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the Senator from Ohio (Mr.

VOINOVICH);
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. SAR-

BANES);
the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-

KULSKI); and
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR-

BIN),
f

b 1845

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION 73

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that my name be re-
moved as a cosponsor of House Concur-
rent Resolution 73.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.
f

U.S. TRADE AND INVESTMENT
POLICY TOWARD SUB-SAHARAN
AFRICA AND IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE AFRICAN GROWTH AND
OPPORTUNITY ACT—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 107–
73)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Ways and Means and ordered to be
printed:
To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 106 of title I of
the Trade and Development Act of 2000
(Public Law 106–200), I transmit here-
with the 2001 Comprehensive Report of
the President on U.S. Trade and Invest-
ment Policy toward Sub-Saharan Afri-
ca and Implementation of the African
Growth and Opportunity Act.

GEORGE W. BUSH,
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 18, 2001.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

A BRIEF DISCUSSION OF PART OF
THE PRESIDENT’S PROPOSED
NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor this evening for a brief discus-
sion of a part of the President’s pro-
posed national energy policy, the docu-
ment of May, 2001.

This goes to the issue of electricity
and electricity supply. If we look in
Appendix I, way in the back of the re-
port here under ‘‘Summary of Rec-
ommendations,’’ there are a couple of
things which I think Members of the
House and members of the public
should pay attention to.

At the top of this unnumbered page,
in Appendix I it says, ‘‘The NEPD
Group recommends the President di-
rect the Secretary of Energy to propose
comprehensive electricity legislation
that promotes competition, protects
consumers, enhances reliability, pro-
motes renewable energy, improves effi-
ciency, and repeals,’’ there is the key
part, ‘‘the Public Utility Holding Com-
pany Act and reforms the Public Util-
ity Regulatory Policy Act.’’

What does that mean? That means
national deregulation. Now, of course
there is a little problem in proposing
national deregulation. We have the
California model, where this year the
same amount of electricity will be sold
as 2 years ago. Two years ago, that
electricity sold for $7 billion. This year
that same amount of electricity, de-
spite the myths about huge increases
in the demand and all that, the same
electricity as 2 years ago will sell for
$70 billion, a 1,000 percent increase in
the price in 2 years.

That money has to be going some-
where, and it is. A good deal of it is
flowing to a number of large energy
companies based in Houston, Texas.
They are saying this is such a success-
ful model. The lights were on in parts
of California for part of the day yester-
day, and most people still can afford to
pay their energy bills, although they
are about to get a retroactive 47 per-
cent-plus rate increase and tiered
rates, which will penalize anybody with
an all-electric home.

The President, under the guise of the
summary buried in the back of this re-
port, wants to take that across the Na-
tion. People will say, that is not fair.
The California plan was poorly written.
Look at some of the other great models
of deregulation. Let us look at some of
the other great models of deregulation.

We have Montana, right near my
State. Montana, until 2 years ago, had
the sixth cheapest electricity in the
United States of America. They were
producing 150 percent, 11⁄2 times their
peak demand, on their own hydro
power; affordable, cheap, reliable. But
what happened? They deregulated.
Montana Power sold all of its genera-
tion resources to PP&L, Pennsylvania
Power & Light, who now controls the
generation in Montana.

Pennsylvania Power & Light finds
they can sell Montana’s electricity
more lucratively elsewhere, and they
have lifted the cap on industrial cus-
tomers, so industry after industry in
Montana is closing. They are laying

people off. They are saying they cannot
afford the huge increase in electric
rates.

Luckily for residential consumers,
their prices are capped for another
year. But a year from today, it will hit
them, too. They will say, Montana did
not work out too well, California did
not work out too well, but look at the
deregulation in Pennsylvania. Look
how well it is working.

First off, dereg is supposed to give us
choice. I have yet to have a consumer
come up to me and say, Congressman,
I want to choose my energy company.
I am tired of this company that just
delivers the electricity day in, day out,
reliably at a low price. I would like to
choose, to gamble. I would like to see
what would happen. Nobody, nobody
wants that except a few big energy
companies that are getting filthy rich
off this scheme.

So they gave choice to Pennsylva-
nians, and very few of them chose it.
Now, even though they had rate caps,
and that is why people say it is a suc-
cess, rates did not go up; yes, if we
have capped rates. What happens when
the caps go away? The same thing that
has happened in California, the same
thing that is happening in Montana:
huge increases in price.

This is nothing but a scheme to ex-
tract more money from tens of millions
of Americans and small businesses and
big businesses across this country, and
move that money to a few big energy
companies.

So I would hope that this Congress,
as it has in the last two Congresses
when President Clinton proposed na-
tional energy, as they want to call it
now, restructuring, because deregula-
tion has become a dirty word, we can-
not use that. It is like around here we
do not talk about the estate tax, but
we call it the death tax. Now they call
deregulation restructuring, as does this
report.

It is a scam on the American public.
Let us not have it perpetrated under
the guise of this report.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

REMARKS OF THE VICE PRESI-
DENT CONCERNING THE CALI-
FORNIA ENERGY CRISIS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, this
weekend I was disappointed by the
comments of the Vice President in
talking about the California energy
crisis.

Vice President CHENEY put forward
the theory that California made a mis-
take with its deregulation, and there-
fore, California should suffer without
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any Federal action; that the blackouts
and outrageous prices being faced by
people in my State are somehow part
of a divinely ordained morality play.

Well, California did make a mistake.
We put ourselves at the mercy of goug-
ers, chiefly independent energy compa-
nies based in Houston, Texas. Our theo-
retical economist told us that if we de-
regulated, all these companies would
produce independently as long as they
could make a profit; that they would
maintain their output.

What we discovered instead was that
if we came anywhere close to a short-
age, a few of them would close down,
create the prospect of blackouts, all in
an effort to drive up the price. That is
why the California Public Utilities
Commission determined that not only
are we paying outrageous prices, but
deregulation, which according to the
theorists should maximize the produc-
tion of electricity, is actually causing
the blackouts by causing them to
underproduce. By producing a little
less, they can charge us the outrageous
prices that my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Oregon, just pointed out
to this House.

But returning to the Vice President’s
idea of fault, that this is somehow Cali-
fornia’s fault, and therefore, Califor-
nians should suffer, this might make
some sense if Californians were rushing
to this floor asking for tens of billions
of dollars of aid. But that is not what
we are asking for. We are only asking
for the right to reregulate, whether
that is done at the Federal level or
whether it is done at the State level.
We are asking for the reinstitution of
the same system of regulation that
served this country so well for 100
years.

The Vice President’s statements are
analogous to the following situation.
Assume our neighbor’s house is burn-
ing down. If that happens, one ap-
proach is to steal our neighbor’s hose
and lecture our neighbor about fire
safety, that the fire should never have
started.

That is in fact what this administra-
tion is doing. On the one hand, we are
lectured that California made a mis-
take, and given the current outcome,
that is no doubt true. But then, instead
of being given help, instead of even
being left alone, the hose is stolen, im-
pounded, and a smile comes across the
administration’s face as the house
burns down.

At a very minimum, California needs
to see cost-based regulation of the elec-
tric plants located in California. Fed-
eral law prevents us from doing so. We
are bound and gagged by Federal law.
It is time for this House and this ad-
ministration to direct FERC, the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission,
to institute the kind of price caps, the
kind of rate regulation, that all Cali-
fornia is asking for.

Instead, we are lectured. We are lec-
tured and told that we will be pre-
vented from helping ourselves, we are
going to be prevented from regulating

that wholesale price, and that the Fed-
eral government will not do so. We are
told by people who suffer not at all
that we should adopt their economic
theories.

It is time for the Federal government
to return the hose. It is time for the
administration to remove its foot from
the neck of California. We are not ask-
ing for billions in aid, although, if this
house burns down, we will need it. We
are only asking for regulation of the
same type that we imposed ourselves
when the plants were under California
regulation. We need this level of regu-
lation, either from the Federal govern-
ment, or we need the right to do it our-
selves.

f

b 1900

NATIONAL SECURITY

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise tonight to speak about
national security, but I cannot help
but respond to the plea of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN),
my colleague, that the State of Cali-
fornia is the suffering State.

I wonder why the rest of our States
are not having the same level of prob-
lems. Perhaps our colleagues from
California, when they were rah-rahing
tough environmental regulations, when
they were rah-rahing limitations on
offshore drilling, when they were rah-
rahing the overwhelming control of the
nuclear industry, perhaps now they are
paying a price for that.

Mr. SHERMAN. Will the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) yield?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. No, I
will not yield. This is my time. You
had your time. You get your own spe-
cial order.

Mr. SHERMAN. I yielded back some
time.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I would ask for regular order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Regular
order. The time is controlled by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I come from Pennsylvania,
and we are having the same concerns
that the gentleman from California
(Mr. SHERMAN) has, but our State is
doing fine. Perhaps, the State of Cali-
fornia should have had its act together
before this administration came in. It
is too bad that my colleagues are shed-
ding crocodile tears today.

Mr. SHERMAN. Will the gentleman
yield——

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I will
not yield.

Mr. SHERMAN. Or will his argu-
ments not stand scrutiny?

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. I will
not yield, and I will ask the Speaker to
enforce the rules of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
House will suspend. The gentleman will
suspend. The time is controlled by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania does not
yield time.

The Chair will return the time to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I would not have spoken on
this issue, but for my colleague to get
up here on the floor and rant and rave
about the administration and what
they have not done in 5 months in of-
fice and talking about not giving them
the hose to put out the fire, well, it was
the California liberal establishment
that was throwing gasoline on the fire,
throwing gasoline and accelerants to
burn down the State of California’s
economy.

Now for those from California to say
that somehow George Bush and DICK
CHENEY are responsible is utter hog-
wash. I, too, want to work with my col-
leagues from that State, but I am not
going to sit here and listen to rhetoric
coming out from one Member’s mouth
that somehow lays the blame at the
feet of George Bush or Vice President
DICK CHENEY.

So I make those comments to my
colleagues, even though my major
topic tonight is national security. In a
way, it ties into national security, be-
cause we have not had a national en-
ergy policy for the past 9 years. We had
an energy policy under Ronald Reagan.
It was a very defined energy policy.

We had no energy policy under Presi-
dent Clinton or Al Gore. We did not
allow offshore drilling. We did not
allow drilling in Alaska. We did not
stop the incessant controls of the oil
and gas industry. We did not permit
new nuclear power plants. We did not
license new refining operations.

And we wonder why today certain
States, where they were aggressively
excessive in their regulations, we won-
der why today they have energy prob-
lems.

Mr. Speaker, this President and this
Vice President have taken the lead.
They have developed a detailed com-
prehensive energy strategy that just
does not address the concerns of the oil
and gas industry.

They have addressed the need to look
at lowering the amount of usage by
sport utility vehicles. They have ad-
dressed cafe standards. They have ad-
dressed the need to encourage con-
servation to encourage alternative en-
ergy supplies and tax credits for those
alternative energy resources, and I ap-
plaud them for that.

But for one of our colleagues to come
on the floor in a 5-minute unchallenged
speech and rant and rave about how
California’s problem today is George
Bush and DICK CHENEY’s problem is an
absolute travesty, and I could not help
but stand up and refute what the gen-
tleman said.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES), a
friend and colleague.
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