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raised catfish. The truth is that it is
not farm raised, and I am not even sure
it is catfish. Last year, imports of Viet-
namese catfish totaled 7 million
pounds, more than triple the 2 million
pounds imported in 1999 and more than
12 times the 575,000 pounds imported in
1998.

In Vietnam, these so-called catfish,
also known as basa, can be produced at
a much lower cost, due to cheap labor
and less stringent environmental regu-
lations. In fact, many of these fish are
grown in floating cages in the Mekong
River, exposing the fish to pollutants
and other conditions. They are then
dumped into American markets and
often marketed as farm-raised catfish.
Many catfish producers believe that
these imports have taken away as
much as 10 percent of our markets here
at home.

It is really quite simple. Farmers do
not mind competition, but they do
mind when the competition is unfair
and untruthful. This is why today my
colleagues, including the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY), the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. SHOWS),
and the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. PICKERING) introduced, along with
me, a bipartisan bill, H.R. 2439, the
Ross-Berry-Pickering bill, that would
amend the Agricultural Marketing Act
of 1946 to require retailers to inform
consumers of the country of origin of
the fish that they sell.

Under the bill, all fish would be cov-
ered. Each retailer would be required
to notify the consumer at the final
point of sale of the country of origin of
the fish. And a fish product could only
be designated as being from the United
States if it is from a farm-raised fish
that is exclusively born, raised, and
processed in the United States.

When our consumers go into the
store and ask for farm-raised catfish,
they deserve to know what they are
getting is actually farm raised and cat-
fish. By letting consumers know where
the product is coming from, this bill
will encourage the people in Arkansas
and all across America to buy catfish
grown by our farm families, not fish
grown in a polluted river in another
country.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
protecting consumers and to support a
level playing field for America’s farm-
raised fish producers by supporting this
measure.

f

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE JUDGE
STANLEY MOSK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to take this opportunity to join others
from our California delegation in pay-
ing tribute to the memory of Justice
Stanley Mosk; to salute his career and
the legacy that he has left for the peo-
ple of California and for the people of
this country.

Justice Mosk was in public service
for 60 years. He was a trial judge on the
Superior Court of Los Angeles. He
served as the Attorney General for the
State of California. He was the longest
serving member in the State Supreme
Court’s 151 year history. He served on
the court for 37 years under five chief
justices until his death at the age of 88
on June 19. During that period of time,
he wrote almost 1,700 opinions, includ-
ing landmark rulings that established
new precedents in civil and criminal
law.

I also want to speak not just to the
accomplishments and positions that
Justice Mosk held, but to the fact that
in this country we now take for grant-
ed that people from different racial and
ethnic groups serve in public office. It
is not surprising to people any longer
to see people of different ancestry
being out front as public officials. Last
year, when Senator JOE LIEBERMAN ran
on the national ticket for vice presi-
dent, it was a first, but it really
brought about no particular reaction in
the country one way or the other. He
was judged as an individual on his can-
didacy, on his program, and on his
service.

Well, when Stanley Mosk ran for of-
fice as the first American Jew running
for statewide office in California, peo-
ple were very nervous about his can-
didacy. In those days, American Jews
were very active in politics, they were
active in public service, but there was
an enormous hesitancy to run for pub-
lic office, to be out front in public of-
fice and to be in a visible position.
When Justice Mosk ran for Attorney
General, there was a lot of concern and
trepidation about his candidacy, but he
was elected with the largest majority
of any of the candidates in that year.

Those of us who are Jewish and from
California looked at his career and his
accomplishments with an enormous
sense of pride because he lived up to
the highest standards of anybody in
public office. He was a forerunner for
people of Jewish background and reli-
gion to be in public office, and now it
is not unusual at all. When I ran, over
25 years ago, for the House of Rep-
resentatives, even as of that recent
time, I was the first Jewish American
to be elected ever in Southern Cali-
fornia, and the first one in the State of
California in 40 years.

I think that the fact that we have
American Jews in districts with large
Jewish populations and States with no
Jewish populations to speak of is a
tribute to America. But it is also be-
cause of the role that a man like Stan-
ley Mosk played because when he took
the positions that he took as a judge,
as the Attorney General, as a justice of
the State Supreme Court, he remem-
bered that he was a forerunner for
other Jews and he remembered also
that other Americans of various minor-
ity backgrounds were going to be faced
with hurdles and his knowledge of that
fact led him to be a champion of civil
rights and individual liberties.

I will not reiterate all the accom-
plishments, the policies that he set
out. Some of my colleagues have done
so in their remarks today. But I do
want to note for everyone that Justice
Mosk stands as a giant in the judicial
field and as a great public servant for
the State of California in every capac-
ity in which he held that position. He
was a mentor to a whole generation of
Jewish activists, and he will be well re-
membered and sorely missed.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind Members not to
refer to individual Senators.

f

AMERICA’S ENERGY POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, this
evening I rise, hopefully to be joined by
others, to discuss the energy situation
in the United States of America. It was
James Watt, when President Bush un-
veiled the national energy policy, so-
called here in this blue book, who said,
‘‘Well, they just took out my work of
20 years ago.’’ This is James Watt,
mind you, not exactly an enlightened
individual when it comes to present-
day energy policy. He said, ‘‘They just
dusted off my work of 20 years ago. It
is really good work.’’ A 20-year-old en-
ergy policy for the 21st century?

Well, after I read through it, upon
hearing Mr. Watt’s comments, I would
observe it a little differently. I would
say this is not James Watt’s energy
policy of 1980, this is actually our fa-
ther’s energy policy. It is much more
1950s energy policy. It is Dick Cheney’s
energy policy, and it reflects a bygone
era of limitless frontiers, dig, drill, and
burn. It is not and does not offer Amer-
ica a new sustainable and more afford-
able energy path to the next century.

So we will be talking about that a bit
tonight, about electricity, electric de-
regulation, and other subjects. But be-
fore I go there, I would like to recog-
nize the gentlewoman from California
who introduced important legislation
today in the area of our future energy
supply to talk a bit about her proposal.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from Oregon for
organizing this special order tonight
because the timing is absolutely per-
fect. We have just returned from the
July 4 district work period and House
committees are gearing up to tackle
energy policy.

Since passing the national Energy
Policy Act in 1972, Congress has gen-
erally ignored energy issues, but en-
ergy problems in California and higher
prices for natural gas and oil through-
out the country have brought energy
back to the top of our Nation’s agenda.
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We are finally beginning to realize that
the debate over the Nation’s energy
policy will probably be, if not the, one
of the most important issues addressed
in this Congress.

The energy shortage we are experi-
encing in California is a signal to be
heeded by the rest of the country. The
signal is that the Congress must raise
the stakes in search of a sensible en-
ergy policy because, obviously, what
we are doing is not enough. I am here
tonight to remind my colleagues that
as Congress and the administration
work to forge a long-term energy pol-
icy, it is absolutely imperative we
make a true commitment to renewable
energy sources, to efficiency, and to
conservation in order to prevent a fu-
ture energy crisis and to protect our
environment.

As the ranking Democrat on the Sub-
committee on Energy of the Com-
mittee on Science, I am working to do
just that. In fact, as the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) mentioned,
earlier today I introduced CREEEA,
the Comprehensive Renewable Energy
and Energy Efficiency Act of 2001. It is
to be used as a blueprint for renewable
energy sources and energy efficiency
measures. It is to ensure that we make
renewable energies a more important
part of any national energy policy we
put in place in this country.

We can no longer afford to make
large investments in outdated energy
technologies, like fossil fuels, coal, and
nuclear. Increasing our reliance on 20th
century technology is not in the best
interest of the 21st century, and it is
certainly not an answer to our energy
future. Instead, with the energy chal-
lenges we are experiencing across the
country, it is more important than
ever that we take this opportunity to
craft a more responsible policy. By lev-
eling the playing field for renewables
and efficiency measures, we can and
must ensure that our national security
becomes more safe and secure through
diverse energy sources.

b 1945
Of course, we cannot expect renew-

able energy to meet all of our energy
needs right away. I wish we could, but
we cannot. We can make it a Federal
priority to give renewables a more
prominent role among energy sources.
Unfortunately, Federal investment in
renewables and energy efficiency has
declined over the last 20 years. That is
why CREEA, my bill, aims not only to
reverse that harmful funding trend, but
also to set a goal for our Nation that at
least 20 percent of the energy gen-
erated in the United States be pro-
duced from nonhydro renewable energy
sources by the year 2020.

CREEA calls for new investments in
renewable energy and energy efficiency
research and development, as well as
competitive grants to help bring these
green technologies to market. In the
bill, regulatory provisions will elimi-
nate barriers to development to put re-
newables on par with traditional en-
ergy sources.

Aside from energy efficiency provi-
sions for schools, homes and vehicles,
CREEA also calls on the Federal Gov-
ernment and the Architect of the Cap-
itol to set an example here in Wash-
ington by adopting renewable energy
standards and improved energy effi-
ciency measures. After all, the Federal
Government must do our part, its part,
to use more clean, renewable and effi-
cient energy resources and tech-
nologies.

CREEA also offers tax incentives to
both individuals and corporations for
increased investments in renewable
technologies and for embracing energy
efficiency products, buildings and tech-
nologies. With smart, aggressive poli-
cies, we will encourage the develop-
ment of green industries.

Mr. Speaker, putting a priority on
forward-thinking domestic options like
renewable energy and energy efficiency
technologies and encouraging con-
servation is smart public policy, policy
that will protect our environment and
provide a secure energy future for our
children, and I urge my colleagues to
support this approach as we debate the
national energy policy for the future of
this Nation.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Oregon for including me in this
special order.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her comments.

Mr. Speaker, it is important that we
look toward the future and not toward
the past for the energy supply for the
United States of America. We can both
have energy sources that are more
gentle on the environment and deal
with the problem of global warming,
and are more stable and more afford-
able for the people of our Nation so we
will no longer be held hostage to OPEC
and other cartels around the world who
basically blackmail us from time to
time in jacking up the price of oil and
extorting from American consumers.

I think her legislation is a very, very
important addition to getting some-
thing that looks forward instead of
back, and I thank the gentlewoman for
her contribution.

Mr. Speaker, today we had Secretary
Norton come before the Committee on
Resources to update us on where they
are on the President’s national energy
policy. In reading her testimony, I was
interested to see that she said despite
the statements of Vice President Che-
ney of about 6 weeks ago where he said
conservation and renewables, that
might be a personal virtue, but it is
nothing for a national energy policy to
be based upon.

Despite the fact that over the last 20
years this Nation has gained 4 times as
much energy from efforts in conserva-
tion and renewables than from new en-
ergy development based on fossil fuels,
nuclear and other traditional sources, 4
times as much, the Vice President says
that might be a personal virtue, but we
cannot base policy on it.

Mr. Speaker, there seems to have
been a backlash, and the administra-

tion seems to be very quickly back-
pedaling on the statements of Vice
President Cheney. In fact, today Sec-
retary Norton said, remember, the
President’s energy policy, this blue
book written by Vice President Che-
ney, 50 percent of that is based on con-
servation renewables and other sus-
tainable energy sources. I said, Madam
Secretary, that is an extraordinary
statement. I said, tell me, 50 percent of
what in this book, 50 percent of the
projected new energy supply? When I
look in the back, I see that they are
projecting 2.8 percent of our energy
over the next 50 years might come from
sustainable renewable sources and con-
servation, so it was not 50 percent of
the new energy. They are projecting
93.2 percent will come from conven-
tional fossil fuels and nuclear power. I
said, I am a bit puzzled. Is it 50 percent
of the investment? I said, I remember
the President’s budget dramatically
slashed investment in conservation re-
newables and sustainable energy
sources, things that could make the
United States of America energy-inde-
pendent.

She said it is 50 percent of the words
in this proposal were on conservation,
renewables and others. I would even
challenge that, but I have not gone
back to count up to see really whether
50 percent relates to those things.

So words are what we are getting
here in this blue book and not a for-
ward-thinking energy policy. The ad-
ministration again staunchly defended
going into ANWR, despite the fact that
they admitted that no one has come
anywhere near fully exploring the po-
tential of the National Petroleum Re-
serve, which was just let out for leas-
ing last year by the Clinton adminis-
tration just before they left office, and
the potential finds and the already dis-
covered finds in the former National
Petroleum Reserve, it will no longer be
a reserve for national security pur-
poses, will be diverted into the existing
pipeline system and may well exceed
the capacity of that system for some
time to come.

She admitted, as has every other ad-
ministration witness, if there was re-
coverable energy at economic values in
the Alaskan National Wildlife Refuge,
they want to lease it now to be sure
that it gets drilled; but they do not ex-
pect that a drop of that oil will flow for
10 years. Not a drop. So it is not ad-
dressing our immediate concerns.

Beyond that, I said, Madam Sec-
retary, if it is such a crisis that we
have to go into the last pristine area in
the United States of America to ex-
plore for oil, does the administration
think that oil should be kept here at
home in the United States of America,
as the law provided until 1996 when the
Republicans took over Congress, and at
the behest of the oil companies lifted
the ban on the export of oil from Alas-
ka?

She said she would have to get back
to me on that. She certainly intended
that the oil produced in Alaska should
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principally benefit the people of the
United States of America, but she
would not go so far to say that oil
ought to be kept home, processed in
the United States and used by the citi-
zens of our country; but she will get
back to me on that. I pointed out that
President Bush could do that tomorrow
by Executive Order. There is authority
in the law for President Bush, if he be-
lieves that there is an energy crisis and
a shortage and that is what is driving
up the prices, he could tomorrow with
a simple stroke of his pen rescind the
authority for those oil companies to
export our oil from Alaska.

Mr. Speaker, that would be a con-
crete step that could be taken, and cer-
tainly sending a message to the Amer-
ican people, and also sending a message
to OPEC, which is we are not going to
take this. We are not going to let them
jack up prices over there and extort
our consumers in the short run while
hopefully this Congress acts to adopt a
more forward-thinking energy policy
for the future based on new tech-
nologies so we can break our depend-
ence on the oil cartels in the long
term. In the short term, we do not
want to have consumers extorted and
bankrupted by them.

Let us send them a strong message.
We could do that by the President say-
ing he is going to keep the Alaska oil
home. We could do that in a number of
other ways to show that we, in fact, in
the United States are not going to be
patsies, but this administration has
chosen so far not to do that.

Mr. Speaker, there are so many sub-
jects to be covered in this area, this is
just sort of a beginning. I see the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
has joined me, and I wonder if he might
like to address some of these subjects.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I do appreciate our taking the time
this evening to explore in greater de-
tail the other side of some of these
questions because it is indeed complex.
It is indeed important.

As the gentleman pointed out, there
are a wide range of interests that are
coalescing. They may not agree on a
lot. Conservatives, liberals, people
from the East and the West, even some
of our friends from California step
back, and they are looking at what has
been advanced by the administration
with skepticism and in some cases
wonder.

I personally just returned from the
Arctic Wildlife Refuge. It is an area
that I have not visited before in pre-
vious trips to Alaska, and I have heard
people on the floor make some asser-
tions. I wanted to take the time to see
for myself, to put in context the re-
ports that we are given, the informa-
tion that comes forward. I must say
that I do not pretend to be an expert
based on less than a week of hiking,
camping, exploring the wilderness, fly-
ing over some of the vast stretches,
talking to Alaskans of a variety of dif-
ferent perspectives, including spending

time in the Prudhoe Bay area with rep-
resentatives of the petroleum industry.

Mr. Speaker, I must say having vis-
ited some of the BP operations, having
Fourth of July in the snow, roasting
hot dogs as part of their Fourth of July
celebration on a man-made island on
the Arctic Ocean, I came away im-
pressed with the professionalism and
dedication of the men and women
working in the industry. But I also
came away struck with the rather wide
range of the area that is already avail-
able for oil exploration, the billions of
cubic feet of natural gas that are being
pumped down back into the ground
that are available for energy purposes,
and, if the circumstances and costs are
right, that would be available to us.

I was struck by the magnitude of the
Alaska pipeline, which is now 25 years
old. I have a certain personal relation-
ship to this. My father worked on the
pipeline until the day he died. I had
some input from him about the chal-
lenges based on his experiences there.
But it is aging.

Just yesterday we saw in the Wall
Street Journal a front-page article
that the State of Alaska, covering the
inspections of people in this area for
this vast infrastructure which pumps
more oil in 3 days than is pumped from
the entire State of Indiana in a year,
and it has approximately one-half the
inspectors, only five people inspecting
this vast infrastructure which is aging
and subjected, despite the profes-
sionalism and dedication of the em-
ployees and, I think, the good inten-
tions of the industry, I take it at face
value, but there is not much that in-
spires my confidence when I think of
the volume of it. Then when I consider
what was there in the Arctic Wildlife
Refuge, this amazing vista, the tussock
grass, where you could literally see for
miles and hike for hours and be com-
pletely unaware of how far you had
gone, seeing hundreds of caribou in a
relatively small area, and in the course
of 3 days had seen thousands of them,
and had some sensitivity to how fragile
that area is and how fragile it is in
terms of the habits, in terms of the
calving cycle of this vast caribou.

I did see some caribou around
Prudhoe Bay that we see in some of the
pictures, but I had an appreciation for
the vast fragility of the tundra; small
willows that are 10, 20, 30 years old that
are only inches high and thinking
about what would happen if there were
problems there. I came away with a
profound sense that the American pub-
lic is right. The Arctic Wildlife Refuge
is absolutely the last place we should
be exploring for oil, not the first.

b 2000

The gentleman referenced the much-
debated comment from our Vice Presi-
dent dismissing the notion that con-
servation may be a virtue, but it
should not be the basis for a rational
national energy policy. I think the
American public, and I certainly agree,
conclude that he has it 180 percent

wrong. You cannot have a rational na-
tional energy policy without beginning
with the notion of conservation and
wiser use of our energy resources. And
it does not have to drive the American
public back to the Stone Age. Our
friends in Japan have been able to
manufacture a hybrid vehicle that will
get 60, 70 miles per gallon. There is a 6-
month waiting list for American con-
sumers. Yet the American Government
in the 5 years I have been in Congress,
we have been prohibited from even
studying extending the vehicle miles
for the CAFE standards and having
more fuel-efficient automobiles.

It has been represented to me that
the difference between SUVs that get
the abysmal mileage that they get now
and the potential for bringing it up to
the overall fleet average would be the
difference for the typical SUV, the gap
here is the equivalent of leaving your
refrigerator running with the door
open for 6 years. This is not technology
that is beyond us.

We hear people making rash claims
that we have to have the administra-
tion’s proposal of building a power
plant a week and the attendant eco-
nomic cost, the attendant environ-
mental cost, and they will throw out
arguments like, Well, we haven’t had a
nuclear plant licensed in this country
in 20 years. Well, they are right, we
have not had a nuclear plant licensed
in this country in 20 years, but what
they do not tell you is that we have not
had an application for licensing in
more than 20 years. Industry has recog-
nized that it is not a good investment.
And for the administration to put for-
ward half-representations, arguing for
the notion that we are going to build a
plant a week and ignore simple, com-
monsense steps to improve energy con-
servation, I think completely misses
the target.

Again, two last things and I will turn
this time back to the gentleman. I
know that there are others that wish
to join the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO), and the last thing I want to
do is disrupt his train of thought too
much. As dean of the Oregon delega-
tion, I have too much respect for his
rhetorical and intellectual capacity to
do that, but if he will permit me to
make two other observations.

Number one, it seems to me that we
can take steps, and we may hear from
some of our friends in California who
have had some energy difficulties
which they are working their way
through, we may be hearing about that
this evening, but the simple, expedient
step of having roof colors, and you do
not have to go all the way to having a
green roof, but just having a reflective
color, can cut the energy requirements
for air conditioning one-third. Having
concrete instead of asphalt can lower
the temperatures of our cities 2 de-
grees, the heat island effect that we are
seeing in major metropolitan areas.
Not only will those roads last longer,
but that will save energy.

Last but not least, it seems to me
that if in fact we have several trillion
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dollars that we do not need to invest in
essential government services over the
next 10 years, which as we note as each
day goes by it looks as though we do
not quite have the resources that were
represented to us; a better use of this,
rather than some of the tax reductions
for people who need help the least,
would be to provide tax credits and in-
centives for our citizens, particularly
low- and moderate-income citizens, to
be able to afford more fuel-efficient air
conditioners, heating, other appliances
which again would save huge amounts
of money for not having to invest in
energy production, would save the cost
of energy for these individuals, and
would be a shot in the arm for Amer-
ican industry. I think these are more
appropriate approaches, rather than
discounting energy conservation and
simply building an energy plant a
week.

I appreciate the opportunity to join
the gentleman this evening. I appre-
ciate his leadership and look forward
to further discussion.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Just taking up what
the gentleman was talking about, tax
credits for Americans, for consumers,
to help them meet their needs at home
or at work or purchase more energy-ef-
ficient transportation, to create a mar-
ket for that and help our people, that
unfortunately did not make the cut in
the blue book here. But what did make
the cut, for instance, is royalty relief.

For those poor suffering oil compa-
nies, we have got to have some royalty
relief. Of course I am certain that they
will pass those lowered costs on to the
consumers. The estimate is that the
Bush energy plan would lower royalties
by $7.4 billion over 2 years. That is
money that should flow to the Federal
Treasury for all the taxpayers in the
United States of America because of
the extraction in our coastal areas and
inland areas of oil and gas, would be re-
duced by $7.4 billion under the proposal
of the Bush administration.

Now, of course, these are the same
companies that just last year entered
into a plea bargain in a criminal case
for defrauding the taxpayers of royalty
revenues and entering into an unprece-
dented $443 million civil settlement
with the Justice Department. But, of
course, that was the Clinton Justice
Department, and I do not think the
Bush Justice Department is going to be
pursuing too many defrauded American
taxpayers’ royalty claims. In fact, no,
they are much more up-front about it:
Hey, let’s just forgive the royalties al-
together. This is the basis for an en-
ergy policy.

Certainly we do not need to forgive
the royalties to get these people to ex-
plore or pump oil. Let us look at the
profits. Last year, ExxonMobil profits,
$15.9 billion, a 1-year, 102 percent in-
crease. Chevron, $5.1 billion, a 150 per-
cent, 1-year increase. Texaco, $2.5 bil-
lion, 116 percent, 1 year. Conoco, $1.9
billion, 155 percent. Phillips Petroleum
even better, 205 percent. And on down
the list. These people need relief? They

need encouragement from the tax-
payers? They need subsidies from the
taxpayers to explore for oil and gas? I
do not think so. In fact they should be
giving money back to the taxpayers be-
cause they are fleecing the taxpayers
to show those sorts of profit increases
in one year.

So the gentleman is exactly right
with his orientation of where we should
be investing or forgoing revenue for the
Federal Government, should be ori-
ented toward small businesses and con-
sumers and others who want to invest
in energy-efficient measures, not those
who want to go out and extract yet
more oil and gas from sensitive areas
in our coastal plain, our national
monuments and elsewhere.

From there, I believe we would be
well served to get into the area of elec-
tricity. Most recently in the western
U.S., the most extraordinary mani-
festation of an energy crisis that we
have seen has been the rolling black-
outs and brownouts in California, the
fact that the total electricity energy
bill in California went from $7 billion 2
years ago to $27 billion last year and is
projected to go to over $50 billion this
year. The fact that we have found out
that even in the Pacific Northwest, we
are paying higher average wholesale
prices but thankfully thus far have
been buffered by our Bonneville Power
Administration and our own energy
production from having to buy too
much; but next winter we may be in
the very same soup that California has
seen over the last year.

Now, the question would be, Is this a
justified increase? Is this such a short-
age and such a precious commodity
that you can justify increases of up to,
well, if you went from $30 an hour aver-
age megawatt 2 years ago to the high
price that has been charged up over
$3,000 a megawatt, a 1,000 percent in-
crease in 1 year in the price, there is a
real question. There is no one who is
more expert on that than the gen-
tleman from San Diego, who comes
from ground zero in terms of the elec-
tricity energy crisis, market manipula-
tion and price gouging in the western
United States. I yield to the gentleman
to educate us a bit on what has been
going on down in his district.

Mr. FILNER. I thank the gentleman
from Oregon for yielding, and I thank
him for his leadership. I recall over the
last few years the gentleman from Or-
egon talking about the problems with
deregulation. Very few of our col-
leagues listened. But now we are wit-
nessing them, and he was right. And
California has been the greatest exam-
ple of that. He mentioned rolling
blackouts. He mentioned manipulated
markets.

Let me tell you what happened one
day in January of this year. We suf-
fered several hours of rolling blackouts
in San Diego. That had, just a few
hours, a tremendous impact. Compa-
nies in production lost millions of dol-
lars worth of production. People who
could not deal with the traffic lights

off, we had near fatal accidents. People
stuck in elevators. The largest com-
pany sending people home and not get-
ting a paycheck. At that time, at a
time of the rolling blackout, with all
these disruptions, the biggest gener-
ator in San Diego County was not in
operation. It was shut down, not due to
any maintenance; it was just taken out
of service.

Now, we have examples of that all
through the last year where production
was down, not for maintenance, not for
any environmental reason but to bol-
ster the price, because in a controlled
market, if you withhold supply, you
can increase the price. What occurred
in San Diego at what we call the South
Bay Power Plant in my district oper-
ated by the Duke Energy Corporation,
they took generators out of service,
not only during the blackout but many
times during the year.

We just recently had five former em-
ployees of that plant who worked there
for a total of 100 years. These are not
newcomers. They know what is going
on in that plant. They testified under
oath to a State Senate committee that
not only were these generators down
not because there was any real lack of
need for them, we were in a rolling
blackout, but purely related to the
price that could be gotten or withheld
because of an attempt to raise the
price. They testified that the generator
floor was in constant contact with the
marketing floor of the corporation.
And they ramped up and down their
production according to the price, not
according to the need. They testified
that they were asked to throw away
spare parts, so it would take longer in
any maintenance situation.

That leads me to believe that this is
not primarily a supply and demand
problem, although we have tight sup-
plies and the Governor of California is
doing everything he can to increase
those supplies; but this was a crisis of
a manipulated market brought on by
deregulation which the gentleman from
Oregon foresaw.

Mr. DEFAZIO. I think the key point
and one of my principal objections to
deregulation was that it severed the re-
lationship between a utility and the
consumer. Historically in this country
from 1932 until very recently with de-
regulation, utilities had a duty to
serve. Their highest duty was to keep
the lights on. They maintained a buffer
over and above their demand or their
anticipated demand. They were re-
quired to do that. They were required
to, except in times of catastrophe, pro-
vide as nearly as possible 100 percent
reliability.

Mr. FILNER. And they made a
healthy profit doing that.

Mr. DEFAZIO. They certainly did.
They always were favored by investors.
They had no problem raising money. It
was an industry that was known as a
good place to put your money for a re-
liable and very healthy rate of return.

Now, what happened as the gen-
tleman just pointed out with Duke and
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with all the others, they are no excep-
tion, is that they no longer had under
deregulation a duty to serve their cus-
tomers. Their only duty is to serve
their stockholders and the people on
Wall Street. If they can make more
money by blacking you out, shutting
you down, closing other businesses for
lack of power, it is their duty, their fi-
duciary responsibility as their board of
directors sees it to do that. That is why
they tied their floor traders to the
plant operators.

b 2015

It is absolutely outrageous to think
that that is what the system has come
to.

Mr. FILNER. They made almost a
billion dollars doing that in the course
of the year. By the way, just to empha-
size the gentleman’s point of the cut in
relationship to the community, the
five employees I mentioned lived in our
area were community members, paid
taxes, had their kids go to school. They
were let go. Apparently, Duke did not
want people tied to the community
working in their own plant.

There is insult to injury. I would say
to the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO) that in this case I just told
him about, the plant was being ramped
up and down for profit, which stole a
billion dollars out of our economy, is a
public plant. Under the deregulation
law, the San Diego Unified Port Dis-
trict bought that plant and leased it to
Duke and leased it for very, very, let us
say, favorable terms. The terms under
which they leased the plant they
thought they would recoup their in-
vestment in 5, 7 years. They got it back
in 3 months. That shows what the
prices were that they charged.

They leased this plant from the pub-
lic so they are stealing from the people
who own this plant. They have violated
the lease terms that they were under.
They were supposed to operate that
plant in a prudent manner. It is a
prima facie case that they had not and
these employees testified that they had
not.

I think the Port District, a public
agency in San Diego, ought to break
that lease, take back the plant, operate
it in the public interest. They produce
power there for three or four cents a
kilowatt. As the gentleman pointed out
earlier, a thousand percent increase in
the price they were charging us up to
$4.00 a kilowatt. So here we have the
most obscene price gouging.

Duke, by the way, was the one that
charged that $4,000 a megawatt, or $4.00
a kilowatt, hour and they did it out of
a public plant. I think San Diego con-
sumers ought to demand that that
plant be taken back. It is our plant.
Let us show that we can produce the
electricity at a reasonable rate and
still protect our environment. So this
is a case study of enormous greed, and
I think San Diegans understand that
they have been gouged and they are
ready, in fact, to embark with a munic-
ipal utility district, take over plants

such as the one I mentioned, the South
Bay Power Plant, and begin to get out
of the control of this energy cartel.

Let me just conclude this part by
saying, the gentleman made the point
earlier about how we need renewables.
He made the point earlier about how
we need conservation. Everybody in
California, as I am sure in Oregon, is
doing everything that they can to do
that. Only the Federal Government can
deal with the wholesale prices. Only
the Federal Government can regulate
that. Our President has chosen not to
be involved. Our vice president has re-
fused to listen. The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission has taken
some baby steps in this direction, but
the Congress should impose what is
called cost-based rates on wholesale
electricity prices and refund all the
criminal overcharges since last sum-
mer when this started. Then we can
begin to talk about a national energy
policy, and as the gentleman pointed
out, the President’s plans say nothing
about this area.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Unfortunately, the
President’s plans do say something
about this, but it says what we should
do is spread retail deregulation nation-
wide. We are going to take the model of
California and we are going to impose
it on the rest of the States of the
United States of America.

Now, if there was some place we
could turn to and say, well, look, look
how great deregulation has worked,
well, first off the model was Great Brit-
ain. They are still trying to fix the
problems they created with deregula-
tion. Their prices are 70 percent higher
than the average in the United States.
They suffer a much higher percentage
of blackouts, brown-outs. They have
extraordinary complaints about serv-
ice. That is the model on which the
1992 deregulation was written.

Maybe we have done better in the
States. Let us turn to some of the pio-
neers in the United States. Montana in
my region, they have seen rates for in-
dustry, which was deregulated, as were
the rates in Montana, go up by 1,000
percent because Pennsylvania Power
and Light bought all of the generation
in Montana, which is a State that can
produce 150 percent of its needs and
they can make more money by export-
ing that power, some of it to the gen-
tleman, and charging extraordinary
prices for it. So that has not worked
out real well in Montana.

Rhode Island, another pioneer, prices
are up 66 percent. The list goes on and
on and on. Everywhere that we have
seen energy deregulation, with the
promise of competition, lower prices,
better service, we have seen higher
prices, worse service and now rolling
blackouts and brownouts. Guess what?
I have never had an Oregonian come up
to me and say, Congressman, I am tired
of this utility that provides me elec-
tricity day in and day out at a reason-
able price; I want a chance to choose
my energy provider the way I get those
phone calls at 5:00 at night from AT&T

and MCI and all the others, offering me
stuff that I cannot quite fathom and
does not ever really seem to work out
quite the way they promised it but
every once in awhile they send me a $15
check if I change from one to the
other. No one has come to me and said
I want to impose that system on my
electricity, I want to guess whether my
electricity, my lights, are going to go
on or off, what my bill is going to be.
No, they do not want that. Americans
want reliable, affordable electricity
and they are not getting it under this
system.

Now some people are doing very well.
We have mentioned a few. The gen-
tleman mentioned Duke Energy. Their
profits were $1.8 billion last year. That
is a 109 percent 1-year increase. That
was before they got into this really
overt manipulation described by the
employees to drive the prices even
higher. So we can expect that they will
do even better in the next year.

El Paso Natural Gas, of course, is
now under investigation for having
withheld gas from the pipeline. Some-
how gas provided in Texas shipped to
California, which is a little closer to
Texas than New York City, was sold at
four times the price in California than
it was sold in New York City and some-
how they did not use a very significant
portion of the pipeline capacity, which
contributed to the run-up in the price.
They had a $1.2 billion profit, a 381 per-
cent 1-year increase. Not bad, and, of
course, they share the wealth. Now do
they share it with the consumers?
Well, no, not exactly. But they do
share the wealth.

A number of these companies have
very generously shared the wealth with
their CEOs. For instance, with Enron,
who I mentioned earlier, who had a $979
million, nearly a billion in profits last
year, the CEO netted $123 million all by
himself by cashing in stock options
which the company created, both hurt-
ing other stockholders and obviously
money extracted from a whole lot of
consumers. He only got $40 million in
1999 and ten times what he got in 1998.

Mr. FILNER. It works.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Deregulation is work-

ing for a few individuals.
Mr. FILNER. When I hear those fig-

ures, I wonder how these people sleep
at night. I can again look at my own
district where we have been experi-
encing these problems now for a year.
We have scores of small businesspeople
just had to close up. I mean, we have
had people in my office in tears that
their family businesses that have been
in their family for 40, 50, 60 years, they
could not sustain electricity cost in-
creases of first 100 and then 200 per-
cent. There was no way. In fact, 65 per-
cent of small businesses in San Diego
County, by a recent Chamber of Com-
merce report, face bankruptcy this
year if these prices continue, 65 percent
of small businesses.

Now, if this were an earthquake or a
hurricane or a tornado, the Feds would
be in there instantly and offering loans
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and helpful economic incentives. This
is worse than 10 or 20 earthquakes and
the Federal Government has not been
seen. I do not care if it was the Clinton
administration or the Bush administra-
tion, the Federal Government chose
not to help out. These are incredible
human problems. It is not just statis-
tics. When the person on a fixed income
whether, they be older or younger, who
is faced with a doubling or tripling of
his or her utility bills and they have to
chose now not between just food and
medicine but between food, medicine
and a comfortable sleep with air condi-
tioning, this is ridiculous. This is trag-
ic. This is criminal, in my opinion. We
have not acted. We have not even had
a debate on the House floor about any
of the legislation that we have pro-
posed to try to deal with this. The
leadership of this House has chosen not
to bring up any bill, any bill.

We have what is called a discharge
petition. That is a mechanism that if a
majority of the Members of this body
want to discuss a bill, whether the
leadership does or not, we can. We have
had to go to those lengths to try to get
a discussion of a situation which can
still destroy the economy of the west-
ern States. I do not understand it. I
have been struggling to have my con-
stituents’ voices heard in Washington,
but there seems to be a deaf ear to our
complaints.

When I listen to the recital of the
kind of income that the CEOs have
made, I just get madder and madder.
Those people ought to be in jail, not re-
ceiving these kinds of checks.

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman
would yield back, we have not had yet
the extraordinary impact that the gen-
tleman has felt in San Diego but it is
coming. We are looking at a 47 percent
rate increase this winter with the Bon-
neville Power Administration because
we are having a drought. That nor-
mally would not be a big problem be-
cause we normally would turn to our
neighbors in California and say look,
wintertime, you have a lot of excess ca-
pacity, we would like to buy some elec-
tricity from you for the winter. We
have traditionally done that. In the
summertime, during the gentleman’s
high demand season, we have sold to
him. We cannot sell to him this year
because of the drought, but we would
buy from the gentleman next winter
and hopefully it will snow and rain
next winter and we will be back into
that normal equilibrium.

Confronted with these kinds of mar-
kets, our Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration has to go to extraordinary
lengths to shed load for the coming
winter, closing down the aluminum in-
dustry, getting all the other utilities
to guarantee that they would reduce
their consumption by a minimum of 10
percent, and still we are going to see
this 47 percent rated increase because
they are going to have to buy some
power in this outrageously priced
wholesale market. In anticipation of
that, some of our utilities have already

raised their rate. A little tiny munic-
ipal utility in Drain, Oregon, raised
rates this winter. When I had a town
meeting there back in April I had a kid
come in from the school and say, do
you know that last winter we asked if
we could bring blankets to school to
wrap ourselves during class because it
was so cold in the schools? She says it
was so cold in the school, they could
not afford the heat, she says that the
pipes burst during a cold spell, and we
are sitting there wrapped in blankets.
Yet, Ken Lay at Enron gave himself
$123 million bonus. Some of that money
came from the kids’ parents in Drain,
Oregon. A lot of that money came from
the small businesses in San Diego,
California.

Now this same gentleman is one of
the principal authors of the national
energy policy. When Vice President
CHENEY was asked to name who he met,
he said I met with lots of people when
I developed this document, lots of peo-
ple. They said, well, name some. He
said, well. They said, Ken Lay of
Enron? And they said, was that the
only person? He said, no, I met with
lots of people, but he will not tell us
who the other lotses are.

He did admit that he met with Ken
Lay of Enron, the same Ken Lay of
Enron who called the chair of the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission,
who is no friend of consumers, Mr.
Hebert of Louisiana, who has refused to
act to rein in prices, but he even called
him to say that what he was doing was
not enough for his company as chair of
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission and if he would do what Mr.
Lay wanted, well, then they might be
able to assure him that he could con-
tinue to be chairman.

Mr. Hebert, again no friend of con-
sumers, was outraged. He went to the
press about this and said I cannot be-
lieve that this gentleman called me.

Well, this is who is writing the en-
ergy policy of this country.

Mr. FILNER. Some of our colleagues
do watch us as we make these state-
ments and talk about the situation in
the West, and they say stop your whin-
ing. It is your own damn fault. If you
did not have these environmental
whackos in California and Oregon who
stopped the building of power plants,
you would not be in this situation.

Now I would like to hear what the
gentleman says to them, but I say that
is the ridiculous argument. Number
one, it was the private sector in the
West that chose not to build power
plants because they had calculated
that they had a surplus. They miscal-
culated that, but that was a decision
made in their economic interest, they
thought, not because of any environ-
mental regulations.

I am going to soon announce in San
Diego the building of a new power
plant, hopefully about a thousand
megawatts, built by a responsible cit-
izen of San Diego who has built power
plants all over the country and in fact
has won environmental rewards for
them.

b 2030
He is going to show that you can fol-

low every environmental regulation
that is there to protect us, every per-
mitting policy, build a plant in a rath-
er quick amount of time, and charge
what would be the price under pre-
viously regulated rates, say a nickel a
kilowatt, as opposed to the 40 cents, $1
or even $4 we have been charged. He is
going to put a lie to the notion that it
was environmental wackos who caused
this.

We are going to have a plant in San
Diego that is environmentally sound
and produces electricity in a reliable
fashion and at moderate price, at a
price we can afford in San Diego. When
we have control, I hope the City of San
Diego or the County of San Diego will
own that power plant. That will give us
one-third of our needs and give us tre-
mendous leverage over the whole sys-
tem.

But I am sick of hearing that some-
how we caused this thing because we
were trying to protect the environ-
ment. I know the gentleman has heard
the same arguments. I think we have
to answer those directly and show that
what we are proposing makes more
sense to solve this issue.

Mr. DEFAZIO. In fact, I would quote
from a spokesman for Reliant Energy
on January 25 from the Los Angeles
Times. He stated that ‘‘claims that air
quality restrictions were holding back
output were absolutely false.’’

Similarly, in May in the New York
Times, ‘‘Industry executives have been
pressing to get relief from environ-
mental laws, most notably the Clean
Air Act and land use restrictions, but
such regulations are viewed by many
executives as nuisances,’’ of course,
they do not live there and breathe the
air there, ‘‘rather than barriers to
meeting demand. This is borne out by
the ongoing surge in construction of
transmission lines and power plants
that has occurred without any easing
of environmental regulations, despite
the best efforts of the Bush Adminis-
tration.’’

So, this is a falsehood that was ini-
tially and early widely perpetuated
across the West that this was a self-in-
duced trauma. Of course, that was be-
fore we had the numbers to show that
all these plants were off line and driv-
ing up the price. In fact, California was
about 30 percent below its maximum
production a number of times when the
lights went out. The winter is your low
demand period. That is when you usu-
ally export energy. Yet the prices were
sky high and you were experiencing
rolling blackouts and brown outs. This
was not the fault of environmental re-
strictions, it was the fault of greedy
companies.

The interesting thing is they have
been reined in a little bit. As the gen-
tleman and I know, we tried to get the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion for months to act. Their own staff
had found that these prices violated
the law, they were not just and reason-
able. That was a staff finding by the
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion.

But Mr. Hebert, as Chairman, refused
to take action and do anything about
that, refused to do further investiga-
tions beyond one whitewash investiga-
tion saying there was no manipulation
of the market. We now have a GAO re-
port saying there is no way they could
have reached that conclusion. They do
not have the documentation to reach
that conclusion. Yet he refused,
stonewalled, stonewalled, it was called
a sit down strike at FERC. I attended
one meeting where he said he would
pray for us, but that was all he could
do.

Mr. FILNER. I think this administra-
tion has a faith-based energy policy.
They not only pray for us to do some-
thing, they pray to the market where
there is no market.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, that is exactly
it, worshipping the market where there
is no market. But, finally, and strange-
ly, after the Senate changed hands
from Republican to Democrat and two
committees subpoenaed in the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission and
their staff to come in under oath and
testify about what was going on in
western energy markets, somehow 2
days before they were supposed to tes-
tify in the United States Senate under
the new Democrat control, FERC held
an emergency meeting and imposed
some minimal price caps.

Now, this is something they refused
steadfastly to do for the first 6 months
of the Bush Administration. But, sud-
denly, just because of a little tiny bit
of scrutiny, let alone real scrutiny, let
alone real regulation, let alone en-
forcement of the law, investigation by
the Justice Department for price fix-
ing, market manipulation, price
gouging and all of the other things we
know is going on, you cannot take the
price of an essential commodity and
drive it from $7 billion for the same
amount of energy to $27 billion in one
year, have profits increase by 300 per-
cent, and then drive it the next year up
by another 100 percent, without there
being collusion and manipulation in
that marketplace. Yet the watchdogs,
the toothless, sleeping watchdogs at
FERC, led by Mr. Hebert of Louisiana,
are just like, oh, we are not quite sure
what is going on.

In fact, I had some FERC people into
my office last week and we talked
about there is a new area coming. They
are going to game transmission right
now. Right now they are just gaming
generation, but they figured out a new,
bigger, more lucrative potential game
for the future, and it is transmission.

Mr. FILNER. The gentleman said it
earlier, that Enron and the President
were trying to get a national system
which this could then more readily
control. But I would like to also under-
line what the gentleman just said both
manipulation of the market to increase
the prices and also the incredible suf-
fering in California and the West.

Not only does that market control
give them the ability to fix the prices,

but, tragically, for the future it allows
them to pick and choose which energy
sources will be studied and given devel-
opment, and they have chosen, because
they cannot control it, not to allow re-
search and development into solar, into
wind power, into geothermal and all
these other renewables, where we know
a big part of the answer for our future
energy needs lies, and yet we have had
no interest in them because these com-
panies, which control the price, control
the research and development also and
have refused to allow that to occur.

So this Congress ought to be looking
not only at, as the President, new pro-
duction and et cetera of the fossil fuels,
but the structure, the economic struc-
ture of the energy industry, which not
only has fixed the prices, but has fore-
closed or attempted to foreclose part of
our future by not allowing the research
and development that we so des-
perately need in these other areas.

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman will
remember back 20 years, back in 1980
the United States of America through
our labs, Federal labs in Golden, Colo-
rado, was the world leader in
photovoltaics, an endless source of en-
ergy coming from the sun, that could
replace fossil fuels, could provide for
quality electric, if we could get the
price of photovoltaics down.

The Reagan Administration sold that
research and all of the proprietary
work that had been done to the ARCO
Corporation, and then the ARCO Cor-
poration sold it to Siemens of Ger-
many, and now the Germans are the
world leaders in photovoltaics based on
research payed for by U.S. taxpayers,
and some day we will probably be buy-
ing photovoltaic solar cells from the
Germans, like we are having to buy oil
from the OPEC cartel.

These future supplies of renewable
and sustainable energy are going to be
more important to us, and for the
United States of America, for the
President of the United States to slash
investment, which he did in his budget,
in these sorts of research, is cutting
the legs out from underneath the
American consumers, the American
people and American business and in-
dustry, to make us a sustainable and
affordable energy future.

We need to be investing more in fuel
cells, more in photovoltaics, more in
wind energy and tidal sources of energy
being used in Europe. All these ex-
traordinary, absolutely benign renew-
able resources are being ignored with
one focus, and that focus is on fossil
fuels and the profits of that industry
and perpetuating that industry.

I had a constituent testify at a hear-
ing, and said Congressman, the stone
age did not end because they ran out of
rocks. He said they developed new
technology. But this administration is
attempting to stonewall that new tech-
nology. In fact, they want to turn back
to the technology of the fifties. They
want to go back to nuclear energy, let
alone the fact we have not figured out
what to could with the waste we have

now and it is disbursed all around the
country.

Mr. FILNER. What they have done
with their tax plan is, of course, give
several trillion dollars to the wealthi-
est of our Nation, where if you put tax
incentives into the photovoltaic tech-
nology you mentioned, put tax incen-
tives into some of these renewables, we
could bring down the price and make it
affordable.

We in San Diego boast of our 330 days
or so of sunny weather. That sustains
solar panels, that sustains photovoltaic
cells. If we could bring down that price
and put that technology into work in
our homes and businesses, we would be
free of this energy cartel that we have
been talking about tonight that has so
disrupted our lives and future.

So, in every way where you look, tax
policy, FERC, the way the President’s
energy policy is, we see a dedicated ef-
fort to deny American citizens a future
of low-cost, reliable sustainable en-
ergy. I think that is a criminal offense,
in my opinion, and this Congress
should take greater heed of what is oc-
curring.

I thank the gentleman for educating
us tonight.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Our time is about ex-
pired. I do not think really I can end on
a much more eloquent note than the
gentleman just made, which is that
there is sort of two paths that can be
chosen for the American people at this
point in time. One is a sustainable, re-
liable inexpensive energy put future,
and the other is more of what is going
on today, crisis after crisis, higher
prices, price gouging, manipulation,
and being held hostage by the OPEC
cartel and the other traditional pro-
ponents of the energy industry.

I would like to choose a new path for
the 21st century. So far the administra-
tion is choosing the 1950 path.

Mr. FILNER. Amen.
f

THE PRESIDENT’S PLAN FOR
ENERGY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSBORNE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from California (Mr. RADAN-
OVICH) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the privilege to come on
this floor and talk about the Presi-
dent’s plan for energy and for the fu-
ture of the United States of America.

I wanted to make a couple of points
in response to the speakers of the pre-
vious hour regarding the situation in
California. I am from California. I rep-
resent Fresno, California, and the cen-
tral part of the state, where we too are
at ground zero of the California energy
crisis.

There were a couple of statements
made earlier which spoke ill of deregu-
lation and used California as an exam-
ple of that, and I would like to clarify
that in California there was never real-
ly a deregulation plan. It was half a de-
regulation plan.
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