-1-


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

San Diego Gas & Electric Company,


Docket No. 
EL00-95-031

Complainant

v.

Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Service Into

Markets Operated by the California Independent

System Operator Corporation and the California

Power Exchange,

Respondents

Investigation of Practices of the California

Docket Nos.
EL00-98-030

Independent System Operator and the California



EL00-98-033

Power Exchange

California Independent System Operator 


Docket Nos.  RT01-85-000

Corporation








RT01-85-001

Investigation of Wholesale Rates of Public Utility 
Docket Nos.
EL01-68-000

Sellers of Energy and Ancillary Services in the



EL01-68-001

Western Systems Coordinating Council

CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc.


 Docket No. 
EL01-2-000

(CARE) 

Complainant 






v. 







Independent Energy Producers, Inc. and All Sellers 

of Energy and Ancillary Services into the Energy 

and Ancillary
Services Markets Operated by the 

California Independent System Operator Corporation

and the California Power Exchange; All Scheduling 

Coordinators  Acting on behalf of the Above Sellers; 


California Independent System Operator Corporation; 

and California Power Exchange Corporation 

Respondents 


REQUEST FOR EXPIDITED CONSIDERATION OF

APPEAL OF ORDER OF CHIEF JUDGE DENYING ORAL

MOTION TO PARTICIPATE IN SETTLEMENT AND MOTION TO INTERVENE OUT-OF-TIME

Pursuant to Rules 214(a)(3) and 212 of the Rules and Practices and Procedures of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”), 18 C.F.R. 385.214(a)(3) and 385.212, CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (“CARE”), requests expedited consideration of appeal of the July 3, 2001 Order of Chief Judge Denying Oral Motion to Participate in Settlement, and hereby submits this Motion to Intervene Out-of-Time in regards to EL00-95-031.


The energy crisis has drastically changed, and will continue to drastically change California's electrical power market system that went into effect in 1996, commonly known as "deregulation" (which was actually a restructuring). One of the biggest contributing factors to the crisis is the manipulation of the 1996 model to allow gouging (primarily the raising of prices by withholding power during peak demand) of incredible magnitude and duration.  This manipulation, and its accompanying gouging was and is being made possible by inherent flaws rendering the existing market system completely unworkable and in dire, immediate need of drastic changes.  


Vast, fundamental uncertainties are the essence of the ongoing energy crisis.  One of the leading uncertainties is the cost and availability of the natural gas needed to fuel new powerplants.  The only thing the energy crisis has made reasonably certain, particularly since attaining emergency status, is that California will never return to the 1996 market model.  It is also reasonably certain that whatever replacement market system California comes up with, it will be new and unique, with potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures that are also new and unique.


In light of these fundamental uncertainties, it is simply impossible to determine with any kind of accuracy what kind of electrical power market system California will end up with once the crisis is under control. Given the magnitude of the California energy crises and the ramifications for California’s consumers and the environment, CARE respectfully submits that good cause exists for granting CARE’s Motion to Intervene Out-of-Time in EL00-95-031. CARE has an interest in this docket, which cannot be adequately represented by any other party (e.g., State of California, Cal-PUC, Cal-AG, Cal-ISO, etc.), and requests the opportunity to protect its interest as they may appear. In addition, because CARE accepts the record as it now stands, granting of this Motion should prejudice no party.

INTRODUCTION


CARE summarizes the chronology of the events relevant to our appeal and Motion to Intervene Out-of-Time, as follows:

CARE filed a complaint with FERC on October 6, 2000 assigned to Docket EL01-2-000. This complaint is summarized as follows.

"Pursuant to Section 206 of the Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C. § 824e, and Rule 206 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.206, CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (CARE) hereby petitions the Commission to rectify unjust and unreasonable prices stemming from the wholesale markets for energy and ancillary services operated by the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) and the California Power Exchange (CalPX). CARE requests that the Commission find that wholesale markets in California are not currently workably competitive. CARE hereby petitions the Commission make findings that the events and circumstances surrounding the June 14, 2000 rolling outage in the San Francisco Bay Area warrant investigation by the United States Department of Justice of trust activities in restraint of trade by Independent Energy Producers, all sellers of energy and ancillary services into energy and ancillary services markets operated by the California Independent System Operator and the California Power Exchange; all scheduling coordinators acting on behalf of aforementioned sellers; California Independent System Operator Corporation; and the California Power Exchange. CARE hereby petitions the Commission make findings that the events and circumstances surrounding the June 14, 2000 rolling outage in the San Francisco Bay Area warrant investigation by the United States Department of Justice of alleged civil rights violations, by Independent Energy Producers, all sellers of energy and ancillary services into energy and ancillary services markets operated by the California Independent System Operator and the California Power Exchange; all scheduling coordinators acting on behalf of aforementioned sellers; California Independent System Operator Corporation; and the California Power Exchange. CARE petitions that said investigation include the identification of injury, loss of life, disability, or hospitalization associated with the June 14, 2000 rolling outage. CARE requests that this complaint be consolidated with Commission Dockets EL00-95-000, EL00-98-000, and EL00-104-000."

CARE amended its original complaint EL01-2 on October 31, 2000 to request the FERC, among other things, expand their investigation of the market behavior of market participants including the Investor Owned Utilities (IOUs). 

CARE filed its Petition for Rehearing by e-mail to the FERC Secretary on January 14, 2001.

"CARE is making a good faith attempt (with our limited resources) to comply with the statutory requirement to file for rehearing within 30 days of your 12/15/00 Order. Pursuant to Rule 713 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure CARE hereby requests rehearing of the Commission's December 15, 2000 order in these proceedings EL00-95 et al ("December 15 Order"). As you probably already know, CARE is a California private, not for profit public-benefit 501(c)(3) corporation relying exclusively on public funding.  At the present time, CARE simply does not have the resources to obtain legal counsel to fully, fairly, knowledgeably and meaningfully participate in your statutorily mandated administrative process.  Therefore, CARE respectfully requests that your agency provide us with all available assistance to facilitate our public participation, including but not limited to an explanation of the administrative steps we must take in order to preserve and protect all our legal rights, particularly the right to have the issues we raise heard by a court of law in a legal proceeding to enforce our statutory and constitutional rights."

Secretary Boergers responded by e-mail on January 16, 2001 that CARE could not file for Rehearing via e-mail. CARE subsequently filed it Petition for Rehearing by hand delivery by courier service in Washington DC at great inconvenience and expense to petitioner.

CARE provides subsequent e-mail correspondence by Secretary Boergers.

“-----Original Message-----

From: David Boergers [mailto:david.boergers@ferc.fed.us] 

Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2001 9:43 AM

To: Mike.Boyd@Aspect.com 

Subject: Re: CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (CARE) Request for

Rehearing

** High Priority **

I didn't mention it, but you must be an intervenor to file for rehearing.

Is CARE an Intervenor?  If not, you should attach a motion to intervene with

your rehearing request.”

CARE identified to the Secretary that “CARE was the complainant,” to which the Secretary responded via e-mail.

“-----Original Message-----

From: David Boergers [mailto:david.boergers@ferc.fed.us]

Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2001 3:40 PM

To: Mike.Boyd@Aspect.com

Subject: RE: CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (CARE) Request for

Rehearing

Since you are the filing entity you are a party and you don't need to

intervene.

>>"Boyd, Mike" <Mike.Boyd@Aspect.com01/16/01 06:25PM >>>

David,

What does this mean? I filed the original complaint EL01-2 back in

September. CARE was the complainant (by my signature). Does this make us an intervenor?

Mike Boyd”

On March 13, 2001 CARE submitted its official Alternative Dispute Resolution request for Cal-ISO

"CARE respectfully requests that your agency [FERC] provide us with all available assistance for an Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) with Respondent Cal-ISO, to facilitate resolution of our complaint, including but not limited to an explanation of the administrative steps we must take in order to preserve and protect all our legal rights, particularly the right to have the issues we raise heard by a court of law in a legal proceeding to enforce our statutory and constitutional rights." 

CARE filed a complaint with FERC on April 12, 2001 assigned to Docket EL01-65-000, which is also relevant to the settlement negotiation. This complaint is summarized as follows: 

"Pursuant to Section 206 of the Federal Power Act, 16 U.S.C. § 824e, and Rule 206 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.206, CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (CARE) hereby petitions the Commission to rectify unjust and unreasonable prices stemming from the wholesale markets for energy and ancillary services operated by the California Independent System Operator (CAISO), and investigate its relationship to market practices by BC Hydro, PowerEx, Southern Co. Energy Marketing, now called Mirant, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, and the Bonneville Power Administration. CARE hereby petitions the Commission make findings that BC Hydro, PowerEx, Mirant, and the Bonneville Power Administration violated the Federal Power Act by withholding power during a period of peak demand to contrive a shortage and test their market power. CARE alleges that in addition to violations of the FPA these market practices violated federal and state anti-trust laws, the civil rights of Californians under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the international free trade law NAFTA."  

On June 26, 2001 CARE contacted the office of Chief Judge Wagner to request access to the settlement negotiations by telephone. His Chief of Staff, Ruby Meek, provided me telephone access via the following e-mail.

“-----Original Message-----

From: Ruby Meek [mailto:ruby.meek@ferc.fed.us]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2001 1:20 PM

To: Mike.Boyd@Aspect.com

Cc: Hazel Anderson

Subject: Re: Request for Access to Settlement Negotiations in FERC

Docket EL00-95-031 and meaningful participation

Mr. Boyd -

It is my understanding that you wish to be a part of the conference on Wed.

June 27.  Please call our 800 number.  About 15 minutes before you call the

800 number please call our main number 202-219-2500 just to make sure

everything is OK.  We would like for you to call the 800 number no later

than 5 minutes before 10 AM, our time, so that you will not interrupt the

proceedings that will begin at 10 AM.  The number is:

1-800-847-8885      After dialing this number ask the operator to transfer

you to 219-2647.  Should you have any problems, call our main number at

202-219-2500.

Thank you.

Ruby”

On June 27, 2001 CARE contacted the settlement conference by telephone. CARE requested access to the settlement negotiations as a party via EL00-95, as CARE was party to the December 15 Order in EL00-95, and our original complaint EL01-2 was under rehearing by the FERC. The Chief Judge seemed more concerned over disclosure of confidential information, than the validity of CARE’s request for participation in the settlement negotiations as a Party in the public’s behalf. We made clear that no other Party including the State could represent our interests in this matter. We also made clear that CARE was willing to be represented in person as opposed to over the telephone.

On July 3, 2001 Chief Judge Wagner issued his Order erroneously considering our request for participation as a request to intervene.

“On June 27, 2001, the Californians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (CARE), requested to participate in these proceedings by telephone.  CARE argued that it was already a party to these negotiations because the Commission had consolidated its complaint in EL01-2 with the proceeding in EL00-95.  The parties objected to CARE's participation on the grounds that it does not have an interest which is not adequately represented by other parties in the proceedings.  The parties also objected to CARE's participation on the telephone due the confidentiality of the settlement negotiations.  The Chief Judge ruled that CARE is not a party to these proceedings, that the Commission never consolidated its complaint in Docket No. EL01-2 with the proceedings in EL00-95.  The Chief Judge further advised CARE that if granted intervention in these proceedings, it would have to send a representative to participate in person in the settlement negotiations.

The Chief Judge finds that CARE has not demonstrated an interest which may be directly affected and which is not adequately represented or protected by the State of California, the California Public Utilities Commission, and other existing parties to these proceedings.  Therefore, pursuant to Rule 214(d)(1) of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. 385.214(d)(1) (2000), the Chief Judge hereby denies CARE's motion to intervene.”

On July 3, 2001 Bloomberg News in an article titled Environmental Group Can't Join Power Negotiations, Judge Says by Amy Strahan Butler reports:

“Washington, July 3 (Bloomberg) -- An environmental group will not be allowed to participate in settlement negotiations between California officials and power sellers, the administrative law judge overseeing the talks ruled today. 

Judge Curtis Wagner issued the order after Californians for Renewable Energy, an environmental group, asked to intervene in the negotiations between California and its power suppliers ordered by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

``CARE has not demonstrated an interest which may be directly affected and which is not adequately represented or protected by the state of California,'' Wagner wrote. He added that even if CARE was a party to the case, its members would not be allowed to participate by phone, as the group requested. 

State officials and power companies in the negotiations said CARE should not participate because they would be discussing proprietary information, Wagner noted. He agreed. 

California and electricity sellers are attempting to resolve $14 billion in debts from power sales by the state's two largest utilities and roughly $9 billion the state says it is owed in refunds for alleged price gouging. 

Mike Boyd, the president of CARE, said the FERC doesn't have good cause for denying him access to the settlement talks. 

``We're being cut out of the negotiations,'' Boyd said in a telephone interview. ``The fox is watching the henhouse.'' 

Boyd added that none of the parties in the proceedings could adequately represent his group's views because they are operating under the assumption there is a power shortage. He said California's electricity problems have been ``contrived, to drive up the price of electricity'' by turning off generators. He plans to appeal. 

A poll by the Los Angeles Times released last week showed that 53 percent of Californians do not believe the state has a power shortage.” 

On July 3, 2001 Chief Judge Wagner issued a “Gag Order” on the settlement negotiations.

“Due to violations of the confidentiality rules in these settlement proceedings by unauthorized releases of sensitive information to the media, it is hereby ordered that no party or participant will be permitted to participate in the settlement discussions in these proceedings on July 3, 2001 and subsequent dates until they have executed a copy of the attached Non-Disclosure Certificate.”

On July 4, 2001 the day after this “Gag Order” issued by Chief Judge Wagner California Governor Davis disclosed to the media in a July 5, 2001 San Jose Mercury News article titled Davis seeking cheaper contracts by John Woolfolk reported:

“In closed-door Washington, D.C., settlement talks scheduled to conclude Monday, state officials are demanding that energy companies forgo $8.9 billion in bills for electricity that the state argues was overpriced.

But Davis, during a San Jose visit Wednesday, said the state would consider accepting some of that refund in the form of cheaper long-term contracts, a move that could appease critics who say the $43 billion deals cost far too much. 

The governor's comments shed light on the state's bargaining strategy in the negotiations. Few details have emerged from the talks since the judge overseeing them imposed a gag order. 

`We've made suggestions, we've offered various ways in which people could get us $8.9 billion,' Davis said. `We've said it doesn't have to be all cash. You can give it to us in lower contract prices than you otherwise would have given to us. You can renegotiate our existing contracts and save us money. However you want to do it, it's just got to net out to $8.9 billion.' “

Discussion

Having brought this state to the brink of economic disaster, Governor Davis is now in the process of making our energy crisis permanent. He has made so many threats and installed so many cronies in regulatory authority that energy companies have attached huge “risk premiums” to their investments. As far as Wall Street is concerned, California has become a remote and potentially unstable emerging nation. That is the only conclusion you can draw from the $43 billion in electricity contracts the Governor announced.

For example, he contracted with Calpine to build a 450 megawatt peaking plant in Silicon Valley with capital repayments of $80-90 million a year over the next twenty years, an annual return on investment of over 200 percent.  This is higher than the current investment cost of wind or solar. Unlike wind and solar, these plants will burn expensive natural gas, making the current shortage a chronic shortage. So in addition to capital repayment, the state will pay Calpine a price for electricity that covers even today’s high gas costs, and the state will borrow the money to do it. 

CARE should not be admonished, looked down upon or discriminated against merely because of our lack of money to hire an attorney to fully represent us in this case.  The lack of money with which to hire trustworthy scientific as well as legal experts to review and if necessary challenge the work done by Commission’s staff and the Party's experts is precisely why petitioner’s right of public participation was denied during the administrative proceedings. Blaming CARE for this unfortunate situation is completely unfair.

The Office of the Secretary has been established by the Commission to serve as the official focal point through which all filings are made for proceedings before the Commission. In order to alert the public and invite public participation, the Secretary issues notices of these proceedings in accordance with the Commission's Rules and Regulations, as found in Title 18 of the Code of Federal Regulations. The Secretary records and preserves the minutes of all official actions taken by vote of the members of the Commission and is responsible for the issuance of official Commission rules and orders, including service of such documents on parties to the proceedings. In addition, the Office of the Secretary is called upon to respond to inquiries from parties concerning pending proceedings and requests for interpretations of Commission orders, rules, regulations, and decisions. 

While petitioner is not an attorney, under our knowledge of California law in this case “estoppel” is triggered and CARE must be allowed to plead it. In regulating the rate schedules for and siting, construction and operation of natural gas powerplants like the ones being placed in the midst of California’s communities inhabited primarily by people that are poor, native people, and people of color (which is no accident, petitioners assure), Section 18 of the Code of Federal Regulations created the office of a Secretary entrusted with the duty "to respond to inquiries from parties concerning pending proceedings and requests for interpretations of Commission orders, rules, regulations, and decisions.” 

Even if, under the circumstances, it was fair or appropriate to presume the public knowledgeable enough to find, read and understand the statute of limitations required for Rehearing or Intervention, at the very least the FERC Secretary created a great deal of public confusion on the issue. The e-mail correspondence between the Secretary and CARE around whether or not to petition for Rehearing or Intervention demonstrates this. Confusing the public about such critical matters, particularly in the way it was done here, is a clear (and fatal) violation of the public participation requirements.  Under the estoppel doctrine, this deprives CARE of the right to assert and benefit from either 30-day statute of limitations.

"The doctrine of equitable estoppel may be invoked to prevent a defendant from relying on the statute of limitations."  (Mills v. Mills (1956) 147 Cal.App.3d 107, 119.)  It applies when a defendant violates a duty thus causing a plaintiff's claim to become barred.  This is based on the rationale that the defendant "must be charged with having wrongfully obtained an advantage which the courts will not allow him to hold."  (Id.)

While petitioner is not an attorney in my understanding of California law the principle of estoppel is:  "One cannot justly or equitably lull his adversary into a false sense of security, and thereby cause his adversary to subject his claim to the bar of the statute of limitations, and then be permitted to plead the very delay cause by his course of conduct as defense to the action when brought.  (Rupley v. Hunsman (1958) 159 Cal.App.2d 307, 313.) All of the essential elements of an estoppel (see City of Long Beach v. Munsell (1970) 3 Cal.3d 462, 489-91) are present in this case and CARE must be given an opportunity to amend their pleading to assert them.

By accident or intent CARE has been excluded from the settlement negotiations regarding FERC Docket EL00-95-031. No other party can adequately represent CARE or other members of the public in these proceedings. The ISO does not have the ability to represent our interests in this matter as they are a creditor in the P.G.&. E. Bankruptcy proceedings, they are a party to CARE’s original complaint EL01-2, and they have refused to respond to CARE’s ADR request of 3-13-2001. The State fails to represent CARE and the public's interest in this matter as they abrogated their public duties to represent the public’s interest and to protect the environment by acting outside of the review of the public, outside our democratically elected legislature’s review, and outside of State and Federal Laws, Ordinances, Standards, and Regulations (“LORS”). CARE has three times requested the California State Attorney General’s office to represent CARE in these proceedings and/or the Governor’s long-term contracts without response. The other parties in these proceeding continue to be the subject of our complaint under rehearing and our new complaint EL01-65.

CARE continues to seek access to the settlement negotiations. We understand there is an issue in contention over CARE's standing in these proceedings because of the failure of the FERC to consolidate the Dockets EL01-2 and EL00-95 (pursuant to FERC's Rules Of Practice and Procedure Rule 503). Secretary Boergers explained to petitioner on June 28, 2001 that since our docket is under rehearing this makes it unclear whether or not we are or should be a party to these negotiations.

As I am not an attorney therefore I was unaware that I was not a party to EL00-95. When ever I called the FERC Secretary or ADR office for assistance or guidance I would identify my docket along with dockets EL00-95, EL00-98, and EL00-107, and refer to them as the "California problem". All the FERC orders (except November 1, 2000) and other filings included my docket EL01-2 on the cover page. The FERC Order of December 15, 2000 in EL00-95-000, et.al. summarizes CARE's complaint EL01-2 where it states (see page 14 of the 12-15-00 Order):

“On October 26, 2000, as amended on October 31, 2000, CAlifornians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (CARE) filed a complaint pursuant to Rule 206 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure petitioning the Commission to: (1) rectify unjust and unreasonable prices stemming from the wholesale markets for energy and ancillary services operated by the ISO and the PX; (2) find that the wholesale markets in California are not workably competitive; (3) make findings that the events and circumstances surrounding the June 14, 2000 rolling outage in the San Francisco Bay Area warrant investigations by the United States Department of Justice (DOJ) of anti-trust activities in restraint of trade and of alleged civil rights violations rendered by various entities; and (4) include in the aforementioned investigations the identification of injury, loss of life, disability, or hospitalization associated with the June 14, 2000 rolling outage. CARE also requests that the Commission consolidate the complaint with the consolidated hearing proceeding. 

In support of its complaint, CARE contends that various entities are currently involved together in an ISO/generator trust to drive up the price of electricity and to justify expedited power plant construction in California to further maximize generator profits. Further, CARE also contends that low-income and minority communities were disparately impacted by the June 14, 2000 rolling blackouts in the San Francisco Bay Area. Finally, CARE argues that the June 14, 2000 rolling blackouts created an eminent threat to public health and safety, and overburdened Northern California emergency services, hospitals, and law enforcement with unanticipated costs to public and private funds."

On Page 22 of this same FERC order appears a statement that CARE is a party in EL00-95 where it states:

"In view of the early stage of the consolidated hearing proceedings and the absence of any undue prejudice or delay, we find good cause to grant this untimely, unopposed motion to intervene.

The timely, unopposed motions to intervene in the related complaint proceedings (Docket Nos. EL00-97-000, EL00-104-000, EL01-1-000, EL01-2-000, and EL01-10-000) serve to make those who filed them parties to the respective proceedings, pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure. In addition, those respondents filing answers or other pleadings to the complaints are parties. Intervenors and answering Respondents in each proceeding are listed in Appendix A."

While CARE is itself not listed in Appendix A our Docket EL01-2 is listed, as is EL00-95.

CARE made provided specific notice that we are without sufficient funds for legal representation and requesting FERC assistance in protecting our statutory rights in this matter. In our 1-14-01 Petition for Rehearing in the second paragraph it states:

"CARE respectfully requests that your agency provide us with all available assistance to facilitate our public participation, including but not limited to an explanation of the administrative steps we must take in order to preserve and protect all our legal rights, particularly the right to have the issues we raise heard by a court of law in a legal proceeding to enforce our statutory and constitutional rights.  In addition, and with all due respect, our understanding is that it is you as the administrative agency, and not CARE or other members of the public, that are responsible to conduct a full and fair investigation of matters as to which you have been put on notice by the submission of objectively-based, reasonably credible information, such as the information we have been providing you. It is our further understanding that the information we provide you with need not rise to the technical legal level of "substantial evidence" in order to trigger your duty to investigate.  If our understanding is incorrect in any manner, please so advise us and explain in reasonable detail why.  If our understanding is correct, please consider this our formal request for you to proceed in carrying out your duty to conduct an adequate investigation in accordance with the information CARE and other members of the public have provided or may provide in the future."

CARE was never formally or informally advised that, "our understanding is incorrect in any manner" in a response from the FERC. Further I was never advised by FERC staff that we must Intervene in EL00-95-000 to "in order to preserve and protect all our legal rights" to participate in settlement negotiations.

CARE substantially repeated this request in our 3-13-01 Alternative Dispute Resolution ADR request. In seeking ADR assistance I was told by the ADR staff that what I was asking for ("a settlement conference) for a case such as this was unprecedented. ADR staff never informed me that we were required to Intervene in EL00-95-000 in order to take advantage of these services in resolving my complaint.

In light of these extenuating circumstances CARE prays for your leave to participate in the settlement negotiations in EL00-95-031 as an untimely intervenor, party, or under what ever circumstances or conditions as you see as appropriate.

I swear under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and accurate to the best of my personal experience and knowledge.

Respectfully Submitted,
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