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In the Matter of: 1 
1 Docket No. 01-AFC-7C 

Amendment to the application for certification ) 
the of Russell City Energy Center Project. 1 

Objection to Petition for Extension of Deadline for commencement of 
constructionof Russell City Energy Center and any staff determination 
in favor of the extension. 

1. Pursuant to 1720.3 "the applicant may request, and the commission may 
order, an extension of the deadline for good cause." Calpine has admittedly 
had "an" extension and exhausted this opportunity. 1720.3makes no 
provision for multiple extensions. Calpine has had ample opportunity to 
complete its project between September 11,2002 and September 10,2007. 
The Commission has already shown great latitude by allowing "an 
extension." Calpine is abusing the resources of the California Energy 
Commission through repeated extensions and amendments. 

2. Calpine's claim of circumstances outside its control are 
unsubstantiated. The Commission is requested to review the 
EnvironmentalAppeals Board (EAB) of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency appeal filings 08-0 1 Attached (Exhibit A) 
3. including exhibits 1-26 and Declarations Rob Simpson,Alameda 
County Supemisor Gail Steele, Hayward Area Planning Association 
President Sherman Lewis, Michael Toth, Communities for a Better 
EnvironmentAttorney Shana Lazerow, James Forsyth, Ernest 
Pacheco, Citizens Against Pollution (CAP) President Audrey LePell, 
Susan M. Silva, Cynthia Chavez, Clara Watters, Kimberly Finn, and 
Karen Krammer, (Exhibit B)Amicus Brief filed by the County of 
Alameda and make a determination of merit, control of circumstances 
and opine on Calpine's claim of "Vexatious litigation." The 
Commission is requested to make no decision prior to resolution of 
the Federal action. 
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3. Calpine claims "As a result of the multiple appeals to the Commission, 
The Supreme Court, the BAAQMD and the EAB, the project owner has 
been prevented from completing financing." They have offered no evidence 
to support this claim. There is no demonstration of available financing 
contingent on or "subject to" resolution of Calpine's legal difficulties. 

Extensive evidence is available to demonstrate that Calpine's financial 
difficulty is a direct result of its voluntary bankruptcy filing after the 
California Attorney General fined Calpine for manipulating the Energy 
market. Calpine has actively been liquidating Power plants and has already 
sold an interest in this plan. 

Calpine has filed for an extension of its East Altamont Energy Center 01 - 
AFC-4C and other projects based upon lack of demand for its product and 
financial difficulties. East Altamont could certainly satisfy the stated power 
purchase agreement for this project. 

The 2007 Integrated Energy Policy Report (1EPR)best illustrates the lack 
of demand. California, and specifically the Bay area can and must meet 
future energy needs through conservation and renewable sources to meet 
AB 32 requirements and provide stability. An increase in Energy demands 
is not materializing in the present economy. The effects of the present 
recession on demand projections has not been considered. The growing list 
of projects that are canceled, expired, on hold, or extended is testament to 
the lack of need for additional fossil fuel fired facilities. Sutter and 
Metcalf now operate as giant peaker plants based upon diminished demand. 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY DEMAND 2008-2018 STAFF REVISED 
FORECAST also demonstrates a lower demand then previously projected. 

The secret power purchase agreements of PG&E and guaranteed returns 
on investing in unnecessary power plants are undermining the CEC 
regulatory authority and are not in the public interest. Commissioner Byron 
clarified in the Eastshore Hearings that the CEC no longer participates in 
the negotiations. The IEPR demonstrates the inequity 

PG&E capacity surcharges are assessed against ratepayers who choose 
renewable energy, forcing them to pay for unnecessary power plants. This 
fee undermines the value of renewable energy, the goals of AB32 and the 




























































