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are actively under judicial review and it 18 for this reason that we, - o
regardless of the position hat we took the precise meaning of
today’s statute, believe Y eoislation is at best untimely and.. i
as my statement indicates, we believe also that it 18 unwise, but 1 hope,
M. Chairman, T have responded 0 the question you have raised.
Significantly, H.R. 5348 is not being supported by the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association, an organimtionj which did
indeed support legislation in earlier Congresses t0 exempt co-0pS eX-
pressly from ¢ i - ons of the Federa Power Act. : o 1
L g0 far as We'ar-e‘adviSed, has it been endorsed by the Edison
Electric Institute, 2 privately owned portion of the industry, ort
American r'u lic 1ati Il)ﬂso, the National Association 1
of State Clommissions 18 not supporting this legislation to completely - ‘
exempt some utilities from the Federal Power At oy e
~ Moreover, % my letter transmitting our report to the committee
indicates, the Bureau of the Budget has,adviseditha,t enactment of
H.R. 5348 would ot be consistent with the administration’s objectives. ‘
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As I have indicated, any such test of jurisdiction is Tetrogressive in
its effects upon useful ! nterconnection and tegional'planning, But even
in its own terms wé do not believe it makes sense. y SRS e
Specifically, “we believe that the regulatio‘n of utilities operating o
interstate COTNINETCe provided by parts I and T1I of the TFederal Power
Act is necessary and beneﬁcial to the public and the companies. S
1f we are wrong, 48 to that, and the regulatory scheme of the
Federal Power Act 1s obsolete or unnecessary, it should be changed
or abolished aeross—the—board and not just with respect to companies
who engage in interstate commerce in the manner prescribed by H.R.
5348, ; T ,
In short we believe that would be 2 highly artificial distinction. - S
Parts I and TI1 of the Federal Power Act were parts O “the
Wheeler-Rayburn Public Utility Act of 1935, ena ted in recognition
of legal and practical Jimits on unaided State action and as & coI” :
rective to widespread abuses in the power industry. S o
The 1935 acts therefore, placed electric utﬂitie’s;engaged in inter-
state transmission or gale of energy ‘under Tederal regulation. The
act was premised on the need for a permanent system or utility regu-
rating companies transmitting or selling energy . S
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