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- Mr.Morgan has referred to two specific cases, Pao'iﬁfcj:pm“,,er;(@ Light i
~ gecurity issue case, and the Idaho Power Co. _:securifty@iSSue case.

- Tt is noteworthy ‘that both of the cases which have bec me such S

" jssue jurisdiction is a very limited jurisdiction.

' gubcommittee know, 1t oxtends only to security jssues which are not,

- gtruction or other construction_pmgr:ams. ‘It was intended t

" be so constructed that it could later be converted to 500 kilovolts.

© would not be there if they built tha line with corporate funds or

* would not agree to the use 0

~ been right. With the passage of time,‘i[ibeciarﬁe more convinced than

. eauses celebre are security issue cases. The reason is that oursecurity

As members of the

10 percent of the industry. Tt was obviously not intended by the Con-
gress, and the 1egisla;tivefhistory clearly shows it was not intended, '
‘as the vehicle for comprehensive regulation of trangmission line, gon-
yinsure -
~ the financial *i'nt;e%rity of the companies and the soundness of security
jgsues where the State commissions had not passed- o them, . S
" In the Pacific Power & Light case, what came before us were two

~ subject to approval by the State commissions. = It covers only about *

. gecurity issues, stock and bonds, for a wide range of corporate pur- K
- poses, of which a small part was to be devoted to the construction of

" g transmissio line which was to operate at 230kilovolts, but was to

 kilovolts line. The dissenting opinion accepts that fact. What Mr.

" Morean challenged was the additional investment required to make it -
ossible to convert that line to 500-kilovolts use. ‘Now, mind you, we e
ave no certificating jurisdiction. . That company would not be. :
fore us if its securities were regulated by 2 ‘State commissio

~ No question was raised that this line was fully justified as & 2&0- 0

pwith
~ the proceeds of a kind of security that did not. require our approval.
Tt was only before us for ’sepurit{r approval. And it was Mr. Morgan’s
© position that we should use the everage of our position to prevent the
company from insta;llingi{that capacity for future conversion, although
~ ‘no one could say that loo <ing to the future, this was outside the bounds
- of a provident mana erial decision. IR e T wa
At any rate, the »(%ommission took the point of view that we could

i hority and

“not in cqnsclence,"considerin the limited scope of our autl
~ the advice of our counsel, hold up that security issue, and I, for o

' f our leverage beyond our authority in -

order to intervene in a situation Congress had not given us authority

 to participate in, I may have boen wrong. Mr. Morgan may have -

~ever that the majority was right. But what I say to you 1s, not by
the wildest stretch of imagination can the position of the majority 1

" that case be used for purposes of attack and division and veflection
on thewhole‘recordofthe Federal Power Commission. :

~The other case is also o, Pacific Northwest case, Tdaho Power & Light
- Co., where Mr. Morgan thought we should use our security issue juris- .
“diction to delve into rates under investigation by the State commis- -

sion, into the possibility: that some power was being sold at-too low
a price—not t0o high, Mr. Chairman, too_loyv;icharges that the com-

| pany Wwas ot charging enough deprecmt1on—.——n0t too much, Mr.
~ Chairman,not enough; that it was adopting accounting practices which
enabled it to keep its Tates down. This was the discrimina;tion-We
,Weretbinvestigate; S SR e
o Well as I have made clear, Mr. Chairman, our rate staff is new
it is jv\istrget;\tingf off the gro?nd and we have a large backlog: This




