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Mr. Maobonarp, Thank you. Do you have any further questions?
Mr. Browny of Ohio. No, sir., iR : S
r. MacpoNarp. Thank you very much, sir, :

- Mr. Brack. Thank you, sir; ‘ SEE I
Mr. Macvowarp, T have a statement here by Mr. William T. Crisp
on behalf of the Tarheel Electric Membership ‘As.sociation, Inc., of
Raleigh, N, .C., and without objection it will be inserted in the record
at this point, A et P ; T
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. Crisp, GENERAL COUNSEL, TARHERL ErEeTRIO
MEMBERSHTP Assocrarion .

-Mr, Chairman, my name Is William T. Crisp. I Serve as genera] counsel for,
- and this statement is Presented on behalf of, Tarheel Electrie Membership Ass0-
~ciation; Incorpora~ted,0f Raleigh, North Carolina,. Tarhee] Hlectric is the state- .
wide trade-service association of North Carolina’s rural electric cooperatives,
These cooperatives furnish electric service to some 240,000 mete‘rshrepre‘senating

sales must be approved by FPC. 16. U.S.C.A. 825s.) The breponderance .of ‘our
‘power Supply is burchased at wholesale directly. from the four,companie‘s‘ (Vir-. ..

ginia Hleetric & Power Company, Duke Power Company, CarolinakPower &
Ligh‘t Company and Nantahafla Power ang Light Company), and theSe sales are

In further stating our opposition, let ug first inform the Subc’ommittgee that

we have reaq carefully—angd that we heréby adopt as our fown;the_s‘-t‘atement
-In opposition to HR. 5348 DPrepared and submitted, or to be submitted, by the
National Rural Rlectric Cooperative tA‘ss:ocia‘rtion, ‘of whieh both Tarheel Electrie
and every electrie cooperative in North Carolina are members, In sUpplemen.ti;ng
that statement, We. enjoin  the Subcommi‘tteef; to give consideration to ~the
following : . ' L S ; 2 B ;
~In Federal Power Oommz‘ssion V. Southern Californig Bdison Company et al,
84 Sup. Ct. 644 (1964). (“Colton”), the Supreme Court of the United Stategs
made it clear that FPC ad—and that state regulatory commissiong lacked—
Jurisdiction over interstate wholesale sales, even though such saleg were de
minimus in amount with respect to the barticular wholesale (in-state) customer
involved, ~ o ' : e ,

In Indiona & Michigan Hlectric Company v. Federal Power O'Ommﬁssmn, 365
2d 180 (1966), the United Stateg Court of Appeals, Seventh Circuit, affirming
FPC, held that the Commission’s Jurisdiction applied even though actual tracings
to prove that interstate energy had been involved in the subject ( in-state) whole-
sale sales hag not been performed. i

5348, thereby not only exempting certain wholesale sales in the State of Flori.da:

. 'bu‘t establishing statutory exempting criterig on the basig of ‘which many, many

other such saleg in other states wil] surely avoid Fpo surveillance via the cir-
cumventing legal devices that will Dredictably be created for that burpose.

We emphasize the word ‘“legal” for reasons grounded in firm Supréme Court
interpretations on this subject, Both in the Oolton case and in Connecticut Light




