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Mr. President, I think it is high time that this distinguished
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body, representing every state in the Union, take time out for a few
minutes as this session ends to inventory the nation's supply of
electric power, We should examine exactly what the administration
is doing, or not doing, to use to the best advantage our existing
Sources of energy and to develop additional sources for future years
to keep our economy strong and to ersct a ﬁll-rk against the forces
of aggression that seem to run rampant almost at will throughout
the world,

Some people are going to ask inmediately why do we need
Federal hydroeelectric projects, and why do we need transmission
lines to get the power away from the dams, and why do we need wheeling
Mracts, am why is the time of the Committees of this Congress
taken up each year by long hours of testimony, examination and
crosseexamination, debate, and decisions on hydro-electric power

issues, and why is the Semtar from Mimnesota right now on his feet
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in the nation, and why do we have to sit here and ppend hours discussing
such subjects as transmission lines, switech yards, under water cables,
substations, and other topics seemingly completely unrelated to the
formation of legislative policy to run a nation of 158,443,000 people?

I'1l tell you why, gentlemen. The electric power, both
developed and undeveloped, in the rivers of our nation is one of the
greatest remaining resources belonging to the people of owr countryee
and I strees it belongs to the people., It is the job of this Corg ress
and &1l of its Committeed tosee that the resources of the Propleoe=
including land, water, transportation, and electric povwer ~= ln
developed for the benefit of all of the people, and not simply exploited
by great combiratione of capital to put more money into the iLreasury

of those who already have the ir share and more.
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It is the job of the Comgress in 1953 to control and
regulate the disposition of our hydro-electric resources, just
as it was the duty of the Congress in 1862 to regulate and control
disposition of the great land areas of the West, just as it was the
duty and responsibility of the Comgress in 1897 to place sufficient
areas of our national forest reserves beyond the reach of those who
would strip every tree from the land and allow the top soil to be
washed into the ocean, leaving nothing but gravel, red clay, and
burned out stumps,

The Congress provided for the homesteading of the Weatem
land areas, not by the great land speculators, but for the benefit
of the average citizen for the man wvho wanted and needed = small
farm, Similarly, the Congress put aside large reserves of forest
land, not for the pumpose of depriving the big lumber companies of
a profit, but simplyas the only reasonsble way to assure you and

me in 1953 end our children and grandchildren in 1975 of enough



wood to build shmo,: !mﬂm. and to provide emough

forest products for a thousand other purposes.

That is why this Congrese spends so much of its time discussing
our nettonal resources, di seussing electricity and the polict es
necessary for an equitable spportiomment of hydro-electric reserves
of our nation, Electricity is the resource of the present and
future, as undeveloped land was the resource of the 19th centery.

Therd are, of course, two extremes or limits between which
our Federal power policy must ultimately 1ie. On one hand, is the
swrrender of all control over our electric power reserves by the
Congress and by the government administrative agencies to the private
utility industry for exploitation as the industry may see fit, This
would mean utilisation of these resources under any criteria set by
the industry for the profit of the industry alone, without regard to
consumer ultm.‘ That was, mm;&n our pidi for many

years,
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government ownership and contrel of the entire electric power
facility of our nation, including hydro power, thermal power,
and amy future method of developing power,

Between these extremes, we must choose a course. Many
will say the Federal power policy is al ready established and has
been established for 30 years, since the adoption of the keclanation
Act of 1906, and the Federal Water Power Act of 1920, ad the $NA
Act of 1933. and the Federal Power Act of 1935, and the REA Act of
1936, and the Bomneville Act of 1937, amd the Fort Peck sct of 1938,
and the Omnibus Flood Control ‘et of 19kk.

Well, the fermtar from Minnesota thought that the Federal
power policy was established, too, but apparently there are same in
Washington who either don't think it is already e stablished or who
want to change it to suit their owmn ends, if it is, Some of these
mhmmeh-un Federal power pquqthnu_d the laguage of

Congressional committee reports, some would change it by reversing



long established policies of departments o e Executive Branch,
others would change it by appointing persons to administrative
tribunals who are on record as opposed to the established policy,
and I dare say those who would chenge it by an outright resolution
of the Congress. There are those, also, who would change it by
indirection == by such methods as el imination of drastic reduction
of amum for Federal power marketing agencies,

These same people will refer t0 the campaign platfarm
adopted by the party now in power about & year ago this time. What
did that platfom say - they will point to the following language:

"We support the principle of boma=-fide farme reowned,
farme regoperated tives and urge the further
development of electrification and communication,
with federally-assisted production of power and
facilities for distribution when these are not
ubqu:d: available through private enterprise at fair
rates,

Let us look to what the new administration has done in the
way of effectuating this plank of the platforme They fired the REA

Administrator, an able man, mppointed for a tenure of ten years and

with two years to run, and now they have fired the Deputy Administrator,
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portion of his lifetime to the development of the rural electrification
program, Certainly not a meritorious beginning.

Next, the present administration requested electric loan
funds in the mmount of 95,000,000 far fiscal 195k, when thi figure
compiled by the cooperatives themselves indicated that $29k,000,000
1s required, §50,000,000 has been requested for telephone loan funds
in fiseal 195L, The Tigures of the cooperatives thensolves indicate
that §200,000,000 is required. So it goes with funds for the
dministration of AEA and the funds for the otler functions of the
agencye.

On the question of Federal power, I quote sgain from the
platform of the mejority party:

"je favor continuous and comprehensive investigations

of our water resources and orderly execution of programs

approved by the Congress. Authorized water projects

should go forward progressively with the immediate

prl.or!.:{ to those with defense sigificance, those in

eri flood and wter-shortage areas, and those sub-
stantially completed."



What has th on decm this out? wuell,

the Interior Department, by withdrawing its objections to a license
for private development of the Snake River, has apparently given
the nod of approval to at least one power company to start wrecking
the comprehensive Federal program for the development of the Columbia
River and its tributaries, The great Hells Canyon Project, which
would provide 1,100,000 kilowatts of power as well as Lirrigation,
recreation, navigation, and flood control benefits, is apparently
to be dead, The so-called Fisenhower revised budget conveniently
omitted the mention of construction funds for the Ice Harbor Dam
in Vashington which would be an economic, reliable, convenient,

and badly needed source of energy for tie atomic energy faclility
at Hanford, Washington, Plamning funds for Iibby Dam in Mormtana
have been but chered from the Civil Mﬂm budget, Libby would

add sbout 1,000,000 kilowatts to the Federal system in the Northwest.
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of funds for construction of facilities for the transmission of
Federal hydro-electric power to rural electric cooperatives in the
Southeast. Also, in the Southeast, we understand the new
administration has just signed a contract with a private utility
company fér the interim disposal of one half of the entire output
of Clark Hill Dam on the Savammah River rather than sllow the rural
electric cooperatives of Georgis to purchase it as preference
customers,

By the same token, the administration elimineted all funds
to continue construction of Table Rock Dam in Missouri. ThéSproject
is needed not only to provide additional power in an area that has
only a 5% reserve at the present time, and which will have only a
11.5% reserve at the time the project would be complete, but it is
also needed to generate electricity for tl;c rural e lectric
cooperatives in Missoury Kansas, and Oklahoms, From 15% to 18% is

- considered, I am told, a minimum safe reserve. These cooperatives
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were forced to give @.@@ ral power which had
been committed to them so that a new aluminum plant could be served
in Arkansas, “hen Interior Secretary Oscar Cheapman simed the
contract to deliver SPA power to the aluminum plant, it was his
understanding and the understanding of the then chaiman of the Senate
Appropriations Subcommittee on Civil Functions, and others, that
Table Rock would be tuilt quickly. Accordingly, the President last
year declared it a defense project and Comgress voted $8,000,000 to
begin construction of it, and construction was begun e ight months ago.
But the new administration budget carefully deleted it. So the House
went along and killed Table Rock. Only after the Senate Committee
restored it did the administration give it a belated, half-hearted
budgetary approval. One million dollars was finally appropriated but it
may not be used until a restudy is made by the Corps of Engineers and
specific approval to proceed made by the Senate and House Appropriations

Commi ttees.
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administration cut from the budget and sought to kill the vitel Oshe
Dam on the Missourl River in South Dakota. Only after the strongest
Mpmm“&%s&h&:ﬁth“wu

Congress a token budget request to continue Oahe.



statement on Federal power pollcy as follows:
“As one beginning I propose that the plamning, management
and coordination of all present and future public projects
for Colutbia Bagin development be vested, not in foderel

mmmmww.muammwﬂ

And at Portland, he said: \

%

\
e must be wabtchful that no special intevests do irveparable a\;ﬁ

harm to our watersheds by lmproper exploitation.” \t

We now hear that, as a part of this local participation, the
Secretary of the Imterior, with offices in Washington, D.C., bas, at
the suggestion of certain power company officials in the Northwest,
mmmmmmhmmw,
Paul Raver, to sign & nev long-term contract with the private utility
mummMMummuammm
of firm energy than they now receive. As a further implementation of

the so-calied “local participation policy”, the Semate Appropriations

0
)



Domneville Power Administration purchagse steanm energy to fim up
the government's hydro-electric system to average water conditicns
50 that the private utilities would secure a larger portion of fimm
energy. Ve understand this would cost the government several
million dollars & year, and would amount to subsidization of the
private utility industry by the preference customers in the

N orthwest,

In the Scuthwest, the portion of continuing fund sppropriation
by vhich the rural electric cooperatives are able to integrate
Power Administration was cut out completely by the louse and approved
by the Semate for ouly an S-month pericd. The final Pill included
such restrictive language as to meke it impossidble to carry out
existing contracts. The Senate Comrittee, has moreover, expressed
its desive that all parties make arrangements so that the continuing

fund vill no longer be required. This is nothing but an witimatun
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HBow, in the fece of Congressional action of this nature, m'lhm
Administrator cbtain an eguiteble distridution of Federal power in
accordance with the established policy of prederence to rural electric
cooperatives and municipaiities?

2 e Sarthesss, Aivebiguish OF the pover Jhace oF 106 SFess
St. Lawrence Project is spparently going to be left Yo the Power
Authority of the State of New York, an ingtrumentality of the State,
without organization, without perscanel, without trenmmaission facilities,
and without any experience in the generation, transmission, or
digtridution of electric power. The Power Authority has refused
to market its anticipated power in eccordance with the established
preference principles of Federal power marketing, snd there seems little
hope that snyome but the £ive great power utilities in New York State
will get the benefit of St. ILawrence power. This would be the
St. Lawrence give-avay.

There is alsc pending & bill before Congress to give away

Hiagars Falls, The bill would turn over the developmemt of this rich



Hew York, companies which now charge the rural electric cooperatives

in that state some of the highest rates in the nation, and who have,
from time to time, attempted to pirate the consumer members of the
cooperatives, and kill them off by & process known to the tvade as
spite lining.

In Minnesota, there are 48 rwel electric distridution
cooperatives. The power companies in Mimnesota have, in the past,
either vefused to sell the fawmers cooperatives adequate wholesale
power at any price, or charged the cooperatives such high rates that
many of them were forced to build generating facilities of their cun.

Two years ago, I stood right here and asked the Congress to help
me obtaln some of the benefits of Missouri Basin hydro-slectric
power for the cooperatives in Minnesota. At that time, the power
campenies fought tooth and nail to defeat the plan, and they succeeded.
Last year, rural electric cooperatives and the power companies in
Minnesota agreed on a plan for bringing Missowrd Basin power into my

state. The Senate twice approved cur plan, but the Houge of
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companies and cooperatives of Minnesota came to Washington in an
attempt to get Missouri Basin power into Minnesota, and all we have
agproved is a few dollars to plan e proposed transmission line into
mm:ﬁwmm. |

¥hat do all of these things mesx? I say they sdd wp %0 a
mwmammmmnscm
marketing, and they represent an attempt to twrn over the nation's
electric power resources to the private utility companies. They add
up to a Federal policy of encouraging couplete private power
company monopoly in the electric ubility field.

Such a policy not only means that the consumers of America
will no longer have the benefit of & Federal yardstick of electric
power rates and practices, and it also means that the rural electric
cooperatives in 42 states will be at the mercy of these same
companies. The cooperatives’ wholesale power vates will go up.

The companies will no longer be willing to make adeguate sources of



17

uumm,mdm-mm. In & nutshell,
the entire rural electrification program is seriously in danger.

Oh yes, scmething else. There is obviocusly a nmove afoot to
burden the taxpayers with the construction of federal power projects
and then twrm over all of the bemefits to the companies without their
bearing a proportionate share of comstruction costs.  All present
Federal power facilities are self liquidating, as you Imow.

This is what I call give awvay mumber two, or maybe three, or seven
or eight. I'm not quite sure of the number ~ - there have been so
mny of them in the past few weeks., But I would like it understood
mmnummm“mmumu
favor of these give awmys, is not in fevor of killing the rural
electrification program, and is not in favor of taxing the citizens to
construct projects for the profit of the utility industry, and then
allowing the utility industry to pocket the profits by charging the

consumers high rates for cheap power.
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Tregic as that situatién is, the most brazen fact sbout it is
mtmmmmm'cMMMnaﬂWm
political string pulling to achieve this grab of the public's resources
is financed out of the public's own purse--cut of the pockets of
taxpayers and electric consumers.

They have spent billions selling the American people a heart-
rendering soap opera about the unfalmess of texpaying private power
compenies having to compete with publicly-financed power development.

They have cried in outrage at the expenditure of public funds
for power development, on the grounds that private power companies
stand ready and able to meet the nation's needs cut of private funds,
thereby taking & burden off the shoulders of the poor, struggling,
taxpayer.

Tt's & great story, the way their propaganda experts tell it.
They've hammered avay at that story, over and over, - and all of us are

actually paying the bill for this smokescreen.



Mh%@: the extent to which the

mmmmnﬂﬁlwnmm.

They don't tell us, of course, that the government hed to shell
out huge tax amortization benefits before the private power monopoly
would expand its facilities to the extent needed for the nation's
defense production.

They don't tell us how they are distorting and abusing this
public assistance extended in behalf of our defense effort, into
a gigantic grab for private profit.

It's time £he public lmows a little move about the complex
financial maneuvers of private power companies to take advantage
of fast amortization certificates for tax purposes--and how the
public, as usual, is getting victimized and hoodwinked to the tune
of more than a billion dollars.

When Germany's blitzkrieg overvhelmed France in 1940, President
Roosevelt reacted promptly by calling for huge expansion of our

air force. Comgress quickly approved the funds to build 4,000 planes.
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wes producing 1,500 & month. It became obvious that owr great
manufacturing companies were not going to expand their plants to
step-up production, except on a basis of higher than normal profiits.
. In desperation, the Secretaries of War, Navy and Treasury
appeared before the jolnt hearings of the House Committee on Ways
and Means and the Semate Committee on Finance. They recomended
special income tax treatment for companies which would bulld defense
plants. The result wvas the enactment of Section 124 of the Internal
Revenue Code, on October 10, 1940.

The new law permitted the defense agencies to grant certificates
of necessity which entitled the holder to amortize for tax purposes his
new plant investment over a five year period st the vate of 20% & year.
It wvas the intent of the Congress, I am sure, to provide a means vhereby
a corporation could write off the investments in plants which would have
nma,um,mmymmum. Ho industry

would end up with a while elephant cn its hands.
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It was loglcal, of course, that a corporation would not want
%o construct a plant to manufacture tanks or planes, unless it could
be reasonably certain that its invested capital would be recovered
Quring the emergency period.

I do not believe, however, that Congress ever intended to give
mmwmcunmmmn.

It 15 true that these provisions of the lav apply to the
regulated utilities as well as to the unregulated industrial enter-
prises of owr nmation. No doubt some utilities have provided some
new facilities for the defense effort which will have limited useful-
ness, upon termination of the emergency. But firom a perusal of the
vast number of certificates which have been granted to utilities,
from studying their geographic location and the existing power and
natural gas demands beyond available capacity, I em convinced that
most--if not all-~ of the utility facilities covered by the certificates

will have a useful life far beyond the mmergency period.
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The World War I utility record with certificates was

fairly good, because of restraint in granting them, because of OPA
pressure to keep rates down, and because of the influence of
outstanding regulatory men in the governmemt., But they are
now all gone.

With the start of the Korean War, the Congress again enacted
the rapid tax write-off method as section 124A of the Revenue Act
of September 23, 1950. This time there was virtually no restraint,
in viev of the Korean emergency, as certificates were issued at the
rate of & billion dollars worth & month. A preliminary investigation
of the first §1,800,000,000 in certificates, and covering chiefly
Just the steel industry, was made by the House Camittee on
Expenditures in the Executive Department. In its report dated
May 28, 1951, the Committee comcluded:

"The certificate of necessity program is the biggest bonansa

that ever came down the Government pike.”
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wag, During World War IT, the certificates reached §7.3 Billico,
of which witnesses before the Brewster comuittee suggested §3 billion
was ummrrented. However, the Kovean War has yesulted in such
certificates acoummilating past the §25 billion maris, or move than
three times as much as was necessary to defeat GCermany, Italy, and
Japan in a gix-year war. We can hope the end is in sight.

Wmummnmmm
the private electric utility corpovations, and 1t is only about them
that I wish to comment today.

As of Mavch 2%, 1953, they hed received certification of 552
MM.M“CQJWS“&“W
wmmmmuumwmmm,
and eligible for the repid amortization tax write - off.

nmmmwmmmam

muwuumnmmmnm The original
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Hational Security Resowrces Board criteris read "the major
factor controlling the percentege of the certificate should be
the proveble econcmlc usefulness of the facility for other than
defense purposes after five years.®

Under this criteria, the electric systems would heve
received virtually no certification. 8o appavently the Defense
Electric Power Administration, with & stalf made up largely of
private utility executives on loan from thelr companies, came wp
with a relatively simple formila, under which the door has been
wide cpen. The principal factor s “nowml wate of growth” by
the corporation, compared to the planned construction. The “"normal
rate of growth” is an average of that over the last two or three

decades. The percentage of the total cost of construction planned which



is above the "na
amortization certificates. That portion of construction covered by
eertificates can be amortigzed for federal corporation inoome tax
purposes at 20% per year - compared to normal depreciation aversaging
3 or .

The result is a tremendous tax saving to the corporation holding
such certificates.

At thie point in my remarks I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent to have imserted a compilation labelled "Table I”, which
illustrates the effect of & $1 million certificate on the taxes of

a power company.



Net taxsble income before deduction for
depreciation on the $1 million of facilities

Less deduction of normal depreciation
(4% of $1 million) "
WITHOUT TAX CERTIFICATE
Taxable Income
Federal tion Income Tax
(52% of $1,960,000)
WITH TAX CERTIFICATE

Net taxable income before deduction for
depreciation on the $1 million of facilities

Less deduction for accelerated depreciati
(20% of $1 miliion) "

Taxable Income

$1,800,000) e

Annual tex saving (Normal tax less tax
using certificate)

Total tax saving for 5 years

1,960,000
1,019,200

2,000,000
200,000

1,800,000
936,000

83,200

416,000



depreciation saves it 52 cents in federal taxes. In five years,
a utility holding §1 million in certificates can withhold $416,000
from the government whieh it otherwise would have to pay.

But this is still only part of the benefit: the Company still
gets the use of the whithheld taxes, or the tax savings. Thus the
tax savings become an interest-free loan from the Pederal government,
to the private electric utilities of the country.

At this point in my remsrks I would like to ask unanimous
consent for inserting amother compilation labelled "Teble 117,
designed to furtber indicate the benefits flowing to the commerical

companies from the tax amortization program.



Total Accelerated Tax Certificates Issued $1,600,000,000°

Twenty Percent Depreciation, Amnual | 320,000,000

Less Normal 4% Depreciation, Annual 64,000,000

BExcess of Depreciation Allowance with Use of 256,000,000
Certificates, Annual

Tax Savings Annually Resulting From Accelerated 133,120,000
Depreciation

Total Tax Savings For 5 Year Period of 665, 600,000
Acceleration

m:‘eg;nmnmmmnm 129, 63k, kot

Total Bemefits Aceruing to Corporations by 795,434, kok
End of 5th Year

Ljssuning uniforn 5 year period to simplify analysis. This
simplification does not distort the final results.

2z of March 24, 1953, DEPA hed issued certificates totaling $1,659,726,899
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$665,600,000. Since this is,,in effect, a loan to the compenies
nu;hctuem-«mmm-—mm
choice ~-- we should apply an interest charge against this loan,
to measure total benefits.

Since commercial utilities fill thousends of volumes with
assertions that they cannot operate on returns below G, that
should be a fair figure; they should doubtless give a hearty assent
to this 6f interest item.

Adding in the interest credit to the consumer -- or the
Treasury -- the net bencfits at the end of five years should be
considered as $795,434,404, or more. But even waiving the interest
eredit to the comsumer, the industry still has a $665,000,000
interest-free loan.

I cannot help but recall the vicious campaign of the Hational

Association of Electric Companies denouncing alleged subsidies to
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Pederal power projects, and, by implication, rural electrie
cooperatives. @@Y

It might be interesting to point ocut that this interest-
free loan to private pover companies is egual to sbout one~third
of all Rural Electrification Administration loans outstanding as
of June 30, 1952. It's egual to about one-third of the cost of
all power faecilities of the Tennessee FWalley Authority, Burean
of Reclamstion projects, projects of the Corps of Engineers,
Bonneville Power Administration, and the Southwestern Power
Adainistration.

Isn't it surprising that we haven't heard complaints about
this form of "creeping socialiem” -- this interest-free assistance
to the private power momopoly that preaches so loudly against
subsidies?

What a difference in the way REA cooperstives are treated!
What a difference on any of our federal power projectm. They get

no interest-free loans!



Government, and the various Federal power projects pay from 3 to
4/6.% interest on their costs. The consumer-owned, publicly or
cooperatively menaged, interest-paying cooperatives, power distriets,
mmmmmmuwm,
instead of being favored. It is the private utilities that are
being subsidized.
ummmmnmmmﬁm,m
1rmmmm¢mmmm-muwmua
are locked upon as Federal or consumer “loans” and credited with
mmantmtym--tuwmmt:muvmum
bomwthpmtvﬂlhhmww
u.ﬁm--mtthmm.
zmmwmmnwmum-m

Table III, mmm-mwwmnm.



Year

Less Taxes
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approximately million per year which would reduce taxes by .52
(tax rate) times $64 million or $33,280,000 per year.)
Total Fund at Total at
Start of Year ¢+ 6% End of Year
$ 434, hok $ 843,160,468
g’£’ d’h 2
m’ﬁ m’ £l
%’o 630' 3} s
’
GTG.M‘ ”a l’*
896,200, 304 949,972,
Na@oﬁ 971,69,
3413, 99k, 718,603
»438,693 loﬁam:m
985,845,015 1, a@am
1,011,715, 1,072,418,659
’wms‘“;g
1, » 979 hgn s
1,099,019,398 1,16k,960,562
680, 1,199 ag
i’,m o 3 179,49
39995 1,275,179,
1,241,899,449 1,316,413,416
1,283,133,416 1,360,121,k

RPERPBEELNEEFEREBv ou o

$1,326,841,421 - Total Benefits
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mummmwummm,w
mwmmum,wmumum.
m-mwwmmmum-, utility
mtmmuctmptmhmntacmm-tnmm
the interest-free loans.
Mmuu@nm-—gwmmmm

memmmnrmmwn.Mﬁmm
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Federal subsidie Wmﬁumir
consumers a &% rate of 3 thereon,

I think it's high time to call a halt.

Wer requires & basic partnership between producing industries
at home and fighting forces at the front. Yet to achleve this
partnership ve use on the one hand the mercenary method and on the
other hand the compulsory draft.

The Korean War has cost 130,000 American casualties -- and
$26,000,000,000 in accelerated amortization certificates. The
national defense has been used as a subterfuge and excuse to
mumwwm,mwﬁuaa,w
oltthd.uMocmutimtoprrunMaﬂm
public utility respomsibilities.

And this billion-doller grab is from sn industry crying the
loudest against investment of publie funds -- at interest -- in
public power development that could serve as & yardstick for
measuring and pulling down present exhorbltant private rates and

private profits.



believing black is white. With such a windfall out of our pockets,
they could finance such mass fropaganda campaigns for the next
twenty years and still come cut enormously ahead.

What a mockery -- to have this private power propegands
campaign against our Federsl power policy subsidized by the texpayers
mmm;ucmnammwﬂ-'mu.

It's time electric consumérs take another good, long, careful
look at these interest-free loans, or tax subsidies, to corporate
enterprise.

It's time the Federsl Power Commission formulates rules which
will guard and protect the consumer, by purging the utility rate
base of the plant investment which has been amortized through the
tax certificate process. MIMGhMtMto
charge their consumers some fictitious amount, representing what

would have been paid, had the companies received no tax certificates.



= Fl=

Congress @@PY provide them with such

a windfall.

The utilities bear no taxes on their own. All taxes are
charpjed to their customers as & part of the rate. Why should such
customers be charged in any year more than the utility actually pays
to the government?

We can understand, of course, that the utilities desire to be
left entirely free to do es they wish with the sdditional income
which will be produced by charging consumers for taxes not actually
paid. Such a scheme, however, will inflate their income for the
five-year period. GSome utilities may use -- yes scme have used --
this distorted picture of earnings to drive upward the price of their
stoek. Prom 1937 to 1950, as the result of meny hearings and court
em,tbumthlmmmnmwtwu.s billion
of wvater from their capital structure. Now they propose to put at

least as much back.
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Perhaps it's time , and work for repeal of
Section 124A of Ymmmmmm
abuses, and carried so many evil consequences in its train.

At any rate it's time the public énderstends this great con-
spiracy of the electric power companies, and understands what is
behind thelr smokescreen of attacks against the "creeping socialism”

of public power development while they exploit and raid both the

treasury and the nation's resources for private gain.
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Mr. President, this Il not WY:@& sort of exploitation

of our natural resowrces, but is a policy which will, if it remains
in force, weaken the economy of the nation, lower the standard of
living of the average citiszen, decrease our potential for deferse,
and retard the development of new industry.

I think it is high time that those of us who are interested
in preserving the American way of life, those of us who are
intmlhd in the economic welfare of the nation, and those of us
who would make our nation strong enough to mm the forces of
world aggression, must band together and fight for whatwe think
is the proper policy of development for the resources which belong
to all of the people.

Mr. President, our supplies of electric power are low,
An article appearing in the ®all Street Journal of Jume 1, 1953,
states that at the time of the peak denand on our electric

systems last December, the country's margin was about 11,78, ren
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as lowas 5% in the Southwest, and was nonexistant in the Pacific
Northwest where adverse water conditions for making hydro-electric
power forced curtallment of power use. Prior to World Var IT,
the mation's margin of power producing cspacity was over 20%, and a2t
the present time, a goal of 18% is regarded as necessary by men
mmﬁhhhﬂmdhhmﬁ&ummw.
In view of this statement, wh:t do we have to look forwerd to for
the next few years? Compared with the 18% of minimum practicable
operating reserves, we can look forward, a ccarding to Federal Powdr
Commission statisties, to 11.6% during the peak load period of
1953, 13% during the peak of 195k, 1h.l# during the peak of 1955,
and a sharp drop to 10,5% during the peak of 1956,

In other wards, gentlemen, during the next 3% years, the
Class 1 electric utility systems can, at no time, see an adequate
operating reserve above peak load requirements. And in the Pacific
Northwest, shoréges of 6.5, 9.7, 9.3, and 8,7 percent are anticipated

- during the peak load perlods of 1953, 195k, 1955, and 1956 respectively,
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b;mauntyu generate, The strength of our economy and our
ability to defend ourselves against our enemies may well depend on
mrlmhddn?u,mh.mm&wm
electro-metalurgical products which require huge blocks of eleciricity
for their contimuous production, HMeantime, the Congress and the
administration sit here in Washington, D, C. knocking the budget

items that could help to provide us with a sufficlent power reserve,
We, like so many Neros, fiddle away while the city burns,

I hope and pray that the present situation does not soon
r-uuuu/:-rmﬂnm.mummm I hope it
will not soon be said of the President and certain of his cabinet
and administrators, "We came not to0 praise the rural electriet and

Federal power programs, but to bury them."
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