATER-6.

SOIL&WATER-2 requires recycled water for construction (including EPS demolition) when
the city of Carlsbad extends the recycled water pipe to the project site and recycled water
is hooked-up for use. Because recycled water is scheduled to be available by summer
2017, use of potable water is expected during most of the CECP construction. However,
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because EPS demolition would occur only after the CECP begins operations, all EPS
demolition is expected to use recycled water (for activities suitable for non-potable water).
If recycled water is unexpectedly delayed, SOIL&WATER-6 gives the CECP the
opportunity to start power plant operation prior to receiving an adequate recycled water
supply. The same provision applies to use of potable water for EPS demolition, which
would also contribute toward the cumulative 300 acre-feet threshold described in
SOIL&WATER-6.

Staff is recommending the revisions to SOIL&WATER-2, -5, and -6, as shown in the
attached Appendix A.

TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION

Rebuttal Testimony of Andrea Koch

RESPONSE TO TERRAMAR’S TESTIMONY

Comment: Petitioner requested a change to Condition of Certification, TRANS-1.

Staff’s Response: Inthe FSA, staff included language in TRANS-1 requiring that large
trucks heading eastbound on Cannon Road exit the project site via Avenida Encinas, not
the SDG&E Service Gate, to alleviate Terramar’s concerns that large trucks could block
the railroad tracks while turning, especially during periods of traffic congestion. The project
owner opposed this restriction in their written Testimony, suggesting alternative language
which would require the traffic control plan to include “safety considerations related to large
vehicles...to avoid possible blockage of the railroad tracks”.

Jon Kim, Associate Engineer with the city of Carlsbad, stated in an e-mail dated January
22, 2015 that he thought it unnecessary to prohibit trucks traveling eastbound on Cannon
Road from exiting via the SDG&E Service Gate. He stated that conditions had changed
since the truck incident cited by Terramar:

“From my understanding, the truck incident occurred during the temporary traffic control
that was in place for the desalination pipeline construction. K-rail was used to delineate the
work area and the number of lanes was reduced from 2 lanes + bike lane in each direction
to one lane in each direction. Now that Cannon Road has been restored to normal
conditions, | don’t have a concern about large trucks at the railroad crossing” (CEC2015t).

Taking into consideration the fact that Mr. Kim does not think trucks would block the
railroad tracks, staff is proposing to remove the TRANS-1 language prohibiting trucks
traveling eastbound on Cannon Road from exiting via the SDG&E Service Gate. However,
staff appreciates Terramar’s concerns and acknowledges that safety is very important near
railroad tracks. As a result, staff is proposing to modify TRANS-1 to include language
similar to that proposed by the project owner, as shown in the attached Appendix A.

Staff notes that this new language, while not fully restricting trucks from exiting via the
SDG&E Service Gate to travel eastbound on Cannon Road, requires that the Traffic
Control Plan include safety considerations for trucks using this route. Safety considerations
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could include such items as using a flag person at the SDG&E Service Gate exit to direct
truck traffic or prohibiting large trucks from using this route during peak traffic periods.
Energy Commission Traffic staff would review the Traffic Control Plan, including the safety
plan for large trucks, during the compliance phase when the project owner submits the
Traffic Control Plan to satisfy Condition of Certification TRANS-1.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Rebuttal Testimony of William Kanemoto

RESPONSE TO PETITIONER’S TESTIMONY

Comment: The project owner, in their opening testimony, disputed the need for a 20-foot
wide or greater landscape buffer zone as part of the requirements of Condition VIS-5.

Staff’'s Response: Staff has specified a 20-foot wide buffer zone because we believe
that a minimal planting area of roughly that dimension would be needed to fully
accommodate the mature canopy of trees of the scale needed to adequately screen the
large power plant features. Staff notes that it is not enough to provide room for the tree
trunks, but the branching of the mature canopy as well. That being the case, 20’ would
appear to be a very modest dimension to accommodate the scale of screening needed to
address views of 100’ transmission poles, exhaust stacks, etc. Staff understands that
some flexibility could be needed in constrained segments of the site boundary, and has
modified the wording of Condition VIS-5 to allow for exceptions to this requirement with the
review and approval of the CPM. However, staff does not wish to imply license to reduce
the width of the needed planting area throughout since, in staff’s opinion, such a reduction
in width of the buffer throughout could lead to practical problems and reduced
effectiveness of the screening. As noted above, various possible versions of Scenario C
are capable of providing the full stipulated 20’-wide buffer, or wider, throughout. In fact,
versions of Scenario C could provide a substantially wider and more flexible buffer zone,
which would be highly desirable.

RESPONSE TO POWER OF VISION’S (POV) TESTIMONY

Comment: In its opening testimony, POV stated there would not be adequate room to
accommodate the buffer zone requirements of Condition of Certification VIS-5, pertaining
to future cumulative impacts with the I-5 Widening Project. Specifically, POV states that
the right-of-way (ROW) requirements of the future 1-5 expansion project (based in part on
a conversation held with Caltrans staff on February 23, 2015 , tn: 203790) would preclude
a buffer zone between the proposed widened I-5 and the amended CECP’s proposed
upper rim road, as proposed in Condition VIS-5.
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Staff’s Response: Staff understands POV’s concern regarding future impacts associated
with the 1-5 expansion, and acknowledges the highly constrained character of the eastern
border of the CECP site near the I-5. Staff has analyzed the impact of I-5 expansion in
relation to the amended CECP. Accordingly, in response to POV, the following rebuttal
testimony and associated Figures are provided to help further clarify the issue provided in
the February 17, 2015 Final Staff Assessment (FSA). The following will also facilitate the
understanding and reasoning underlying the formulation of Condition VIS-5, and how its
implementation will provide effective mitigation for future cumulative impacts

Attached Figure 1 depicts the amended CECP layout as proposed, with a 20 ft. landscape
buffer zone, as described in the FSA under Condition VIS-5. As shown, there is the likely
possibility that a widened I-5 would result in two ‘pinch points’ along the northeastern edge
of the proposed project, adjacent to existing AST’s 6 and 7 (as noted by both Terramar
and POV in their filed testimony), and along the upper rim road where proposed amended
CECP f Units 6 through 9 would be constructed and operate. The pinch points would exist
where the upper rim road abuts the presumed Caltrans ROW line after 1-5 widening. At
those pinch points, a portion of the 20’-wide landscape buffer zone called for in Condition
VIS-5 could thus be eliminated following I-5 widening.

Despite the two “pinch points,” effective mitigation is entirely feasible. This is more
apparent by examining the future I-5 widening proposed boundaries. The proposed, future
I-5 ROW line was not depicted in the digital (CAD) provided to staff by Caltrans (tn:
203475); the presumed ROW line shown in Figure 1 was drawn by the project applicant.
However, the boundary as depicted by the project applicant shows a conservative “worst-
case scenario” determination of the ROW alignment in that it extends further west into the
proposed CECP project site than the grading line provided by Caltrans and shown in their
CAD plans submission.

Figure 2 depicts a scenario (‘Scenario A’) in which the VIS-5 buffer could be located
entirely within the CECP site. As depicted, this scenario would require re-alignment of the
upper rim road to make way for a buffer zone along the future I-5 ROW line. Such a road
realignment would require tall retaining walls at the eastern side of the sub-grade ‘bowl’ in
which the generation units would be located, as shown in red in both the plan and cross-
section diagrams. Staff sees no reason why such walls would be infeasible. However in
the layout shown, these walls would need to be quite tall (nearly 30 feet tall as shown in
the diagram).

Figure 3 is a close-up of the same cross-section.

Figure 4 depicts an alternative scenario (‘Scenario B’) in which the VIS-5 buffer could be
located entirely within the future Caltrans I1-5 ROW. Under this scenario, the proposed
layout of the Amended CECP could remain as proposed, and the security barrier required
by Condition of Certification WORKER SAFETY-7 would be located at the ROW line, as
shown in the cross-section. Staff took representative measurements from the 1-5 Widening
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CAD files provided by Caltrans, of the distance from the edge of proposed shoulder to the
limit of grading line shown on the same CAD files. (See Figure 8 below for close-up of
Caltrans CAD file). These measurements, taken at sample points adjacent to the proposed
generation unit locations, ranged from approximately 19 to 26 feet. However, the limit of
grading line shown by Caltrans does not extend as far into the CECP site as the assumed
ROW line shown on our figures. Thus, the width of this potential buffer area could be
somewhat greater, at least in some locations, if one assumes the ROW line shown in the
diagrams.

Staff believes this analysis provides a strong indication that the stipulated 20’ landscape
buffer might be accommodated entirely within the proposed Caltrans ROW.

Again, Figure 5 is a close-up of the cross-section for Scenario B.

Figure 6 depicts an alternative scenario (‘Scenario C’) in which the VIS-5 buffer could be
located on portions of both the CECP site and 1-5 ROW as proposed. As depicted in the
cross-section, this scenario could incorporate a partial realignment of the uppe