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On this point, the Examiner's dec151on echoes language ini"““

the 1n1t1al dec1sron in Pacific Northwest Power Co P 31 F.P. C‘~,‘o' 

247 350 (1962), where Washington Public Power Supply System -
contended that the four sponsorlng utllitles of Pac1£ic Northf
west violated Section 10 (h) by combining to apply for a
1icense for the last important hydroelectric 31te in the,

i region and that llcensing Pacific Northwest would give ltS
sponsors anfunllmlted opportunity to fix the prlce of power"fv
. . . Section 10 (h) of the Act /the Examiner sald/

deals with conditions to be 1mposed upon the grant
- of a license and not with prequallfications for the
issuance of a license. Its legislative history
‘i{ndicates it was designed to protect the public:
against the misuse of,anﬂFPCfllcense by author-
1st Sess. P (1919))
This ratlonale, it is noted ‘was not utlllzed bj‘theiCOmnis-g 
‘gion in its de01sion on the antitrust issue in that case (31
F.P. C. 274~ 275)
The legislatlve hlstory of Sectlon 10 (h) does not,
fact, support the conclusion that the section is onlyffor the,
1hnited«purpose'of enforcing the antltrust 1aws against exxst-

ing 11censees. Senate Report 180 at page by cxted as the sole

authority for the Examiner s construction of Sectlon 10 (h) in

pacific Northwest, merely recites, as part of the,history of’
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