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Re: Petition for Proposed Change to Certification of the Palomar
Energy Center, Docket No. 01-AFC-24C
Dear Ms. David:
Enclosed please find reply comments of Bimbo Bakeries USA ("BBU") that relate to
petition that is pending before the Commission to change the certification of the Palomar
Energy Center to permit the addition of inlet chillers. Since the Commission is expected
to act upon this matter at the Commission meeting to be held tomorrow, we would
appreciate your prompt distribution of these comments through internal email to
interested people. We will bring copies of these comments to the Commission meeting
for anyone that does not receive them before the meeting.
If you have questions concerning these comments, please give me a call. I can be
reached tomorrow morning by cell phone at 415-259-9242.
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BBU is disappointed Commission staff declines to consider such issues now. The
Commission should make monitoring a part of the new permit conditions.
Second, Commission Staff's suggestion that BBU file a complaint or ask for an investigation
does not appear useful. The current problem does not primarily stem from a failure by
SDG&E to comply with conditions of certification, but rather from the absence of any
consideration of the problem at the time of permitting. For example, there was significant
consideration about visual impacts from cooling tower plumes. As a result, the cooling tower
is equipped with plume abatement technology. But the purpose of this equipment and the
conditions imposed on SDG&E for its use are to avoid visible plumes, not to eliminate the
impact of moisture on a neighboring business. Thus, a complaint regarding the conditions of
the power plant's operation and whether SDG&E is complying with those conditions does
not specifically address the problem.
Third, the Staffs Response suggests it does not fully appreciate the underlying point of
BBU's comments and expert report. The Commission has never analyzed the impact of the
substantial quantities of water vapor being emitted by the cooling tower. The pending
petition provides the Commission with an opportunity to require SDG&E to monitor those
emissions and provide bases for Staff and BBU to model the fate and transport of such
emissions. The Commission should avail itself of that opportunity.
Specific Reply Comments to Staff ~ e s ~ o n s d
Introductory Comments
Much of the analysis is irrelevant since Staff inappropriately focuses its report on compliance
with current certification conditions (which conditions do not address the moisture fate and
transport problem). In the process, the Staff Response fails to adequately address the fate of
water vapor emissions from the cooling tower.
Chillers
Staff does not contest that there will be a potential 10% increase in evaporation, only the
significance of that increase. Staff goes on to note that "BBU did not (and cannot) show that
additional moisture on the roof, if any, will cause an immediate 10% surge in roof staining
and mold colonies in the bakery. . . ." BBU is not certain what to make of this comment.
BBU did not suggest there would be a direct linear relationship. The key point is that the
additional moisture will worsen the current problem.

-I BBU has consulted with its expert, Mr. Richard DesJardins, in preparing these comments. In these
comments, where BBU relies on his supplemental comments, BBU indicates that that the comment is based on his
remarks. Due to time constraints, BBU was not able to arrange to have separate reply comments prepared to
accompany these comments.

