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NORTHEASTERN WATER AND RELATED LAND
RESOURCES COMPACT

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 1962

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, D.0 .
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a.m., in room 2228,

New Senate Office Building, Senator Thomas J. Dodd presiding.
Present: Senator Dodd (presiding) .
Also present: Arthur A. Sandusky, professional staff member.
Senator DODD. The subcommittee will come to order.
I have a very brief statement I would like to make for the record.
The concept of the New England States as a regional entity is not

new. Many instances of cooperative planning and action have taken
place over the years on both an informal and formal basis involving
power, water, soil conservation, recreation, and other problems faced
by the area.
For several years now it has been apparent that a formally consti-

tuted agreement or compact with State and Federal participation is
essential to proper and orderly regional planning in the area of water
and related land resources development.
The purpose of the compact is to coordinate Federal and State

efforts in developing the natural resources of the Northeastern United
States in order to stimulate economic development.
The compact would call for the creation of a commission with six

voting members from each of the New England States and seven
voting members from Federal departments having principal responsi-
bilities for water and related land resources development. In this
connection, however, I think I should point out that this 7-to-6 voting
ratio does not provide the Federal Government with a built-in ma-
jority. The compact further requires that a majority of the Federal
representatives and a majority of the State members must concur in
a policy decision before it can be considered binding.
The functions of the Commission would be planning, central col-

lection, and analysis of data maintenance of resources, surveys, pro-
graming of construction and development, and encouragement of ap-
proved projects among the member States. The activities and respon-
sibilities of the Commission would in no way infringe on the activities
or responsibilities of any other State or Federal agency. The Federal
and State government are not bound by the acts of the Commission
which are restricted to planning and coordination.
Two almost identical bills had been proposed, S. 374, which I co-

sponsored with other New England colleagues, and H.R. 30, which
passed the House on August 21,1961.
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2 NORTHEASTERN WATER AND LAND RESOURCES COMPACT

H.R. 30 is basically designed, as is S. 374, to achieve close coopera-
tion between the various governmental agencies concerned with the
whole complex of water resources development and to set the stage
for a smooth transition from planning to execution.
We will concern ourselves during this hearing with H.R. 30, the

text of which will be inserted in the record at this point.
(The bill referred to follows:)

[H.R. 30, 87th Cong., 1st sess.]

AN ACT Granting the consent and approval of Congress to the Northeastern Water and
Related Land Resources Compact

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That the consent and approval of Congress
is given o the Northeastern Water and Related Land Resources . Compact, as
hereinafter set out. Such compact reads as follows:

"NORTHEASTERN WATER AND RELATED LAND RESOURCES COMPACT

"ARTICLE I

"FINDINGS

"The northeastern part of the United States is by virtue of geographic loca-
tion and other characteristics a great natural resource area which, with more
intense use of natural resources, increasingly requires coordinated planning as
a basic ingredient of effective resource management and orderly growth of the
region. The work of the New England-New York Inter-Agency Committee
demonstrated that a continuation and furtherance of activities such as those
undertaken by it would be of great value. To this end, it is the intent of this
compact to establish and provide for the operation of a joint agency for the
Northeast.

"ARTICLE II

"PURPOSE

"It is the purpose of this compact to provide in the northeastern region,
improved facilities and procedures for the coordination of the policies, programs,
and activities of the United States, the several states, and private persons or
entities, in the field of water and related land resources, and to study, investigate,
and plan the development and use of the same and conservation of such water
and related land resources; to provide means by which conflicts may be resolved;
and to provide procedures for coordination of the interests of all public and
private agencies, persons and entities in the field of water and related land
resources; and to provide an organization for cooperation in such coordination
on both the federal and state levels of government.

"ARTICLE III

"CREATION OF COMMISSION

"There is hereby created the Northeastern Resources Commission, herein-
after called the Commission.

"ARTICLE IV

"MEMBERSHIP

"The Commission shall consist of one member from each party state to be
appointed and to serve, in accordance with and subject to the laws of the State
which he represents, and seven members representing departments or agencies
of the United States having principal responsibilities for water and related
land resources development to be appointed and to serve in such manner as may
be provided by the laws of the United States.



4

NORTHEASTERN WATER AND LAND RESOURCES CONTACT 3

"ARTICLE V

"FUNCTIONS

"It shall be the responsibility of the Commission to recommend to the states

and the United States, or any intergovernmental agency, changes in law or

policy which would promote coordination, or resolution of problems, in the field

of water and related land resources. The efforts of the Commission in coordina-

tion of work and resolution of conflicts may be directed towards all state and

federal activities involved in water and related land resources development

responsibilities and shall include the coordination of the following:
"(1) Collection and interpretation of basic data.
"(2) Investigation and planning of water and related land resources projects.
"(3) Programming (including scheduling) of water and related land re-

sources construction and development.
"(4) Encouraging of the referral of plans or proposals for resources projects

to the Commission.
"The Commission shall use qualified public and private agencies to make in-

vestigations and conduct research in the field of water and related land re-
sources, but if it is unable to secure the undertaking of such investigations or
original research by a qualified public or private agency, it shall have the power
to make its own investigations and conduct its own research. The Commission
may make contracts with any public or private agencies or private persons or
entities for the undertaking of such investigations, or original research within
its purview.

"ARTICLE VI

"VOTING

"No action of the Commission respecting the internal management thereof

shall be binding unless taken at a meeting at which a majority of the members
are present and vote in favor thereof: provided that any action not binding for

such a reason may be ratified within thirty days by the concurrence in writing

of a majority of the Commission membership. No action of the Commission's
respecting a matter other than its internal management shall be binding unless

taken at a meeting at which a majority of the state members and a majority
of the members representing the United States are present and a majority of

said state membership together with a majority of said members representing

the United States vote in favor thereof: provided that any action not binding

for such a reason may be ratified within thirty days by the concurrence in writ-

ing of a majority of the state members and the concurrence in writing of a

majority of the members representing the United States.

"ARTICLE VII

"FINANCES

"A. The Commission shall submit to the Governor or designated officer of each

party state a request for funds to cover estimated expenditures for such period

as may be required by the laws of that jurisdiction for presentation to the legis-
lature thereof. Any such request shall indicate the sum or sums which the

Commission has requested or intends to request be appropriated by the United

States for the use or support of the Commission during the period covered

thereby.
"B. With due regard for such monies and other assistance as may be made

available to it, the Commission shall be provided with such funds by each of

the several states participating therein to provide the means of establishing

and maintaining facilities, a staff of personnel, and such activities as may be

necessary to fulfill the powers and duties imposed upon and entrusted to the

Commission.
"With due allowance for monies otherwise available, each budget of the Com-

mission shall be the responsibility of the party states, to be apportioned among

them on a weighted formula based 50% on population and 50% on gross land

area, such population and gross land area to be determined in accordance with

the last official U.S. Census of Population, but provided that the last contribu-

tions of all of the state shall not be required to exceed $50,000 annually and

provided further that regardless of the number of states party to the compact

at any time the maximum annual contribution required of any state shall not
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exceed its share of the $50,000 as determined above. Any state may contribute
such funds in excess of its share, as determined above, as it may desire.
"C. The Commission shall not pledge the credit of any jurisdiction. The Com-

mission may meet any of its obligations in whole or in part with funds available
to it under Article VIII (E) of this compact, provided that the Commission takes
specific action setting aside such funds prior to the incurring of any obligation
to be met in whole or in part in such manner.
"D. The members of the Commission shall be paid by the Commission their

actual expenses incurred and incident to the performance of their duties, subject
to the approval of the Commission.
"E. The commission shall keep accurate accounts of all receipts and disburse-

ments. The receipts and disbursements of the Commission shall be subject to
the audit and accounting procedures established under its by-laws. However, all
receipts and disbursements of funds handled by the Commission shall be audited
by a qualified public accountant and the report of the audit shall be included
in and become a part of the annual report of the Commission.
"F. The accounts of the Commission shall be open at any reasonable time for

inspection by such agency, representative or representatives of the jurisdictions
which appropriate funds to the Commission.

"ARTICLE VIII

"ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT

-A. The Commission may sue and be sued and shall have a seal.
"B. The Commission shall elect anually, from among its mernbexs, a chairman,

vice-chairman, and treasurer. The Commission shall appoint an executive di-
rector who shall also act as secretary, and together with the treasurer, shall be
bonded in such amounts as the Commission may require.
"C. The Commission shall appoint and remove or discharge such personnel

as may be necessary for the performance of its functions irrespective of any
civil service laws which might otherwise apply. The Commission shall establish
and maintain, independently, by contract or agreement with the United Statesor an agency thereof, or in conjunction with any one or more of the party states,
suitable retirement programs for its employees. Employees of the Commission
shall be eligible for social security coverage in respect to old age and survivorsinsurance provided that the Commission take such steps as may be necessary
pursuant to federal law to participate in such program of insurance as a gov-ernmental agency or unit. The Commission may establish and maintain or
participate in such additional programs of employee benefits as may be appro-priate to afford employees of the Commission terms and conditions of employ-ment similar to those enjoyed by employees of the party states generally."D. The Commission may borrow, accept or contract for the services of per-sonnel from any state or the United States or any subdivision or agency thereof,from any intergovernmental agency, or from any institution, persons, firm orcorporation.
"E. The Commission may accept for any of its purposes and functions under

this compact any and all appropriations, donations, and grants of money, equip-
ment, supplies, materials and services, conditional or otherwise, from any stateor the United States or any subdivision or agency thereof, or intergovernmentalagency, or any institution, person, firm or corporation, and may receive, utilizeand dispose of the same.
"F. The Commission may establish and maintain such facilities as may benecessary for the transacting of its business. The Commision may accept, hold,and convey real and personal property and any interest therein.
"G. The Commission may adopt, amend, and rescind bylaws, rules, and reg-ulations for the conduct of its business.
"H. The Commission shall make and transmit annually, to the legislatureand Governor of each party state, and to the President and Congress of theUnited States, a report covering the activities of the Commission for the pre-ceding year, and embodying such recommendations as may have been adoptedby the Commission. The Commission may issue such additional reports as itmay deem desirable.
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"ARTICLE IX

"OTHER COMPACTS AND ACTIVITIES

5

"Nothing in this compact shall be construed to impair, or otherwise affect,
the jurisdiction of any interstate agency in which any party state participates
nor to abridge, impair, or otherwise affect the provisions of any compact to
which any one or more of the party states may be a party, nor to supersede,
diminish, or otherwise affect any obligation assumed under any such compact.
Nor shall anything in this compact be construed to discourage additional inter-
state compacts among some or all of the party states for the management of
natural resources, or the coordination of activities with respect to a specific
natural resource or any aspect of natural resottrce Management, or for the
establishment of intergovernmental planning agencies in sub-areas of the region.
Nothing in this compact shall be construed to limit the jurisdiction or activities
of any participating government, agency, or officer thereof, or any private per-
son or agency.

"ARTICLE X

"ENACTMENT

"A. This compact shall become effective when entered into and enacted into
law by any three of the states of Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont, and when the United States has pro-
vided by law for the designation of its representation on the Commission. There-
after it shall become effective with respect to any other aforementioned state
upon its enacting this compact into law.
"B. Upon consent of the Congress of the United States of America, any other

state in the northeastern area may become a party to this compact, by entering
into and enacting this compact into law.

"ARTICLE XI

"WITHDRAWAL

"This compact shall continue in force and remain binding upon each party
state until renounced by it. Renunciation of this compact must be preceded by
sending three years' notice in writing of intention to withdraw from the compact
to the governor of each of the other states party hereto and to such officers or
agencies of the United States as may be designated by federal law.

"ARTICLE XII

"CONSTRUCTION AND SEVERABILITY

"The provisions of this compact shall be severable and if any phrase, clause,
sentence or provision of this compact is declared to be unconstitutional or the
applicability thereof, to any state, agency, person, or circumstance is held in-
valid, the constitutionality of the remainder of this compact and the applicability
thereof to any other state, agency, person or circumstance shall not be affected
thereby. It is the legislative intent that the provisions of this compact be reason-
ably and liberally construed."

SEC. 2. The consent of Congress is given to any of the States of Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts. New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont to become
a party to the Northeastern Water and Related Land Resources Compact in
accordance with its terms.

SEC. 3. The President is authorized to appoint seven members, representing,
and responsible to the heads of, departments or agencies of the United States
having principal responsibilities for water and related land resources develop-
ment, to the Commission created by the Northeastern Water and Related Land
Resources Compact. All such Federal representatives shall be employees of
the United States and shall serve without additional compensation.

SEC. 4. Nothing in the Northeastern Water and Related Land Resources Com-
pact or in this Act shall be construed as impairing or in any manner affecting
any right, power, or jurisdiction of the United States, or any agency thereof,
in and over the region which forms the subject of such Compact, or as authorizing
the Northeastern Resources Commission to impair or in any manner to affect any
such right, power, or jurisdiction of the United States, or any agency thereof.

SEC. 5. Nothing contained herein shall be interpreted or construed as author-
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izing an agreement with the Commission by the United States or an agency
thereof for participation of any employees of the Commission in any retirement
program established for Federal employees.
SEC. 6. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this Act is expressly reserved, and

no change proposed to be made in the Compact approved by the Act shall become
effective until it shall have been approved by Congress.
Passed the House of Representatives August 2, 1961.
Attest: RALPH R. ROBERTS, Clerk.

As a considerable number of State officials, representatives of civic
groups and others wish to testify I would suggest that we call the
first witness.

Senator George Aiken from Vermont.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE D. AIKEN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF VERMONT

Senator DODD. Senator Aiken, I am glad to have you present here
this morning. You have certainly made an exhaustive study of this
problem and we are very anxious to have your views.
Senator AIKEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Before I give my testimony I want to say that I have about 20 tele-

grams from people in New England opposing this compact, and also
a copy of the testimony which would have been given by the commis-
sioner of parks, Mr. Perry Merrill, for the Governor of Vermont had
he been able to be here.
He came down last month to testify and of course we were unable

to have the hearings at that time.
I realize the pressure that the chairman is working under as well as

every other Member of the Senate at this time, as we do not know
when we might be called away. And while my testimony will prob-
ably take half an hour if I give it all, I will try to shorten it up
somewhat.
You were right when you said that I had quite a little experience

in the field which is under discussion today. I want to state at the
outset that this bill, H.R. 30, as passed by the House, relates to two
subjects with which I have been intimately concerned for over 25 years:
the conservation of soil and water resources and interstate compacts.

It might interest the people here to learn that Vermont was the
first State in the Union to incorporate every acre of its land in soil
conservation districts. It might also be of interest to know that since
its inception Vermont has led the Union in participation in the agri-
cultural conservation program. Since I have been in the Senate con-
servation of soil and water has received my special attention.
In 1954 I introduced a bill which extended the benefit of the Water

Facilities Act to States east of the 100 meridian for the first time, and
with Congressman Hope of Kansas sponsored Public Law 566 known
as the Small Watershed Act.
I would like to say just a word about interstate compacts. As Gov-

ernor of Vermont I was privileged to share the initiative in setting up
the Connecticut River flood control compact, a proposal first rejected
by Congressmen but finally approved through a bill introduced by me
in 1953 for the Senators from Massachusetts, Connecticut, Vermont,
and New Hampshire.
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It was also my privilege to introduce the northeast forest fire com-
pact which was approved by Congress in 1949. As a member of the
executive committee of the Governors' conference and the Council of
State Governments I had a few years' experience in interstate coop-
eration of various kinds.
I believe I know a useful and workable interstate compact when

I see one. I regret to say that the compact to which you are now
asked to give your approval is without doubt the worst that has ever
been proposed. It is neither useful nor workable. It is only capable
of bringing much damage, grief, and controversy to the New England
States if it is approved and could conceivably upset the balance of
power between the States and the Federal Government.
The proposal to establish a northeastern compact for the New Eng-

land States is to me strongly reminiscent of an effort made 30 years
ago to establish a river regulating plan for the Connecticut River and
other Vermont watersheds.
That plan which was introduced in the Vermont Legislature, pro-

vided for the establishment of districts within the State by persons
not necessarily Vermont citizens, with authority to acquire property,
construct dams, perform services, and levy assessments on the local peo-
ple to pay part of the costs.
The overall plan called for the construction of about 80 dams across

the valleys of Vermont.
The ostensible purpose of that river regulating plan was to protect

the people of Massachusetts and Connecticut from future disastrous
floods.
The real purpose was to double the flow of the lower Connecticut

River and consequently the power production during the low-water
months of the year without cost to the beneficiaries.
As a freshman member of the Vermont Legislature it became my

duty as well as my pleasure to request the introducer of the bill to with-
draw the proposal, which he did.
Now, there is this difference between the river regulating plan of

1931 and the present proposal for a northeastern compact.
The sponsorship of the river regulating plan as well as the author-

ship of the legislation was well known at that time.
The paternity of the northeastern compact is sadly obscured.
No one admits writing it and I doubt if even this committee can

ascertain the real author of the compact.
A careful perusal of the document, however, should convince mem-

bers of this committee that it was prepared either by someone com-
pletely without experience in the field of interstate compacts and legis-
lation or an expert experienced in the art of spreading confusion and
obfuscation.
I do not believe the northeastern compact or its accompanying legis-

lation was prepared by an amateur.
If the paternity of the northeastern compact is in doubt, its sponsor-

ship is not.
The New England Council readily admits its sponsorship of the

compact and is now avidly promoting the plan.
The New England Council is a chamber of commerce type of or-

ganization with membership in all the New England States and a
main office in Boston.
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There are the usual organization officers and a chairman for each
State.
There is an annual meeting held in Boston, besides interim meetings

which are held in the various States.
The meetings are invariably enjoyable and informative.
Without doubt the council enjoys excellent management, with a

Washington representative who has been quite active in seeking sup-
port for the northeastern compact, as well as other programs which
the council has sponsored.
Vermont has contributed generously to the support of the New  Eng-

land Council in the shape of membership, executive personnel, an 
hospitality.
I have personally made efforts to bring business to New England

and have supported New England industries and commercial inter-
ests at the request of the council.
Among the projects I have supported have been special considera-

tion for the textile industry now concentrated largely in southern New
England, relief for southern New England railroads, business for
Massachusetts shipyards establishment of laboratories in eastern
Massachusetts, and an atomic energy plant located a short distance
over the border in Massachusetts and using tax free Vermont water
for its operations.
At that point, Mr. Chairman, I might interpolate that I expect

within the next 5 years that Connecticut will have the largest power-
plant, nuclear powerplant, to be found in the world, which will prob-
ably generate more power or as much power as is generated in the
entire Connecticut River system at the present time. I expect to sup-
port that proposal, so I am just trying to point out that we try to be
neighborly in Vermont.
I also supported a $100 million appropriation for work on desalini-

zation projects in the belief that it could be beneficial to the southern
New England States.
There are times, however, when the interests of northern New Eng-

land and southern New England conflict.
In such instances, it is understandable that the New England Coun-

cil should support the views of its most numerous and influential
members.
I would like to cite two or three examples:
At a time when small utility systems in Vermont were paying as

high as 22 mills per kilowatt-hour for electricity, the New England
Council opposed the development of St. Lawrence power which has
since freed Vermont utilities from the grip of the Boston monopoly.
Vermont now has the lowest cost of electric energy of any New Eng-

land State and the use of electric energy is increasing the fastest of
any New England State.

Besides lower cost power, Vermont has an attractive environment
for both industrial and recreational development.
We have an adequate but not excessive supply of fresh, clean water

for industrial and domestic uses.
Should we lose this water, our economic future would be bleak

indeed.
Probably one of our greatest handicaps in further developing our

economy lies in the lack of transportation.
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The New England Council is constantly asking for support for
better transportation for southern New England but makes no com-
parable effort so far as northern New England is concerned.
Last April, the council recommended to the CAB that much of

the air service to northern New England be discontinued, including
all service to Newport and Rutland, Vt., as well as many cities in
Maine and New Hampshire.
As a result, the air service to northern New England has now become

inadequate and exasperating. If you will read the August issue of
the New England Council magazine you will find an article in there
written by a New England professor stating that there are only two
really feasible locations for commercial airports in New England,
Boston and Springfield. There are none in Connecticut, none in
Vermont, none in New Hampshire or Maine, although, the article
indicated that Portland, Maine; Burlington, Vt. ; and Providence,
R.I. were marginally possible.

Also in the same August issue the council refers rather disparagingly
to our efforts to improve the Hudson-Lake Champlain Waterway, a
transportation artery of major importance to the industrial and rec-
reational development of northern New York and Vermont.
The council's close friend, the Greater Boston Chamber of Com-

merce, has already announced its opposition to an improved Cham-
plain Waterway.
I point out these things, not for the purpose of deprecating the

work the council may have done for New England as a whole, but
to emphasize the fact that the interests of Vermont are sometimes
seriously jeopardized by the positions taken by the New England
Council. In promoting this compact we have another instance where
there is conflict of interest between northern New England and the
desires of the council.
I believe in competition—even between States and communities—

but I believe in fair competition just as I believe in interstate agree-
ments which are fair to all States.
Since I have at all times stood ready to use my best efforts for the

benefit of all New England, I find it difficult to understand the think-
ing which permeates certain elements of the southern New England
business world.
I do not believe for an instant that the people of Massachusetts and

Connecticut would condone any efforts to lessen the opportunities of
my State.
When hearings on this compact were held by the House Committee

on Public Works, many serious doubts were expressed as to its con-
stitutional and legal implications.

Since the testimony presented at the House hearings is a matter
of record, I will not at this time discuss the pros and cons of the
compact in detail in that respect.
I do call the attention of this committee to the fact that 14 members

of the House committee felt keenly enough about the matter to file
a minority report.
I do call attention to the fact that virtually every agency of the

Federal Government concerned with soil and water resources opposed
the compact.
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I do call attention to the fact that while testimony given before a
committee is not as binding as the language of the legislation itself,
yet it is given considerable weight in determining the intent of
Congress should questions be raised as to its meaning.
The testimony given in the House by proponents of the compact

indicates that it is the purpose of the sponsors to go far beyond the.
objectives which have been set forth for public consumption.

Despite assertions to the contrary, it appears that the compact, as
approved by four New England States, would give the Compact
Commission authority to take steps which would be binding on either
the States or the Federal Government, or both.
However, I believe my colleague, Senator Prouty will later intro-

duce evidence which will bear out that statement.
I submit these two or three short items of evidence as gleaned from

the House committee hearings:
1. Binding aspects of compact on Federal Government: On page 9

of the House hearings we find this statement by Mr. McCormack, who
introduced the bill in the House:
The Federal Government is protected. There is concurrent action here. There

is nothing that can be taken away from the Federal Government in this compact,
.or imposed on the Federal Government without the Federal Government's
representatives acting by a majority vote themselves.

Thus it appears from Mr. McCormack's own testimony that it is
intended that four members representing Federal agencies could
commit the Federal Government to binding agreements.
Page 77: From report of Federal Power Commission to House

committee:
In this connection, it should be noted that, under article VI of the compact,

plans and programs formulated or recommended by the Commission would be
binding on the United States when approved or ratified by representatives of a
majority of the member States together with a majority of the representatives
of the member Federal agencies.

Page 79: Francis L. Adams, Chief of the Bueau of Power, Federal
Power Commission:

If there were Federal voting representation, as expressed in the Commission's
comments it is the opinion of the Commission's General Counsel, and the Com-
mission has concurred in its report, that the voting participation by Federal
agencies would constitute a binding aspect of this bill.

2. Binding aspects of compact on States: On page 14, a colloquy
between Mr. Cramer and Mr. McCormack indicates that, if the Com-
mission decides upon a water pollution or other program, it is intended
that while the Commission would have to go back to the States for
an appropriation it would not be necessary to go back to the State
legislatures for approval of a specific project.

3. Basis for binding aspects of northeastern compact: The basis for
apprehension over the binding aspect of the compact is to be found in
article VI.

Article VI reads as follows:
No action of the Commission respecting the internal management thereofshall be binding unless * * *

and then it provides two provisos under which action of the Com-
mission could be binding.
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I will save a little time by not reading article VI. But this article
VI makes it abundantly clear that action by the Commission, not only
respecting internal management but other matters as well, is intended
to be binding, if approved by a majority of both State and Federal
members.
The Federal Power Commission in its report to the House com-

mittee asserts that decisions of the Northeastern Compact Commis-
sion would be binding on the Federal Government.
Fourteen members of the House Public Works Committee opposed

the compact as written on the grounds that four of the seven Federal
members of the Commission could exercise a binding veto power over
any program which might be unanimously approved by the State
members.
Although there is little doubt in my mind that the sponsors of this

proposed compact feel that it could be used to commit the Federal
Government to State approved programs, I have even less doubt that
exactly the opposite results would obtain and that the member States
would find that they had stuck their necks neatly within a Federal
noose even though every Federal agency had disavowed the compact.

Besides the confusion which would arise over the binding aspects
of the compact, there are other provisions which might have equally
dangerous consequences.
As approved by the four States of Massachusetts, Connecticut,

Rhode Island, and New Hampshire, the compact makes no provision
for the Federal Government to ever withdraw if the compact is found
unworkable and no State can withdraw except on 3 years' notice—
a rather unusual arrangement when we consider that most of our
international agreements provide for our withdrawal on 1 years'
notice.
One of the more dangerous aspects of the compact is pointed out

on page 78 of the House hearings where we read this excerpt from
the report of the Federal Power Commission:

While the bill would not directly prohibit construction, operation, and main-

tenance of power projects under the provisions of the Federal Power Act, the

power granted to the Joint Northeastern Resources Commission by the bill to

recommend plans and programs could conceivably delay or possibly nullify this

Commission's—the Federal Power Commission's—licensing functions in the

Northeastern States should the Commission be asked to grant an application

for license for a project which was contrary to a plan recommended by the

Northeastern Resources Commission. Indeed, it is questionable whether the

Federal Power Commission could validly delegate any of its statutory responsi-

bilities to its representatives on the Northeastern Resources Commission and

be bound in any sense by the latter's participation as a voting member in the

action of such Commission.

As a concrete example of the confusion which could result from ap-
proval of the northeastern compact, I cite the case of the Citizens
Utilities Corp., a southern Connecticut holding company which owns

ia rather extensive and highly profitable electric system n Vermont.
A few years ago, this company constructed a dam across the Clyde

River in northern Vermont.
As a result, thousands of trout, salmon and other fish found access

barred to their spawning grounds, and flopped out onto the rocks to
die. The Clyde River is the only spawning river of the salmon in
Vermont.
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Since this dam was constructed without a license from either the
State or the Federal Government, the matter found its way into both
State and Federal courts.
Both the Supreme Court of the State of Vermont and the United

States district court found the waters of the Clyde River to be navig-
able and that a license to construct the dam should be obtained from
the Federal Power Commission.
The utility company is now in the process of seeking a license from

the Federal Power Commission.
From this incident, one can imagine the confusion that would pre-

vail if this so-called northeastern compact were in effect.
The State of Vermont concedes its lack of jurisdiction over navigable

rivers.
The Federal Power Commission contends that its authority to

license hydroelectric power dams could be clouded or nullified.
It would, therefore, appear that with the compact once in effect,

utility companies would only have to acquire property rights in order
to construct dams across Vermont rivers wherever they pleased.
Years of litigation would be necessary to recover public rights to

the navigable streams of New England.
An interesting sidelight to this possibility may lie in the fact that

the licenses for all the power dams on the Connecticut River itself
expire within the next few years and the question of their renewal
might be seriously complicated by the establishment of the compact.
Leaving aside the constitutional and legal implications of such a

Federal-State compact, it appears important to point out the utter
impracticalities of the mission which the Compact Commission is
supposed to perform.
With a budget of $100,000 of its own funds, the Commission is

directed to coordinate the work and resolve the conflicts of all Stateand Federal bodies involved in water and related land resources
development.

All State and Federal bodies would have their work coordinated bythe New England Compact Commission, and if the work of the Com-mission does not encompass all such bodies, of course, the whole pur-pose of the compact is defeated.
Under article V, the Commission is specifically directed to considerthe coordination of the collection and interpretation of basic data.In regard to the Federal agencies, this certainly is a job which Con-gress should require to be done if it is not already being done.
The assembling of basic data on the region has involved many mil-lions of dollars in the last 10 years, and we are informed that muchof this data is already out of date.
Just to correlate and keep up to date information regarding thematerial on hand and current studies of the region in a meaningfulfashion would take a large part of the appropriation for thisCommission.
Also, since the Commission has a limited geographical area notincluding Maine, Vermont, or Canada at present—areas which en-compass the source or mouth of many of the water resources involvedin the region—the Commission's recommendation will have littlemeaning as to those water resources.
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For instance, you have the Androscoggin, the Saco, the salmon
rivers, that rise in New Hampshire and empty into the sea in Maine.
You would have Canadian Provinces involved and a lot of other

complications.
This matter could undoubtedly be coordinated much better on a

national scale, on a Federal scale, than by the four States which
presently have approved the compact.
If it is desired to create a study group to make a realistic recom-

mendation for such coordination, the responsibility certainly lies with
the Congress of the United States which is the only body equipped
to order the whole job done.
Another area in which the Commission is given the responsibility

to make recommendations is in the programing, including scheduling
of water resource developments. 

iPreliminary studies to determine whether it s even feasible to
give consideration to water resources developments in the New Eng-
land area costs a minimum of $25,000.
The cost of actual engineering plans for construction of the water

resource development runs into many times that figure.
If the Commission is going to make realistic recommendations for

the programing of developments, it will need a staff of engineers
qualified to examine the projects proposed by others and to make its
own studies of other possible projects.
Not only are such program recommendations presently made to

Congress by Federal agencies in connection with development of
many of the water resources, but the total funds available to the
Compact Commission would be woefully inadequate to even begin
to do a job that would have any value whatsoever in this regard.
Another function of the Commission is to make recommendations

concerning the coordination of investigation and planning of water
development projects.
The Federal agencies already coordinate such investigation to a

large extent.
Information concerning projects under consideration by the various

agencies is routinely disseminated and, in fact, views of other agencies
are frequently requested concerning them.
This information is no secret.
If Congress believes that there is lack of coordination between the

Federal agencies, it should study the problem and direct how that
coordination should properly be accomplished by the Federal agencies.
To have this new State-Federal Commission bypass the regular

Federal agencies and make recommendations directly to Congress con-
cerning such legislation is not going to save the time of the Congress
in studying the problem.
The last specific item on which the Commission is directed to issue

recommendations is to encourage the referral of plans or proposals
for resources projects to the Commission.
The only value that such a function could have would result from

a staff which is fully equipped and competent to analyze the plans
or proposals referred to the Commission in order for it to make its
recommendations.

If, as some claim, the recommendations of the Commission are not
binding on any other body, and I do not agree to that, this will not

95162-83 2
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eliminate the need for such a qualified and equipped staff on the part
of each of the agencies charged with the responsibility for the initia-
tion or approval or construction of the projects themselves.

Such a staff by itself, would cost far more than the maximum
$100,000 budget contemplated for the Commission.
If it is anticipated that this Commission staff will be supplied by

other public or private bodies, consideration should be given to the
realities of the situation.
As far as public bodies are concerned, the qualified staff of each of

them is even now at a minimum to fulfill the functions of the individ-
ual bodies.
To say that the Commission should be supplied with a staff provided

by private persons or entities, strikes at the root of the concept that
this new Commission is a public body.
Are the private power companies going to plan sewage disposal

plants which will interfere with their plans for power projects?
Already the Congress has created an agency, the Federal Power

Commission, whose purpose is to consider all uses of water resource
when it is proposed for power development.
To create another so-called public agency to make recommendations

based upon the evaluation of engineers of the power companies to that
Commission, whose excellent and well-qualified staff already have
such recommendations under consideration, is a waste of the national
manpower and the natural resources.
Finally, Mr. Chairman, may I point out that the compact which

would be approved by the bill under consideration is not the compact
which was approved by the Legislatures of the States of Massachu-
setts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, and New Hampshire.
Except for sections 1 and 2, article 12 has been completely changed.

It seems to me it is rather unusual for an interstate compact to be
submitted to the Congress for approval and then have the Congress
rewrite that compact.
I point out some of the changes which were made by the House

committee in H.R. 30:
(1) The compact which has been approved by the four States does

not require the representatives of the seven Federal agencies to be
employees of the agencies they represent.
The bill passed by the House does so provide.
(2) The compact approved by the four States makes no effort to

protect the rights of the Federal Government in any way.
Section 4, article 12 of the bill before you reads as follows:
Nothing in the Northeastern Water and Related Land Resources Compact or

in this Act shall be construed as impairing or in any manner affecting any right,
power, or jurisdiction of the United States, or any agency thereof, in and over
the region which forms the subject of such Compact, or as authorizing the North-
eastern Resources Commission to impair or in any manner to affect any such
right, power, or jurisdiction of the United States, or any agency thereof.

Certainly any compact to be approved should contain that safe-
guard for the United States.
(3) The compact approved by the four States provides, by infer-

ence at least, that employees of the Commission would be automatically
eligible for participation in any retirement program established for
Federal employees.
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The compact as rewritten by the House precludes such eligibility.
(4) The compact approved by the four States would fix the salary

of each of the seven Federal representatives at not to exceed $15,000
a year and expenses (evidently the sponsors of the compact could not
wait to take over this function, the fixing of salaries for employees of
the Federal Government).
The House bill deleted this outrageous assumption of authority.
(5) The compact approved by the four States expressly reserves

the right to "alter, amend, or repeal this act."
The House-passed bill prohibits changes in the compact without the

approval of Congress although it offers no similar protection to the
States.
Such changes as the House has made, however, do little to convince

me that the compact is a good or safe investment for either the States
or the Federal Government.
I have attempted to give the committee what I believe to be com-

pelling reasons for disapproving the northeastern compact.
I do not want to leave the impression that I am opposed to coordina-

tion of State and Federal efforts in seeking to use our water resources
to best advantage.
Vermont as well as the other States must treasure her water re-

sources. Incidentally, I find in reading this study made of water re-
sources in New England, that except for two locales it is expected that
all Connecticut will have a surplus of water for the next 50 years.
Vermont is always ready to cooperate with her sister States within

reason.
We have already contributed untold millions of dollars worth of our

natural assets in a cooperative effort to give partial protection from
floods to the lower Connecticut Valley.
It has been indicated by witnesses before the House committee that

a binding compact between the States and representatives of the
Federal Government is necessary in order to review and carry on the
work of the New England-New York Interagency Committee which
was completed in 1955.
This argument is not convincing.
The Federal agencies contemplate carrying on this work anyway.
The States are willing to cooperate and there is nothing to be gained

through establishing a commission operating under a controversial
and weasel-worded compact to which two of the six New England
States have refused to subscribe.
I would suggest instead that the Congress give consideration to the

several bills which have been introduced by Senator Anderson of
New Mexico.
It is probable that none of these bills could be approved in its

present form but since it is evident that the study of interstate river
systems is a national rather than a local problem and since the studies
alone would cost millions rather than thousands of dollars, it would
appear rather ridiculous to expect the States which might join the
compact to carry on the work with their limited funds.

It would also seem the height of absurdity to direct or even authorize
the commissioners of the northeastern compact to settle disputes be-
tween Federal agencies or to supersede the regular agencies of Gov-
ernment in making recommendations to the President and to the
Congress.

•
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. Therefore, I trust that this committee will not give its approval
to the bill under consideration.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DODD. Thank you very much, Senator Aiken.
I am a little confused about the Clyde River Dam which you re-

ferred to. How would the establishment of this compact have changed
that situation?
Senator AIKEN. I think that the establishment of the compact

would confuse the question as to whether the Federal Power Commis-
sion has a right to issue a license for construction of a dam of that
nature and the terms under which it should be constructed. Of course,
in my book it should certainly have had provision made for the salmon
and the rainbow trout to reach their spawning grounds. That was not
done. And it was the Sportsman's Club that went to court, into the
State court and the Federal court. They won their case and the
Citizens Utilities is now, I believe, in the process of applying for a
license to construct a dam which was constructed about 4 years two.

Senator DODD. Wouldn't the existence of the compact be more like) y
to make less likely repetition of a situation like that?

Senator AIKEN. If you mean could the Compact Commission itself
give permission to construct that dam, I certainly would be against
that because I would not be willing to transfer the function of the
Federal Power Commission to this Compact Commission.
I think that most of our rivers of importance cross State lines.

They are Federal waters. The Supreme Court of the State of Ver-
mont unanimously agreed that the Clyde River was a navigable
stream. It is navigable for canoes and pulp wood and things of that
nature. Nevertheless, it has been an artery of commerce. And I
think these matters are Federal and that we ought not to give an
interstate commission authority which supersedes or brings into ques-
tion in any way the authority which the Congress has vested in the
regulatory agencies of Government.
Senator DODD. Are there any questions?
Mr. SANDUSKY. Senator Aiken, you made reference to the fact that

the compact which is proposed here is not the compact that was ap-
proved by the Legislatures of the States of Massachusetts, Connecticut,
Rhode Island and New Hampshire. And further you note that
article 12 had been completely rewritten 

Senator AncEN. Almost.
Mr. SANDUSKY. Except for sections 1 and 2.
In looking at the bill, Senator Aiken, aren't sections 2 through 6

the consent legislation for the Congress to act upon, and those sections
are not actually a part of the compact?
Senator AIKEN. You mean section 2 of the bill?
Mr. SANDUSKY. That is right. Now that is my impression, Senator.
Senator AIKEN. Then is it your position, Mr. Sandusky, that these

amendments to the bill in the House have no effect on the compact at
all?
Mr. SANDUSKY. They would have effect 
Senator AIKEN. Of course, they do. They raise the devil with it.
Mr. SANDUSKY. But they spell out the rights of the Federal Gov-

ernment which the States would not have particular 
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Senator AIKEN. Sure, the House offered a mode of protection to the
Federal Government but absolutely none whatever to the States.
And it still provides that amendments and changes could be made in
the compact, and by requiring those amendments and changes to be
approved by the Federal Government this bill now, by inference, indi-
cates that it would not be necessary to secure the approval of the
States. And there again you have more complications and further
questions raised.
Mr. SANDUSKY. I made the observation, Senator, because it would

seem to me that the committee or the Congress could change the pro-
visions, sections 2 through 6, whereas the Congress cannot change an
integral part of the compact itself.

Senator AIKEN. It is my belief that the four States which have
already approved the original compact could approve and amend the
compact. But consultation with the promoters of this compact indi-
cated they would not accept any changes whatsoever. That is the
answer I got. And under such circumstances, there is nothing to be
done but to oppose the entire bill.
Senator DODD. Thank you, Senator Aiken.
Senator AIKEN. Thank you, Senator Dodd.
Senator DODD. Senator Prouty.

STATEMENT OF HON. WINSTON L. PROUTY, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF VERMONT

Senator Dom. We are glad that you could get here this morning,
Senator Prouty. We are very anxious to hear from you.
Senator PROT:TY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege of

appearing before the subcommittee.
Mr. Chairman, I appear here today in opposition to the bill H.R.

30—or its companion, S. 374—either or both of which would grant
consent of the Congress to the proposed northeastern water and re-
lated land resources compact.
Much that is good has been done in the Northeast since 1936 with re-

spect to flood control, required as a result of the devastating floods of
the thirties.

Since 1950, the States in cooperation with the Federal Government
have continued this great effort. I think that work should, can, and
will continue. But I do not think that our purposes will be at all
effectively served with the creation of the Commission as composed
under the proposed compact.

PROGRESS IN NEW ENGLAND FLOOD CONTROL

Since 1936, when the Flood Control Act authorized the Corps of
Engineers to make extensive studies of flood control needs in New
England's major river basins, work has progressed on this program.
The Corps of Engineers has been involved in building flood control

and water conservation structures for the New Englancr area for some
26 years. Their construction appropriations for water resources work
(principally flood control) have ranged between $17 million and $32
million for the last 3 fiscal years.
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These funds are spent entirely for the benefit of the six New Eng-
land States. The Army's technical expertise has been applied in a
most efficacious manner to protection against floods, improving chan-
nels for navigation, and numerous other related water resources
problems.
The Army Corps of Engineers has done a most commendable job in

the New England area. And rightly so, since primary responsibility
appears to have been divided into two parts—navigation and flood
control to the Federal Government, and municipal and industrial
water supply, pollution control, and water-based recreation to the
various State governments.
In connection with this flood control program alone, Mr. Chairman,

I should like to give to you and your committee some figures with
respect to the contributions of the State of Vermont.
I do this, first, to indicate that the State of Vermont and its citizens

are very much in favor of the appropriate use of our water resources.
We are intensely interested in protection against floods which have
heretofore done so much damage on the lower reaches of the rivers
of New England.

VERMONT'S CONTRIBUTION

I want to speak about the contributions of Vermont to these pro-
grams for another reason. During the hearings on the northeastern
compact, held on March 30 and 31, 1960, a Massachusetts representa-
tive of the League of Women Voters commenting on Vermont's posi-
tion with respect to ratification of this compact stated:
Perhaps some of you know Vermont is cautious. It is a small State and

It pinches pennies.

This kind of thing is not welcome to us in Vermont, Mr. Chairman,
especially when we have certainly done our share in preventing the
recurrence of floods in the southern New England States.
Perhaps that good lady did not know that the vast majority of the

river water supply for her State and others of New England comes
from the Northern States, Vermont, Maine and New Hampshire.
For flood control purposes alone, the Corps of Engineers has con-

structed in Vermont since 1936 a total of eight dam. These dams,
according to information furnished me by the Corps of Engineers are
used solely for the purpose of flood control for the lower reaches of
New England rivers.
And, what is most important, the water resources specialist of the

Legislative Reference Service has advised me that—
each and every project is subject to the approval of the Governors of the
affected States.

The reservoirs behind these dams have, at spillway level a water
surface area of some 7,208 acres. The land area inundated by that
water is probably in the neighborhood of some 10,000 or 12,000 acres,
considering topography of the area. It is hilly. It does slope. But
the great part of that land was farmed, and was home to many people
prior to the dams which are of value to southern New England.
At least one village had to be abandoned to make way for these

reservoirs. In addition, figuring an average of 200 acres per farm,
which is about average in Vermont, approximately 50 farms were
no longer able to be used.
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FEDERAL-STATE COOPERATION

More recently, multiple water resources problems were felt to re-
quire State-Federal coordination. Thus, in 1950, Congress authorized
an inter-agency study, to be conducted by representatives of the six
New England States, plus New York, and representatives of the
interested Federal agencies. That committee produced, at a cost of
$6 million over a period of 4 years, a 46-volume report of the water
resources problems of the Northeast, and possible solutions to them.
This is a monumental work, Mr. Chairman. It presented an inven-

tory of all water and land resources of the region, identified problems
and obstacles, and listed plans and programs which would achieve
full development of the Northeastern economy. In 1956, a North-
eastern Resources Committee was created, upon agreement of the
Governors of the New England States and the Inter-Agency Com-
mittee on Water Resources of the Federal Government.
This committee was designed to serve as an agency for the coordi-

nation of State and Federal plans and programs for development of
the water and land resources of New England.
This committee has done effective work in the channeling of recom-

mendations to the operating arms of the State and Federal Govern-
ments.
The Northeast Resources Committee should not be supplanted by

a formally compacted agency such as is proposed by the northeastern
water resources compact, which could, in my opinion, disrupt the.
fine progress that is being made in developing our natural resources.
by opening up many avenues of potential dissention and conflict
among the States and between the States and the Federal Government.

SCOPE OF PROPOSED COMMISSION

Establishment of a new formal agency such as envisaged by the.
northeastern compact, with powers to advise and recommend plans:
and programs to be carried out by the Army Engineers, could serve to
impede the work which they have already begun and which they are
better able to carry out without additional and perhaps conflicting
advice.
The 46 volumes of data hardly need to be further swelled at this time

in order that progress may be made in the work which needs to be.
done. The areas where work needs to be done have been compre-
hensively charted.
It seems very apparent to me that the Corps of Engineers as an

organization, with respect to flood control, for example, would be in
a better position to judge what is, and what is not, feasible than one.
representative of that organization sitting on another Federal-State.
commission.
The same arguments are applicable to the programs of other Federal

agencies. Thus, Mr. Chairman, I cannot see that the purposes stated
for the northeastern water and related land resources compact, differ•
from the purposes for which the Northeastern Resources Committee
was created.
I am utterly unconvinced that the Compact Commission could co-

ordinate plans and recommendations more decisively and effectively
than the committee does.
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Mr. Chairman, the hearings held last year by the House Committee
on Public Works, clearly indicated, from the testimony of most of
the non-Federal Government witnesses that the Commission envis-
ioned under the terms of this present compact would be solely a "study
group," with powers to recommend. If these were the only purposes
for which this compact should be ratified, it seems to me that ratifica-
tion and consent by the Congress is not worth the. effort.
The massive 46-volume report contains enough recommendations

to last for decades. There is not much sense in studying the matter
further."
If we need anything in the Northeast, we need implementation of

plans, not further investigations and studies which the language of
the compact sets forth as proper functions for this Commission.
But, Mr. Chairman, when one looks beyond the testimony of the

nongovernmental witnesses, to the reports of the various Federal
agencies which have an interest in the subject matter, and to the
language of the compact itself, it is seen that the compact does indeed
contemplate a much broader concept than a mere study group.
Indeed, the testimony of the distinguished Speaker of the House,

Mr. McCormack, the original sponsor of this legislation, indicates as
much.
The Speaker testified as to the "healthy constructive originality in

there" (the bill). Again the Speaker refers to the compact as relating
to "the broad field."

It is the broad language of this compact to which I should like to
speak for a moment, Mr. Chairman. It contains several new de-
partures which in the consideration of future interstate compacts
may very well give, to the Congress, and especially to the States more
difficulties than we can at present imagine.

OBJECTIONABLE VOTING PROVISIONS

The compact provides a new, indeed a unique concept of voting
among the membership of the Commission which the compact pro-
poses. The Commission will be composed of 13 members, one from
each State party to the compact, and one member from each of the
seven Federal agencies involved. (None of these Federal agencies,
incidentally, is named in the compact) .
Thus, Mr. Chairman, at the outset, a majority of the voting mem-

bers of the Commission are representatives of Federal agencies.
Immediately, a major difficulty arises with respect to this voting,

representation. Are we in the. Congress, by consenting to this com-
pact, assenting in advance to whatever outcome may result from the
votes cast by these representatives of Federal agencies?
This is not an idle quibble: It is, indeed, a serious problem. So far

as I have been able to determine, the appropriate Federal agencies
without exception, objected to passage of the compact legislation pre-
cisely because of the voting authority granted to Federal members
of the Commission. Their adverse reports are contained in the House
committee report.
The departments recognize, in addition to the constitutional ques-

tions involved, the difficulties in which they might find themselves
when Federal representatives on the Commission could cast votes
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which would bind the agencies and the Federal Government at least
morally, if not legally.
It would seem also that the Congress should be reluctant to give its

consent to this compact when it could be morally bound by the cast-
ing of ballots by members representing Federal agencies.

COMPARISON TO VOTING PROVISIONS OF OTHER COMPACTS

This novel voting by Federal members of an interstate commission,
Mr. Chairman, is without parellel or precedent among prior compacts.
As of September 1959, the Congress had consented to some 172 inter-
state compacts. Insofar as can be determined, only four of those
contemplate enfranchisement of members representing the Federal
Government.
Let us look at those four compacts. So different from the pending

one is each of them, that they cannot be said to act as a precedent for
this new creature.

First is the Ohio River Valley water sanitation compact, in which
there are 24 State commissioners, and 3 representing the Federal
Government. No pollution abatement order can become effective
under that compact unless approved by a majority vote for a majority
of the eight State delegations. The Federal members are not even
counted for purposes of a quorum, and otherwise their votes are of
little significance.
Second, the Upper Colorado River Basin compact, providing for

equitable distribution of the waters of that mighty river. There is a
very compelling interest of the Federal Government in the subject
matter of this compact, in view of our treaty commitments with the
country of Mexico.
Under the terms of this compact, however, a Federal member is not

even required to be appointed, although one is permitted.
Third, the Potomac River Basin compact. Here, the overriding

interest of the Federal Government is considered because the District
of Columbia is a signatory to the compact and the Federal Govern-
ment acts for the District in such maters. Under this compact, how-
ever, matters relating to a signatory are binding upon it only with
its concurrence.
Fourth, the Yellowstone River compact, providing equitable ap-

portionment of the waters of that river. It is a compact between only
two States with one member representing the U.S. Geological Survey.
Under that compact, the Federal member votes only in cases of a

tie between the votes cast by the two State representatives.
In all other interstate compacts, even those which involve a Federal

interest, Federal membership is in an advisory capacity to the Com-
mission and an advisory capacity only.
Thus, Mr. Chairman, this voting procedure is without parallel or

precedent among prior interstate compacts. It can only be harmful
in its exercise—it can either cause interference with Federal policy
by State votes, or with State policy by Federal votes—or it can be an
entirely useless thing. It could result only in confusion, and would
serve only as a perfect example of how not to write interstate com-
pacts.
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DIFFICULTIES ARISING FROM VOTING PROVISIONS

Mr. Chairman, there is another aspect of this voting procedure con-
tained in this proposed compact.
The internal management of the Commission is controlled by a

majority vote. This alone changes the entire interstate compact idea.
With a majority of the votes being cast by Federal representatives,
the entire management of the Commission is withdrawn from the
participating States themselves. It thus, would not even resemble an
mterstate compact.
On all matters other than internal management—that is, on all sub-

stantial matters before the Commission, whether involving Federal
jurisdiction or State jurisdiction, a power of veto may be exercised
either by the Federal representatives or by a majority of the repre-
-sentatives of the States. Thus, for example, any Commission action
taken with respect to navigation or flood control, which are within
Federal jurisdiction could be vetoed by a majority of the members
representing the States.

Also a majority of the members representing Federal agencies
could effectively veto any action in areas of State responsibility, as,
for example, recreation, municipal water supplies, and the like.
I can think of nothing less conducive to harmony between the State

and Federal governments, than a veto power held by one over juris-
dictional areas of the other.
In this same section of the proposed compact, Mr. Chairman, other

language presages woeful consequences. Article VI, entitled,
"Voting," speaks of matters voted upon by the Commission as "bind-
ing"; whatever the term "binding" might mean. Binding upon
whom? On the Federal Government, without prior consent of the Con-
gress or the heads of executive departments? Binding upon the
States, without prior approval of Governors or the State legislatures?
Here, again, we reach an odd dilemma: Either the word 'binding"

means nothing, in which case "voting" itself becomes a useless gesture;
or it means what it says: it is a binding vote.
In that case the U.S. Congress is bound by votes cast by a member

or the northeastern water and related land resources compact to a
much greater extent than it can be bound by an ambassador with
portfolio who is about to sign a treaty.
The world at least knows in the latter case that the treaty must be

ratified by the U.S. Senate.
These may be high sounding comparisons, Mr. Chairman, but the

anaologies are real and more than probable under the terms of this
• so-called interstate compact.
The Senate is asked, in consideration of H.R. 30, to give its consent

to an interstate compact. This procedure is nothing new. We have
done it, as I mentioned earlier, over 172 times in the course of this
Nation's history. We have recently done so with respect to the
Potomac River compact between Virginia and Maryland over fishing
rights in the Potomac.
The pending bill, however, is not a proposal for consent to an inter-

state compact as the Congress knows that term. Except in the four
cases to which I referred earlier, there has never been a compact in.

-which the Federal representatives were more than advisers with re-
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:spect to matters in which the Federal Government has an interest.
And, with a majority of the membership representing the Federal
'Government rather than the States, I rather doubt the wisdom of call-
ing it an interstate compact at all.

STATE OBLIGATIONS UNDER THE COMPACT

Mr. Chairman
' 

there is yet another objection to this compact which
gives me pause. It is the matter of the "binding" character of actions
taken by the Commission.
The State of Vermont has not yet ratified this compact. I believe

it will not do so. Assuming, however, that my State legislature did
ratify this compact, I am afraid that its action will be very difficult
to live with.

If, after ratification, the Vermont Legislature, or indeed the legis-
lature of any other of the signatory States, decided that it did not wish
to contribute to certain of the Commission's projects, it could never-
theless be compelled to do so—even against the wishes of its legislature.
In the case of West Virginia v. Simms (95 L. Ed. 713) the Supreme

Court held the State treasury was bound to provide funds to carry
out a project of the Ohio River Compact Commission, since the State
,of West Virginia had assumed obligations by entering the compact.

Although the State legislature had appropriated funds for the pur-
pose, implicit in the Supreme Court's decision on the matter was that
the State could be compelled to provide funds even had the legislature
not appropriated them.
This is particularly apparent in the concurring opinion of Mr. Jus-

tice Reed, who said that consent by the Congress to the interstate com-
pact made that compact the supreme law of the land. That being the
case, the State of West Virginia was bound to abide by its financial
commitments.
I can well imagine, Mr. Chairman, numerous situations in which de-

cisions by the proposed Commission might be in derogation of the best
'interests of the State of Vermont. The State can best protect itself
by refusing to ratify this compact.
But, Mr. Chairman, my duty as a U.S. Senator from Vermont is to

•do that which is in the best interests of my State and of the United
States. I can do that job most effectively by opposing this compact
vvvith those means available to me.

Until the 87th Congress, interstate compacts have historically in-
volved cooperation among States interested in arriving at solutions to
problems common to the signatory States. In very few instances, the
Federal Government was represented by a nonparticipating, advisory
member. As I said earlier, on only four of them was there a Federal.
member who had any voting strength whatsoever, and that position
was relatively insignificant.

THE DELAWARE RIVER BASIN "PRECEDENT"

The most recent legislation which the Congress has passed in this
field of compacts is the Delaware River Basin compact. That is a new
creature in the legislative history of the United States. It is termed
in the House committee report an interstate-Federal compact.
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That compact, as you well know, became Public Law 87-328 on
September 27, 1961. It has been called into focus by proponents of
H.R. 30 and S. 374 as a precedent upon which to base the provisions
of these two bills.
I submit to you, Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee,

that there is no real relation to the subject matters involved in the
Delaware Basin and the northeastern water resources problem. In-
deed, the very structure of the two commissions is vastly different.
In the first place, the Delaware Basin compact creates a commission

not unlike the New York Port Authority, in which signatory mem-
bers strive to meet common problems. Its subject matter involves
the development of one river basin. By comparison, the northeastern
water and related land resources compact, involves the entire water-
shed and, indeed, every acre of land in the entire New England sec-
tion of the United States.
In the second place, the compact presently under consideration pro-

vides for three members from each of the six participating States.
It also provides for seven members to represent the Federal Govern-
ment—a majority of the membership of the Commission.
To digress for a moment, while the compact contemplates six State

members, only four of them have agreed to the terms of the compact.
Under the terms of the Delaware Basin compact, the Commission

to be established will be composed of five members—one appointed by
the President to represent the Federal interest, and the Governors of
the four signatory States—Pennsylvania, New York, New Jersey, and
Delaware. Thus, each State involved possesses voting strength equal
to that of the Federal Government.
Under the compact presently being considered, however, each State

has one member on the Commission, and the Federal Government has
seven members, each of whom may cast a vote.
It appears, Mr. Chairman, that while the Delaware River Basin

compact created a new interstate-Federal type of Commission, the
northeastern water and related land resources compact would create
a new Federal agency with State advisers.

FINANCING THE COMMISSION

A third difference between the northeastern compact and the Dela-
ware compact is the matter of financing. While the Delaware com-
pact does not commit the States nor the Federal Government to any
particular expenditures (certainly it must eventually contemplate
some) , the northeastern compact requires that all of the State mem-
bers must provide funds for the activities of the Commission not to
exceed $50,000 annually, based on a geographical-population weighted
formula.

Since this figure was arrived at under the assumption that the Fed-
eral contribution would also be $50,000, and that requirement has been
deleted by the House of Representatives, the question of financing is
unsettled to say the least.
In summation, Mr. Chairman, let me say that, there are many rea-

sons why I think this proposed compact should not receive the consent
of the Congress. Chief among them, however, are certainly these:
(1) This Federal-regional agency is without precedent in the his-
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tory of this country, and bears no real relationship to interstate
compacts.
(2) A majority vote on the Commission lodged in the Federal Gov-

ernment, with no provision for contribution of funds by the Congress
is practically unique in our experience—representation without tax-
ation.
(3) The compact is disruptive of harmony between the States and

the Federal Government through interference, one with the other in
policymaking decisions.
I submit, Mr. Chairman, that the wisest course which this subcom-

mittee could take on this bill would be to refuse its endorsement.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DODD. Thank you, Senator Prouty, for your statement.
Mr. Fanelli is here from Senator Bush's office. I would like to have

him come forward. Senator Bush is on the floor of the Senate.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH J. FANELLI, PERSONAL ASSISTANT TO
SENATOR PRESCOTT BUSH

Mr. FANELLI. Yes, he is, Senator.
The Senator had originally intended to be here in person to present

his testimony. However, as you have said, Mr. Chairman, he found
it necessary to be on the floor for the purpose of presenting a number
of amendments to the very important trade bill and therefore has
asked Me to submit this statement on his behalf.
Senator DODD. Very well. It will be inserted in the record at this

point.
(The statement of Senator Prescott Bush is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF U.S. SENATOR PRESCOTT BUSH IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 30

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am grateful for this oppor-
tunity to express my support of H.R. 30, to grant the consent and approval of
Congress to the northeastern water and related land resources compact. This
bill, introduced in the House by the distinguished Speaker, the Honorable John
W. McCormack of Massachusetts, is a companion measure to S. 374, which I in-
troduced in the Senate on behalf of myself; my distinguished colleague from
Connecticut, the chairman of this subcommittee, Senator Dodd; the late Senator
Styles Bridges, of New Hampshire; Senator Cotton, of New Hampshire; Senator
Muskie, of. Maine; Senators Pastore and Pell, of Rhode Island; and Senators
Saltonstall andSmith of Massachusetts.
A similar Senate bill, introduced in the previous Congress, had the support

and cosponsorship of the President of the United States, John F. Kennedy, when
he was a Senator from Massachusetts. The proposed compact has been ratified
by the Legislatures of the States of Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island,
and New Hampshire. It has been endorsed by the governors' conference at their
53d annual meeting at Honolulu, Hawaii, on June 28, 1961.
.The proposed compact contemplates a Commission with six voting members

representing their respective States and seven voting members representing those
Federal departments and agencies having principal responsibilities for water and
related land resource development. Some concern has been expressed that this
would give undue influence to the Federal Government in the deliberations of the
Commission, and make possible Federal control of the Commission's activities.
This concern is based upon a fundamental misconception of voting rights with-

in the Commission. These rights are governed by article VI of the compact
itself, which I quote herewith in full:
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"ARTICLE VI

"VOTING

"No action of the Commission respecting the internal management thereof
shall be binding unless taken at a meeting at which a majority of the members,
are present and vote in favor thereof: Provided, That any action not binding:
for such a reason may be ratified within thirty days by the concurrence in
writing of a majority of the Commission membership. No action of the Com-
mission respecting a matter other than its internal management shall be bind-
ing unless taken at a meeting at which a majority of the state members and
a majority of the members representing the United States are present and a
majority of said state membership together with a majority of said members:
representing the United States vote in favor thereof: provided, That any action
not binding for such a reason may be ratified within thirty days by the occur-
rence in writing of a majority of the state members and the concurrence in
writing of a majority of the members representing the United States."
The language of article VI makes it clear that while matters involving internal

management may be decided by a majority vote of all members of the Commis-
sion, all other matters—and these, of course, will include all important issues
of policy—must be jointly approved by both a majority of the representatives
of the States and a majority of the representatives of the United States.

Moreover, under the terms of the compact, the Commission is only an advisory
body to the States. It can make recommendations, but it will have no power
to impose its recommendations upon any of the signatory States or upon any
other State in the New England region. Each State retains its full sovereignty.
H.R. 30, when enacted, will make possible a continuing cooperative relation-

ship between the States concerned and the Federal Government in regional con-
servation and the development of water and related land resources.
The hurricanes and floods which have taken a disastrous toll of lives and

property in New England in recent years have emphasized the need for an
effective, continuing, coordinated protective program. Much progress has been
made since the tragic flood disasters of 1955, but much more remains to be
accomplished. The proposed compact offers a method of expediting this vital
work, and other related programs, such as the development of water resources
for recreational, domestic, and industrial use, the improvement of harbors and
the prevention, of erosion of the beaches on the Atlantic coast and in Long
Island Sound.
H.R. 30 was passed in the House of Representatives a year ago, was reported

In the Senate on August 3, 1961, and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.I strongly urge this subcommittee to report the bill favorably, without amend-
ment, to the full committee, and sincerely hope that the full committee will so
report it promptly to the Senate itself in order that enactment may take place.
before before the current session is adjourned.

Senator DODD. Mr. Wise.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. WISE, DIRECTOR, CONNECTICUT
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF '
THE GOVERNOR OF CONNECTICUT

Senator DODD. Mr. Wise, we are particularly glad you could get
here. You have certainly had great experience in this field.
Mr. Wise is the Director of the Water Resources Commission of '

the State of Connecticut. He has been in this work for a long time ,
and is widely, respected as an authority.
You go right ahead, sir.
Mr. WISE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First I would like to submit for the record -a statement from Gov-

ernor Dempsey regarding this bill.
Senator DODD. Yes, that will be received as part of the record..
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(The statement of Governor John Dempsey follows:)

STATEMENT BY GOVERNOR JOHN DEMPSEY OF CONNECTICUT

The State of Connecticut which, together with the States of Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, and Rhode Island, has ratified northeastern water and related
land resources compact, is preparing to embark on a program of natural re-
sources and open spaces conservation of greater magnitude than ever consid-
ered heretofore.
Federal approval of the northeastern water and related land resources com-

pact through adoption of H.R. 30 and S. 374 will, in my opinion, greatly facili-
tate the carrying out of this program which has been prepared for our State
by one of the most noted experts in the field of conservation, Mr. William H.
Whyte.
With the population of New England growing rapidly, and with the number

of industrial installations increasing constantly, the need for sound planning
and far-reaching action in all fields of natural resource conservation is obvious.
Equally obvious is the fact that coordination of the efforts of the agencies

of the Federal Government and of the several States is imperative if this need
is to be met.
The northeastern water and related land resources compact has since March

2, 1959, borne the endorsement of the New England governors' conference as a
means of achieving a degree of integration in water resource planning which
would be impossible otherwise.
For these, and for reasons which will be explained more fully by a witness

representing Connecticut, I earnestly request early and favorable action on
H.R. 30 by the honorable subcommittee of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement but with
your permission I would like to depart from it in some respects and
will agree not to take over 15 minutes in making my presentation.
Senator DODD. Do you have a copy of your statement for the

record?
Mr. WISE. I have a copy of my statement.
Senator DODD. All right. You may depart from it as much as you

would like. Would you like the statement to go in as submitted?
Mr. WISE. Yes, I would like that.
Senator DODD. All right. We will have this printed in the record

and you can add to it and say what you would like to say.
Mr. WISE. Thank you.
(The full statement of William S. Wise follows:)

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. WISE

My name is William S. Wise. I am the director of the Connecticut Water
Resources Commission. I have been the Connecticut member on the Northeast-
ern Resources Committee (NRC) since it was created and a former chairman.
I am also a member of the New England Interstate Water Pollution Control
Commission, a compact of New England States, and the Interstate Sanitation
Commission, a compact commission between Connecticut, New York, and New
Jersey.
I appear here as a representative of Governor Dempsey and as a member of

NRC to make a strong and earnest plea for the support of your committee and
the honorable body you represent in approving H.R. 30—the northeastern water
and related land resources compact—as a positive means of advancing the
future growth and progress of New England and of our fair land. This compact
has been under discussion for over 3 years and has successfully withstood the
assaults of its critics because it is fundamentally sound legislation and it con-
tains features which potentially can result in almost unlimited benefits.
Connecticut is vitally concerned with the problem of managing its natural

resources. In a recent directive from Governor Dempsey initiating a study and
program for future legislative action, the Governor said:
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"Our recent review of Federal and State legislative action in the conservation
field indicates that now is the time for Connecticut to move swiftly to save our
dwindling open spaces and our great heritage of natural resources for the use
and enjoyment of future generations."
The report, "A Proposal for Action" sets forth recommendations for an arbi-

tious development and conservation program. Obviously, this task cannot
possibly be undertaken without involving the activities of many Federal agencies
or without affecting or being affected by the many programs of the Federal
Government and even of our neighboring States. There never has been such
an urgent need for a mechanism to promote good Federal-State relations or to
provide better coordination of the many faceted activities of the various levels of
government.
This proposed legislation should also be considered against a backdrop of

what properly can be called the image of New England. It is a fact that the
water and related land resources in this region have not been exploited to the
degree which is causing such grave concern in many parts of our country.
Aside from the fact that the drain on them has been less severe than in some
other sections, this condition can be attributed in some degree to the habits
and customs of a people who have probably treasured the value of these natural
gifts and chose to husband them so well. New England has always been
thrifty in management, self-supporting in principle, steadfast in State's rights,
and generous in its contributions to the national welfare. These traits alone
constitute sufficient justification for insisting that these same people should
play a prominent role in any proposed undertaking to develop, conserve, and
manage these vital resources well distributed throuhgout the region.
The intense concern shown today in many areas of the country over the

growing shortage of some of these resources illustrates the fact that many peo-
ple are not aroused until an impending crisis or disaster shocks them into
action. Unfortunately, in the midst of these circumstances and under the
stress of crash programs, decisions are frequently made in an atmosphere which
is not conducive to prudent planning. New England will probably not be
faced with such critical conditions in the immediate future but the people
are fully cognizant of the fact that "it could happen here." Consequently,
they earnestly desire to pursue a course leading to the orderly development
and management of its resources in a manner that is expeeted to have the
greatest impact upon their future progress.
In every great and important undertaking, a stage is reached where it seems

as though "everyone wants to get into the act." Because of the nature of
these resource problems and their regional or national impact, they constitute
an unusually fertile field for a potentially cluttered type of activity. Too often,
under these conditions, participants become involved who really have no proper
or rightful connection with the movement, neither can they make an appre-
ciable or beneficial contribution. In fact, there is the reverse result, in that
those interests with most at stake frequently are handicapped in making their
complete and most effective contribution. Obviously, the people of New Eng-
land would benefit most• from a good program; they would also suffer most
from a poor one. Their deep desire to participate fully from the initial plan-
ning to the final stages and to encourage wholesome cooperation among all
participating agencies, is a natural one.
There can be no denying the claim that the Federal Government has an

important stake in the complete development and conservation of the water
and related land resources in the Nation as well as in its various regions.
The other levels of government also have much at stake. The Federal Gov-
ernment is constantly formulating procedures for expanding the activities of
its respective agencies in many fields, not only national but regional and
local in scope. The programs are initiated without an administrative policy
for guiding or directing their activities toward fully cooperative and integrated
undertakings. Nearly two decades have elapsed since positive actions were
directed toward coordinating the activities of Federal agencies in various
fields having common interests. The water and natural resources field has
been given the most intensive study in this respect and yet today it appears
that little really effective coordination has been achieved. Furthermore, there
is a widespread opinion that it is not politically practical to adopt a national
water policy and complete coordination of the Federal agencies activities is
not administratively feasible under present governmental policies.
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A most pertinent example is now at hand. Congress has just authorized
a comprehensive study of the natural resources of the Connecticut River Basin
by the Corps of Engineers. It is estimated that this study will require four
years to complete and entail a cost of $2,250,000, entirely borne by the Federal
Government. There are no indications now that any unusual policies or pro-
cedures will be followed to fully enlist the invaluable assistance of the four
States involved or to encourage more effective coordinated activities among
the Federal agencies concerned. A glaring example of the immediate need
for a prescribed procedure embodied in the compact under consideration.

Experience has demonstrated, however, that outstanding results are possible
in the coordination of efforts when the States become full partners in a co-
operative undertaking with the appropriate Federal agencies. Ten years ago
the New England-New York Interagency Committee (NENYIAC) was created
to make a complete inventory of the natural resources of the New England-New
York region. This committee was composed of representatives of seven Federal
agencies and seven States each with equal voice. After 4 years of work and
the expenditure of $6 million, a report was prepared which represented the
most outstanding inventory of its type ever made up to that time. This great
joint endeavor demonstrated conclusively that Federal and State agency activ-
ities can be coordinated when the affected States are included as full partners
in the undertaking. Apparently, the catalyst appears in the form of full State
participation and equal responsibility. This committee (NENYIAC) was dis-
solved after completing its report in 1955. Subsequently, the Governors of the
New England States and the Interagency Committee on Water Resources agreed,
in 1956, to create a Northeastern Resources Committee to continue the planning
and programing of the previous committee, and endeavor to promote the orderly
development of the water and related land resources in the region.
The NRC has functioned for nearly 6 years without a central office staff

and without a budget. Its accomplishments have been outstanding in view of
the great handicaps under which it has labored. The activities of this com-
mittee demonstrated even more conclusively that when the States and Federal
agencies work together as partners with equal voice and responsibility, the
benefits of coordinated activities are fully achieved.
The New England Governors soon realized the need of a more formal agency

with an official status. Consequently, at a meeting of the New England Gov-
ernors conference held in Hartford on March 2, 1959, it was unanimously agreed
to introduce enabling legislation in each of the States authorizing a compact
with the Federal Government to carry on more effectively the work of NRC.
Four States, Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island,
have adopted this legislation. The House of Representatives also approved
the compact last year. We are here now urging the last step—Senate approval
and final enactment.

There is no denying the fact that the solution of a problem so complex and
with such a far-reaching impact cannot or should not be attempted by the
States alone. Neither can anyone deny that such an undertaking so vital to a
region could not or should not be carried out by the Federal Government alone.
A Federal-State partnership is the only alternative. Prior to seeking approval
of this compact no legislative instrument had been proposed or even considered
which would approach the completely integrated and cooperative efforts at
various levels of government envisioned in the compact. In the meantime,
Congress has approved the Delaware River compact, which is identical in
principle, thereby creating a legal and efficient instrument of agreement between
a group of States and the Federal Government to carry out a joint undertaking
in water resource development. Consequently, experience has demonstrated
outstanding benefits through informal organizations such as NRC and NENYIAC
and Congress has placed its seal of approval on this new concept of Federal-
State relations in the Delaware River Basin.
The claim has been made, and no doubt will again be made, that other tried

procedures are available for studies of this type on a regional basis—such as the
interagency commissions or the study commissions. These commissions are
largely staffed by Federal agencies and financed almost wholly by the Federal
Government. NRC has followed, with much interest, the operations of these
agencies. It is apropos to note that there is a general belief that one of the
principal weaknesses in this type of organization is the relatively minor role
occupied by the States throughout the studies. This supports the growing con-
viction that vast projects affecting the lives of so many people should not be
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undertaken without an assurance of complete participation at all levels of gov-
ernment from the initial stages to the completed work.
In conclusion, New England has tested the value of cooperative undertakings,

in various fields, through a number of interstate compacts. They have always
proven to be successful ventures. The region is now faced with a vast and
complex task of developing, conserving, and managing its natural resources to
supply the anticipated enormous needs for its future growth and progress. It
has chosen to undertake this task through a legislative instrument which can
provide a reasonable assurance of equal participation, equal voice, equal re-
sponsibility. This is not a dream. It has been tested and found to be amaz-
ingly productive with potentialities of almost unlimited benefits. Congress has
already approved this instrumentality for the Delaware River Basin. New
England pleads for your support in approving this compact to preserve the
$6 million effort that has already been expended, to continue the valuable work
underway and to promote good Federal-State relations.
History has proven that economic and industrial progress usually takes a

heavy toll in natural resources. The toll can be disastrous when there is an in-
clination to leave many important problems in the hands of fate. We are deter-
mined to play a role in shaping our destiny. We are confident that the north-
eastern water and related land resources compact could be the most important
and productive means for reaching the anticipated goal. We plead for your
understanding help and your earnest support in approving this compact.

Mr. WISE. I am the Director of the Water Resources Commission
and I have been the Connecticut member on the Northeastern Re-
sources Committee since it was created, and a former chairman. I
am also a member of the New England interstate compacts for pollu-
tion and various other matters.
Mr. Chairman, I appear here to urge your support of H.R. 30 for 10

reasons:
(1) From the viewpoint of Connecticut, Governor Dempsey in

initiating a study and program for further legislative action said:
Our recent review of Federal and State legislative action in the conservation

field indicates that now is the time for Connecticut to move swiftly to save our
dwindling open spaces and our great heritage of natural resources for the use
and enjoyment of future generations.

This program undoubtedly will receive strong support in our legis-
lature and we expect a bold program will be formulated. Now obvi-
ously this task cannot possibly be undertaken without involving the
activities of many Federal agencies and also our neighboring States
and the various programs that they are undertaking in formulating.
We are convinced that no device could be proposed which will fulfill
the needs of coordination among all these agencies as effectively as
this compact.
(2) From the standpoint of regional needs. It is a fact that the

natural resources of the New England region have not been exploited
to the same degree as they have in other regions of the country. We
want to continue to husband them well and we want to develop them
and conserve them prudently for our future growth and prosperity in
the needs of our great land.
(3) The development and conservation programs of natural re-

sources constitute an unusually fertile field for a potentially cluttered
type of activity—because everyone wants to get into the act. Under
such conditions the most productive agencies are handicapped by the
unproductive interests which often exert great pressures and influences
that may have little or no appreciable value. New Eno-land and the
Northeast will benefit most from a good program. They will also
suffer most from a poor one. The compact will certainly assure a
clear and clean field for the most effective work.
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(4) There is no denying the claim that the Federal Government
has a large and important stake in the development of conservation
of the water and land resources in the Nation as well as in its various,
regions. It must be admitted that the other levels of government also
have much at stake. In spite of all the efforts made during the past
two decades toward coordinating the activities of many Federal agen-
cies in the resource field, there are too many glaring evidences of in-
complete planning because of the lack of cooperation and coordination
among all the interests. There is a widespread opinion that the com-
plete coordination of Federal agencies activities is not feasible. It is
contended, however, that the provisions incorporated in this compact
offer the greatest hope of achieving this goal for a region because a
catalyst in the form of full State participation and equal responsi-
bility is apparently the activating agent that is required.
(5) Through a recent resolution of the Senate Public Works Com-

mittee the New England division of the Corps of Engineers has been
directed to make a comprehensive study of the water resources of the
Connecticut River Basin at a cost of $21/4 million and to cover a period
of 4 years. Through another resolution the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare is also directed to make a comprehensive
study of the water quality of the Connecticut River. There is no
evidence now that the activities of these two studies will be coordinated
or integrated or that the States will have a voice, a proper voice in
planning and programing. The States do know that they will be
called upon and required to supply much of the data and the infor-
mation for these studies. But under this compact the States would
be assured of a proper place and a proper voice at the planning table
which we think is tremendously important.
(6) The provisions of this compact are not just the results of a

dream untried. They have been tested and found to be amazingly
productive, with potentialities of almost unlimited benefits. They
were tested 10 years ago in a 4-year study of the New England-New
York Interagency Committee—much reference has been made to
that—and an inventory of the natural resources of the Northeast at
a cost of $6 million. They have been further tested by nearly 6 years
of work by the more or less informal Northeastern Resources Com-
mittee created by the New England Governors after the New England-
New York Interagency was dissolved in 1955. This Northeastern
Resources Committee has been operating under great handicaps. They
have no staff and no funds. I think they have done a wonderful job.
But this committee, after all of that work, prepared the draft of this
compact after a more conclusive demonstration of the value of its
provisions. We know it works.
Over $6 million, 10 years of devoted work, and 43 volumes of nat-

ural resources inventory data which is now rapidly becoming out of
date and obsolete will be wasted unless this compact is approved to
create a formal and permanent agency to plan these vital resources
for our future.
The Northeastern Resources Committee cannot continue functioning

as it has because of the great handicaps of staff and time required
as it is setup.
(7) In 1959 the New England Governors unanimously endorsed

the proposed compact and agreed to introduce enabling legislation
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in their respective States. As has been indicated four States have

already passed this compact and the House of Representatives ap-

proved it last year. It has been thoroughly discussed in legislative

halls of various sizes.
(8) In spite of the unsubstantiated claim of unconstitutionality

and legal matters and other criticisms of certain provisions of this

compact, Congress last year approved the Delaware River compact

which is almost identical in principle in that it sets up the State legal

commission to handle these large and important matters. Congress

and the President of the United States have placed their seal of ap-

proval upon this new concept of Federal-State relations. This un-

doubtedly will be a great boom of inestimable value to the Delaware

River Basin. We also want to utilize the same principles in develop-

ing our great region for the future.
(9) The claims will be made that other methods and procedures

should be used in such undertakings such as the interagency commis-

sions or the study commissions. These commissions are largely

staffed by Federal agencies and financed almost wholly by the Federal

Government. No attempt is made to judge the results of the work of

these commissions. However, there are many strong convictions, and

the belief is growing, that the principal weakness in this type of or-

ganization is the relatively minor role played by the States involved

in these studies. This compact would correct that weakness and add

greatly to more effective planning.
(10) History has proven that economic and industrial progress

usually takes a heavy toll in natural resources. The results can be dis-

astrous unless sound planning and programing is instituted in the

interests of wholesome development of conservation. The Federal

Government should not attempt such an undertaking alone. We do

not believe it lies within the framework of the American way of life.

The States cannot assume the enormous task and responsibilities alone.

We traditionally have sought to have appropriate means to solve our

complex and far-reaching problems by enlisting the help and services
of all those who benefit most from a successful solution but who also

suffer most from an inadequate and improper one. This obviously
requires the participation at all levels of government.
We know that the northeastern resources compact would provide

that means so adequately for our region, because it has been tried and
proven to be tremendously successful and again with potentialities
of almost unlimited benefits.
Mr. Chairman2 we plead for your understanding help and your

earnest support in approving this compact.
Thank you.
Senator DODD. Thank you, Mr. Wise.
In listening to Senator Aiken and Senator Prouty, it seemed to me

they fear that the States will be dominated by the Federal Govern-
ment in this Commission, and likewise that the Federal Government
will be dominated by the States. Do you have any views on this
aspect?
Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, we have been guided in the preparation

of this compact by legal talent who have had lots of experience in pre-
paring interstate compacts. I would defer the legal question on that
to Mr. Wendell, who, I believe, can answer many of those questions.
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However, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say one thing. It is true
that possibly on the surface those things may appear to be objections.
Ten years of working under this sort of a setup has demonstrated
that there are not those hurdles to overcome that might appear on the
surface of it. In meetings and in conferences those things are com-
prised, and that is why I keep insisting that this thing has proven to
be tremendously successful in 4 years of NENYIAC operation and 6
years of the Northeastern Resources Committee.
Senator DODD. Very well.
Thank you, Mr. Wise, for your statement.
Mrs. Margaret B. De Lude.

STATEMENT OF MARGARET BOWLES De LUDE, REPRESENTATIVE
TO THE NEW HAMPSHIRE GENERAL COURT, MEMBER OF THE
NEW HAMPSHIRE INTERSTATE COOPERATION COMMISSION,
CHAIRMAN OF THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON EMPLOYMENT SERV-
ICES, AND CHAIRMAN OF THE ECONOMIC GROWTH SURVEY OF
THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Senator DODD. I am glad you got here, Mrs. De Lude. You are a
member of the legislature?
Mrs. DE LUDE. Yes. I am on the Commission on Interstate Co-

operation.
Senator DODD. We are glad you are here this morning.
Mrs. DE LIME. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and honorable members

of the committee. My name is Margaret Bowles De Lude, represen-
tative to the New Hampshire General Court, member of the New
Hampshire Interstate Cooperation Commission, chairman of the Ad-
visory Council on Employment Services, chairman of the Economic
Growth Survey of the State of New Hampshire, and sponsor in New
Hampshire of the northeast water and related land resources compact.
And perhaps, Mr. Chairman, I should mention here that New Hamp-
shire is one of the northern New England States.
I appear in favor of H.R. 30, granting consent and approval of

Congress to the northeastern water and related land resources
compact.
I am sure, Mr. Chairman, that you and the members of your com-

mittee have often heard the phrase, "States rights" used before you
in much testimony. "Preemption" is another often heard. Less
frequently mentioned is the word, "responsibility." We have, from
our attorney general's office and our water resources board, those who
can be of far more value to you than myself in discussing the tech-
nical details of H.R. 30. I should prefer to touch on some of the
aspects of the word, "responsibility."

Historically, our States are charged by the Constitution with the
responsibility of protecting and preserving their resources for their
people. It must be admitted that in the past there have been times
when the sovereign States have not exercised their rights and re-
sponsibilities for their people, guaranteed them by article 10 of the
Constitution. This has, I believe, often led to the so-called preemp-
tion by the Federal Government. Happily, Mr. Chairman, we are
not faced with such a situation today. H.R. 30 will enable the States
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to exercise their responsibility with the cooperation of the Federal
Government.
This northeastern water and related land resources compact, which

has already been adopted by four of our six New England States, is
an effort on our part to accept the responsibility we have for the future
well-being of our citizens, States and Nation. I am sure that even
those who might disagree with us as to method, would certainly have
no question as to the need for the ultimate method of attaining these
goals. In article 2 we describe them as follows:
"It is the purpose of this compact to provide in the northeast region, improved

facilities and procedures for the coordination of the policies, programs, and
activities of the United States, and the several States, and private persons or
entities, in the field of water and related land resources, and to study, investi-
gate, and plan the development and use of the same and conservation of such
water and related land resources; to provide procedures for coordination of
the interests of all public and private agencies, persons, and entities in the field
of water and related land resources; to provide an organization for coopera-
tion in such coordination on both the Federal and State levels of government."

Article 4 which is that describing membership provides for one
member of each party State and seven members representing depart-
ments or agencies of the United States. There may be those who
will express and there have been, incidentally, some concern in the
numerical strength of the Federal membership and this was discussed
in the initial stages of developing the compact prior to its introduction
by the States. This strength, however, assures the States a complete
understanding of their problems, and enables them to have a "commit-
tee of conference," as it were, before action is taken by either the
States or the United States. Since preservation of water and related
land resources is the goal of both the party States and the designated
Federal agencies I do not hesitate in urging the consent and approval
of Congress to H.R. 30.

Briefly, I should like to mention that this compact does not infringe
on the States rights or impose on the States, since membership is vol-
untary, majority vote must apply and withdrawal is provided for.
Responsibility for financing is borne solely by the member States. I
am sure, Mr. Chairman, that in these times this is a most unique pro-
vision, one that I hope you will approve. There is no question of
infringement on nonmember States—indeed even on member States.
The prime purpose of this Commission is to collect and interpret data,
investigate and plan, institute research, program, and finally to report
and recommend. This cannot be too strongly stressed.
And, incidentally, I do not share our opponent's fears- which seem

to be great. All compacts that I have worked on, Mr. Chairman,
have been developed hopefully because they are States who want to
solve their problems mutually in a spirit of corporation.
I have served on our New Hampshire Commission for many years

and in that course of time have worked, helped draft, and sponsored
many interstate compacts. It would be hard for me to point to one
more necessary or with more potential benefit to our people than
H.R. 30.
New Hampshire has a tradition of accepting responsibility in the

field of compacts. The Merrimac Valley flood control compact is a



NORTHEASTERN WATER AND LAND RESOURCES COMPACT 35

pertinent example of our willingness to cooperate with our sister
States even when the gain is primarily theirs. Our experience has
shown, however, that most compacts work to our mutual benefit and
enable us to do for citizens those things we could never achieve
as a single entity of government or even as a single entity working
with the Federal Government.
We know that in our day, we can rush into the future overnight.

We know, or should know, that we cannot always anticipate the total
demand of tomorrow, to say nothing of the distant future of 20 years
hence. My young son finds it inconceivable that I was born in a
world just appreciating radio and with no conception of television.
His sons may be astounded that he did not pilot his own spaceship
back and forth to work between continents. Time is indeed fleeting.
We in New Hampshire adopted this compact in 1959, and here I am in
1962—almost 1963, asking you to allow us to make haste to do those
things for our citizens we should already have been doing.
I think it is particularly important for our New England States to

be in a position to work cooperatively in the field of water and related
land resources. Our people are our greatest asset but next comes our
water and land resources. Without such a compact we are faced with
inevitable duplication of effort, a lack of coordination in research and
programing,inadvertent inefficiency and an inability to meet the
demands of the future. Additionally, a lack of economy can well be
the sorry results if we do not start now to work cooperatively in this
all-important, life sustaining field of water and related land resources.
When I introduced myself I mentioned two titles—not for the sake

of verbosity but because they relate directly to my support of House
Resolution 30. As chairman of the Employment Services Advisory
Council and chairman of New Hampshire Economic Growth Survey
it has been my duty to determine, or attempt to determine, those areas
of government in which New Hampshire can help her people to a
more abundant life and a better economy. A projection for a vaca-
tion-recreation travel survey of ours pointed out the need for concern
about water supply. Several of our local communities whose winter
population averages 500 or less, have a summer population in excess
of 5,000. Data, surveys, and projections of this sort would undoubt-
edly be of benefit to our sister States. House Resolution 30 provides
an agency to correlate and disseminate such information. I am con-
cerned for our known potential need for more and better employ-
ment opportunities for our growing population. It is my duty as a
legislator as well as my personal desire, to do my utmost to assure
those better employment opportunities for our people. This we can-
not do, in whole or in part, without also doing our best to protect
our water and land resources which are so essential to the welfare
of the people of our State.
I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee for the

courtesy you have accorded me today.
Senator DODD. We thank you for coming down here, Mrs. De Lude.

Are there any questions?
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STATEMENT OF PETER JANETOS, DIRECTOR OF INTERSTATE RELA-
TIONS AND SECRETARY OF THE NATURAL RESOURCES COM-
MITTEE OF THE NEW ENGLAND COUNCIL FOR ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

Senator DODD. Dr. Janetos is from Boston, Mass.
Mr. JANETOS. Yes, sir. I am a resident of New Hampshire,

though.
Senator DODD. You are here appearing on behalf of the council?
Mr. JANETOS. That is correct, sir.
Senator DODD. All right. We will be glad to hear your testimony.
Mr. JANETOS. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, I am

thankful to be here and thank you for the privilege of appearing
before you to present the statement of the New England Council.
My name is Peter Janetos. I am director of interstate relations

and secretary of the Natural Resources Committee of the New Eng-
land Council for Economic Research and Development, with head-
quarters at Boston, Mass. The New England Council is a private,
nonprofit organization whose membership comprises a cross section
of New England business, agriculture, industry, and education and
State governmental agencies, as well as other citizens interested and
concerned with the region's economic development.
The New England Council wishes to be recorded as being in favor

of passage of H.R. 30, the northeastern water and related land re-
sources compact.
We, in New England, live in a region which is partitioned in many

ways; by rivers and streams, mountains and valleys, as well as by
State boundaries inherited from colonial times. Whatever advan-
tages may exist from such an arrangement are counterbalanced by
growing disadvantages. Despite the competitive position of a good
many interests operating in such an environment, a good deal of co-
operation is necessary. This is generally true in the area of natural
resources, and particularly true with the development of water and
related land resources.
It is our opinion that H.R. 30 is a good bill which would be of

enormous benefit to all of New England, right now and more so in the
future, and should be enacted. This is not just something that we
want, it is something that we need in New England.
The New England Council's primary concern is the economic de-

velopment of all of New England. This, in our opinion, is some-
thing more than a series of concentric highways around our great
cities.
To us, economic development involves the support, cooperation,

and planning of many agencies; Federal, State, local, and regional.
It means logical, deliberate, systematic, intelligent, and imaginative
planning and cooperation at all levels and on all factors which stand
to benefit all concerned.
In addition to the historic programs of cooperation, the States are

emerging in a new role, that of natural resources managers, trans-
portation managers, recreation specialists, with responsibilities tran-
scending political boundaries. The management of these activities
makes sense to us only on a regional basis.
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The future holds a promise that will be realized only to the extent
that planning for growth is on a regional basis. The alternative, in
this natural geographic unit, is erosion of a sound cultural, economic,
and social foundation, coupled with progressively increasing financial
burdens and wasting of resources.
We are faced with practical and very real problems of scientific

change and must move to meet them in a like manner. The problems
under discussion here today, water, and related land resources, are
practical and real, not just ideological theories of political life, and
we must find solutions to these problems and to the fact that we in
New England cannot progress as separate entities but are actually in-
creasingly interdependent.
We believe that the full potential of water resource development can

only be realized by Federal and State cooperation, and there exists
an obvious need for an agency to which we can turn for accurate,
expert advice for regional planning and professional interpretation of
scientific data based on both long experience and superior knowledge.
Such an agency can be created by the proposed legislation.
In our opinion, H.R. 30 is an important step in the development

of the regional natural resources and a positive influence on future
economic growth. We are keenly aware of the arguments, both for and
against, the participation of the Federal Government within the
framework of this compact. We take the position that the natural re-
sources under consideration water and related land, are unique in
that the Federal Government has been involved in their development
for many years and any arrangement whereby the Federal agencies
are cast in a role other than the role indicated in H.R. 30 would be
erroneous, in the face of the present-day reality.
Therefore, we strongly urge that this bill be enacted with provi-

sions for full Federal and State participation.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DODD. Thank you very much.
I was greatly interested in the Federal-State aspect of this. You

were in the room this morning and heard the testimony. It is my
understanding that the Fderal domination by the Commission will
be avoided by the voting provisions that require concurrence of a
majority of State representatives before a project is approved and
recommended by all the States in the compact. I am right in my
understanding, am I not?
Mr. JANETOS. That is our understanding, too, sir.
Senator DODD. This seems to be the only way to get any real co-

operative effort between the Federal and State governments, does it
not?
Mr. JANETOS. Yes, sir.
Senator DODD. Is there anything you care to add that might shed

any further light on this situation?
Mr. JANETOS. I was increasingly getting the impression this morn-

ing that there were two warring factors here. We do not take this
position. We take the position we are all in this together, and there
can only be a solution to these problems if we sit down together side
by side, around the table, and in the spirit of good faith and good
will try to find a common answer.
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Senator DODD. I am sure that is so. I do not consider it warring at
all. We are getting different views here and that is what we wanted.
By the way, who originated this plan?
Mr. JANETOS. It is my understanding that the New England Gov-

ernors at the New England Governors' conference for which the
council provides a secretariat only established the Northeast Resources
Committee to carry on the work of the New York-New England In-
teragency Committee. And the impetus for the entire thing started
there.

Senator DODD. It had its origin in that way. And I suppose many
have worked on it.
Mr. JANETOS It is my understanding that many people have worked

on it.
Senator DODD. In your opinion what effect would this compact have

in a highly industrialized State like Connecticut?
Mr. JANETOS. I do not think I am in a position to answer at this

time as to the direct effect. Our whole premise is based upon if there
is going to be an effect on a State, a highly industralized State like
Connecticut, the time for the State of Connecticut to be represented
is at the beginning before these effects actually take place at the
planning stage, the deliberation stage.
Senator DODD. I am sure that is so.
All right, Mr. Janetos, thank you.
Mr. JANETOS Thank you, sir.
Senator DODD. Frederick L. Zimmerman.
Is Mr. Zimmerman here?
Mr. WENDELL. Mr. Chairman, I am not Mr. Zimmerman but I

have filed Mr. Zimmerman's statement along with the one from Com-
missioner Wilm and one of my own that I propose to deliver. I
have been asked, in a sense, to appear for the three of us.
Senator DODD. What is your name, please?
Mr. WENDELL. Dr. Mitchell Wendell.
Senator DODD. Oh, yes, I see. Well, I was trying to give the rep-

resentatives from the different States involved a chance to testify.
Will you represent the views of the New York people?
Mr. WENDELL. Well, yes, I can.
Senator DODD. As well as the views of the Council of State Gov-

ernments?
Mr. WENDELL. Yes. Would you want me to do that now or at

some subsequent time?
Senator DODD. Well I just wanted to give a chance to the repres-

entatives of the respective States to appear first. We have other
witnesses.
Why don't you come forward? We will be glad to hear you.

STATEMENT OF MITCHELL 'WENDELL, COUNSEL TO THE COUNCIL
OF STATE GOVERNMENTS

Mr. WENDELL. Mr. Chairman, I actually have, as I said a moment
ago, three statements. The authors of the other two would have
been present had the hearing been held as originally scheduled last
month.
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Senator DODD. Yes. One of the statements is that of Mr. Frederick
L. Zimmerman and you have already presented that?
Mr. WENDELL. Yes.
Senator DODD. And what was the third?
Mr. WENDELL. The third is that of Commissioner Harold Wilm,

commissioner of conservation of the State of New York, who would
have appeared as chairman of the Policy Committee of the In-
terstate Conference on Water Problems.
Senator DODD. Very well. If you have a statement, and will let

us have it, it will also be printed in the record.
Mr. WENDELL. Yes. Now, if I may, these three statements to-

gether would consume quite a span of time, and you have them in
multiple copies for the record. If I might, I think it would be more
useful if I limited myself to an oral statement concerning two or
three aspects of what is in the written material, and also those things
that were touched on earlier this morning.
Senator DODD. Very well, if you want to do that.
Mr. WENDELL. Yes. I think I could save the committee some time

in that way.
The first problem that seems to have been of concern here and

that is also dealt with in each of these three statements is the matter
of the scope of the compact and of the effect which it might have on
those who participate and on those who do not join.
I think the first thing it is important to point out is the draftees

of the compact, when it was formulated several years ago, had this
question before them as to just what its effect would be, depending
on who might join and who might not join.

Because New England constitutes a historic region it was thought
that the six New England States should be the primary eligible
participants along with the Federal Government. So it was drafted
to make those six in the first instance eligible.
However, the companion question was how many of the six would

be necessary in order to permit the inter-governmental agency to do
something worthwhile. And as you know, Mr. Chairman, the com-
pact itself also provides that it will go into effect when enacted by
three of the eligible States and the Federal Government.
Now this was a determination on the part of the State and Federal

officials who participated in its drafting, that a geographical area of
that size was worthwhile in order to bring the compact into operation.
Now one more than that minimum number of States has already

joined. There are now four. If the Federal Government now, by
enacting H.R. 30, agrees to participate the New England compact
will be, that is, the Northeast compact will be, in business.
Now I was particularly puzzled, and I might almost say chagrined,

by the position taken earlier this morning in opposition to the com-
pact because to me this seems rather unique. I know it to be unique
in compact history. I do not certainly quarrel with the position
taken by the two Senators from the State of Vermont, that in their
view they believe that Vermont would be better out ed the compact
than in it.

This is a matter on which there can be disagreement, and I have no
doubt that they sincerely hold to that particular view.
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However, what we are saying on that account is that the four other
States in their region which believe otherwise should be denied the
opportunity to work with each other and with the Federal Govern-
ment in the planning and review of water resources development
within their own territories because the State of Vermont might not
wish to join with them in that particular effort.
So far as I am aware, and it is part of my business to be a student of

interstate compacts and a draftsman of them, this is the first time in
all of American history when persons connected with a State that
might not wish to join a compact have said to four other States that
do believe they want a compact, "You shall not be able to join for
yourself and operate within your own territory in this cooperative
fashion because we do not think we would want to join."
Furthermore, in the same connection, the notion that because there

are interstate problems here involved, interstate rivers and other
water bodies the notion that this makes the matter one of national
concern is certainly true, but we in the Council of State Governments
believe in a slightly different way than what was presented here earlier
this morning.

Certainly the States, each and collectively, have many responsi-
bilities in the field of water and related land resources. They have
them in pollution control, they have them in recreation, they have
them in general development, they have them in the whole basic ques-
tion of land use. That the National Government also has responsi-
bilities with respect to water problems does not change that basic
picture. And for that matter it is for exactly that reason that not
only is this a national problem, but it is a recrional problem and a,
State problem. And the compact should be highly useful in produc-
ing a single forum where both layers of government can contribute
their responsibilities and their talents.
It is not that water development in New England or anywhere

else is either a National problem or a State problem or an interstate
problem, it is all three of these. And that is exactly why the North-
east compact is so promising. Because it is the only mechanism really
so far suggested that would get all of these governmental units into
the same forum to do their planning.
The other matter to which I would like to address just a word or

two is the matter of the binding effect of the compact and on whom
and to what extent.
This compact, as has been said earlier here this morning, is a recom-

mendatory compact. The language in the compact which relates
to its decisions of the Commission being binding relate only, and
must be taken in their context, to the binding character of votes
taken in the Commission in respect of what the Commission will
recommend.
In other words, the Commission would be bound if it took such

action to recommend in accordance with whichever way the voting
goes on the Commission.
Since the Commission has none but recommendatory powers it

certainly could not bind anyone, except for the Commission itself with
respect to the nature of the recommendations that it would make.
Now there was mention in the same connection of article XII of

the compact, and Mr. Sandusky, quite correctly, pointed out that only
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the first part of what appeared there is part of the compact and that
the subsequent sections, 2 through 6 are parts of the congressional
enabling act. We have the same thing in any interstate compact both
at the State and Federal level. The compact text itself, which in
this case consists of 12 articles, is uniform and must be adopted uni-
formly by the parties.
Senator DODD. Could I interrupt you just a moment because you

will probably go on to something else?
I understand this is only a recommendatory body. Who will carry

out the recommendations?
Mr. WENDELL. The various levels of government with operating

jurisdiction and with policymaking jurisdiction in the area.
What happens now, after all, when any governmental entity, when

let us say a single Federal agency, makes a recommendation to the
Congress? It is the Congress and the President by their action on.
subsequent implementing legislation who decide whether the recom-
mendation will be carried out. And on the State level it is the State
legislature and the Governor who decide whether they will be sub-
sequent legislation implement the recommendations made by a plan-
ning body.
This is the same thing that would happen with this Commission

except that the planning this particular Commission could coordinate
and could review and to some extent perhaps do itself would be
planning cooperatively by all of the levels of government, rather than
simply by a single agency. But responsibility remains right where
it is now, with the legislative and executive branches of the Federal
and State governments, respectively, to implement in their own par-
ticular areas of legal authority.
Senator DODD. But the State governments would be required to do

it once the Commission recommended 
Mr. WENDELL. They would be required only to support the Commis-

sion to the modest financial extent, or possible financial limit, set forth
in the compact until such time as they might withdraw from it if the
participant States wish to withdraw. They would not be obligated to
implement each of the Commission's recommendation any more than
the Congress of the United States or State legislature now is bound to
implement and accept as gospel any recommendations they might re-
ceive from an official State or Federal agency if they did not wish to
do so.
This does not mean that the plans are not useful and do not form an

important first step in helping to aid the legislature and President
and Governor in considering what they might wish to do. They are
very important for this purpose. But neither the States nor the Fed-
eral Government would be bound to implement Commission plans to
any greater extent than they are bound to implement any other gov-
ernmental agency plans.
With respect to this matter of the enabling act, there are in each of

these States enabling acts which fit the compact into the pattern of
State law as it presently exists. And at the Federal level there would
be, if H.R. 30 is adopted: a similar enabling act. H.R. 30 is not only
the text of the compact, it is in effect the Federal enabling act. And
that latter portion which was confused earlier this morning with part
of article 12, which it is not, is the Federal portion of the enabling act.

•
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Now it is quite possible in that enabling act for any participant
party whose enabling act it is to make provisions of implementing and
sometimes even of restricting natures which do not interfere with the
basic text of the compact. And that is what in effect those provisions
of H.R. 30 would do. They do not have to be uniform with the com-
pact provided only that they do not defeat its purpose. And they do
not in sections 2 through 6.
There is nothing there which basically defeats the purpose of the

•compact. It merely specifies the ways in which the Federal Govern-
ment would perform its participation under the compact as basically
set forth. You have similar things in each of the State and enabling
acts.
There is only one other matter that I would like, however briefly, to

dwell upon because it might be a misconception with the committee.
I personally happen to have been fortunate enough to participate in
it technical capacity, as one of the draftsmen, when this compact was
being formulated. I can say out of my own knowledge that those who
drafted it were the State natural resource officials in each of the six
States and the regional Federal personnel of the agencies concerned
in water resource matters.
Two years ago, 3 years ago now, when this compact was before

the House, it was the position of the Federal Administrative Agency
that at that time they did not think the compact to be desirable. And
that was the genesis of what was quoted here earlier this morning out
of the Federal Agency position of some earlier period of time.

Incidentally, it was also because of that Federal Agency position
that there was in the House of Representatives a minority report filed
when the compact was there considered by committee.
' Now since the further study that the Federal agencies have given
to the Delaware compact, last year and the year before, which after all
is a similar type of arrangement, I think we may take it that the Fed-
eral agencies have substantially changed their position.
There is no longer, so far as I am aware, the opposition that there

was 2 years ago, and it is not certainly now a matter for that ad-
ministration policy to oppose arrangements such as that embodied in
the Delaware compact or embodied now in the Northeast compact.
For that matter I believe, although I do not have a copy of it or

know its State, that the last administrative communication on this sub-
ject was back earlier this year from the Secretary of the Interior
who in his communication, which I believe t,o be in your committee
files, certainly did not oppose the Northeast compact. So that there
has been here, after further study, apparently a change in the position
of the Federal administrative agencies which is in the direction of
their being much more favorable to this particular type of a resource
approach.
Further, it is certainly obvious here this morning from the gentle-

man who just preceded me that the New England Council is in support
of the compact. But certainly the New England Council has not spon-
sored it even though it is an agency which appears in support. The
States themselves which have enacted it are the ones that are appear-
ing here before you to ask that it be also enacted by Congress.

Senator DODD. Well, this is very helpful testimony and I am sure
the committee will so find it. We are grateful to you for the benefit
of your views.
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Your statement and the statements of Mr. Zimmermen and Mr.
Wilm will be printed together with your comments.
Mr. WENDELL. Thank you very much.
(The statements of Mr. Wendell and Mr. Zimmermann and Mr.

Wilm follows:)

STATEMENT OF DR. MITCHELL WENDELL FOR THE COUNCIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS
ON H.R. 30, AUGUST 15, 1962

My name is Dr. Mitchell Wendell. I am counsel to the Council of State Govern-
ments and appear today to present the statement of the Council of State Gov-
ernments on legislation before your committee which would provide for the par-
ticipation of the Federal Government in the Commission to be created by the
northeastern water and related land resources compact.
The Council of State Governments is an official, joint agency of all the States

and Puerto Rico for the conduct of interstate and Federal-State relations. Natu-
rally, we are vitally concerned with any undertakings designed to have an effect
on such relations. We support the northeastern water and related land re-
sources compact and urge the Senate to complete favorable action on H.R. 30
before the end of the current session.
The compact would provide for an agency whose task would be the coordina-

tion of planning for water and related land resources within the geographic area
of the party States. At the present time, the four States of Connecticut, Massa-
chusetts, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island have already enacted the compact.
Only action by Congress is necessary to authorize Federal participation and to
bring the compact into operation. Upon such Federal action, a mechanism will
be created for closer cooperation among the States concerned and agencies of the
U.S. Government in matters related to the water and related land resources
withill the party States.
The State and Federal officials who participated in the development of the

northeast compact believed that the undertaking could accomplish worthwhile
objectives with a minimum of three participating States and the Federal Govern-
ment. More than the minimum number of States have joined. Maine and Ver-
mont are also eligible parties by the terms of the compact and, with the consent
of the participating jurisdictions, other States in the northeastern part of the
country could join.

Obviously, the four States which have enacted it want the compact to be-
come a functioning reality. Their territories are contiguous and there are a
number of significant interstate water bodies lying wholly within their borders.
This would make a commission with representatives from the four States and
the Federal Government for the geographic area concerned a viable agency.
Whether Maine and Vermont, or either of them, wish to participate is a de-
cision to be made entirely by the legislatures and Governors of those States,
just as the four States which have already acted had a free choice concern-
ing their own participation. However, it should be emphasized that the Com-
mission created by the compact will have jurisdiction only within the geo-
graphic confines of the party States. Consequently, the compact will function
only with respect to those States wishing it. Since four, States have demon-
strated their desire for such a coordinative agency by enacting the compact and
agreeing to bear their part of the financial burden, the Federal Government
should do its part.
The specific value of the compact for the participating States is being dis-

cussed in statements by officials and other citizens of the region directly con-
cerned. Consequently, we will not lengthen this statement by the inclusion
of such material. However, the Council of State Governments does wish to
point out that the Northeast compact represents a very important and most
welcome project for intergovernmental cooperation offering much hope for
better service in natural resources planning and development to all the people
of the country.
In the past, a multitude of Federal and State agencies have made their

separate plans for water and related land resource development and conserva-
tion. Too often, the result has been confusion, waste, and duplication of effort,
or even working at cross purposes. The harmonizing of these activities has
been wholly dependent on informal personal contacts, frequently not under-
taken until after the separate plans were far enough toward maturity to make
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genuine coordination difficult or impossible. A long line of water policy reports
emanating from study commissions and committees appointed by the President
and reporting to him during the past 15 years has made this point with
uniform clarity and with a unanimous voice.
The creation of a regional forum on a formal basis, and with responsibility

specifically contained in statute would be a helpful step away from such separa-
tism. The Northeast compact provides machinery for coordination of planning
throughout the entire process, and so far the more effective harmonization of
views.
In previous discussions of the compact, much attention has been given to the

voting procedures provided for the Commission. On matters of internal ad-
ministration, Commission action would be by simple majority vote of the mem-
bers. On plans and policy recommendations, however, action would require the
concurrence of a majority of the State members and a majority of the Federal
members. This arrangement would tend to assure that the coordinated plan-
ning process of the Commission would represent a consensus of both State and
Federal values and points of view. It recognizes that both the States and the
Federal Government have vital interests in the development and conservation
of regional resources and that both levels of government have major responsi-
bilities for these matters. Some observers have asked whether this voting
arrangement might not tend to produce stalemate and inaction. We do not be-
lieve that it would do so to any significant degree, and that such delays in
the formulation of plans as may result from the need to develop consensus is
entirely justified. The activity of the Commission will be entirely in the field of
planning and regional policy formation. This is a stage of the developmental
process which benefits from deliberation and in which decisions should not be
taken on slender majorities in controversial circumstances. This is not to say
that a formula identical to that contained in the compact would necessarily
be appropriate for other intergovernmental bodies in other circumstances, but
it appears to us that the voting provisions of the Northeast compact are well
designed for the particular circumstances involved.
In earlier stages of the development of the Northeast compact, some people

appeared to be concerned by the novel character of the proposal for a planning
body on which responsible appointees of both State and Federal governments
would serve to undertake significant resource planning functions. As indicated
in our testimony when legislation similar to that now under consideration was
before the House, we have never believed that the arrangement proposed by the
compact is novel in any sense that would militate against its soundness. How-
ever, this question is no longer a serious one. When Congress approved and
provided for Federal participation in the interstate-Federal Delaware River Basin
compact last year, and when the President signed the bill, the principle embodied
in the Northeast compact was accepted. Indeed, the Delaware compact goes
much further in that it sets up a joint interstate-Federal agency with more
sweeping planning powers than those contained in the Northeast compact, and
with operational powers not present in the Northeast compact at all. Con-
sequently, it would seem that congressional approval of the present legislation
should follow as a matter of course.

Although more modest than the Delaware River Basin compact, the north-
eastern water and related land resources compact would be a significant step
along the road to better Federal-State coordination of activities in which
both levels of government have basic interests and responsibilities. For this
reason we urge this committee and the full Senate to take favorable action before
the end of the present session.
For the information of the committee, we have attached to this statement

the most recent resolutions on this subject of the Governor's conference (1961),
the National Association of Attorneys General (1961), and the Interstate Con-
ference on Water Problems (1962). As you will note, these several associations
of State officials urge that Congress take action this year to give its consent to the
northeastern water and land resources compact.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE, FIFTY-THIRD ANNUAL MEET-
ING, HONOLULU, HAWAII, JUNE 28, 1961

WATER RESOURCES COMPACTS

Whereas it is evident that population growth and intensified use of water and
related land resources will impose increased demands on a relatively inflexible
supply of such resources; and
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Whereas the individual States and the Federal Government have legitimate
interests, aspirations, and responsibilities in protecting, fostering, and conserving
water and related land resources; and
Whereas the activities of the States and the Federal Government in the water

field and in related resources areas need to be coordinated to achieve maximum
effectiveness; and
Whereas the interstate compact is one of the oldest devices used to facilitate

intergovernmental cooperation and coordination of effort: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Governors' conference urge that early and favorable con-

sideration be given the legislation to grant congressional consent to the Delaware
River Basin compact and the northeastern water and related land resources com-
pact; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Secretary of the
U.S. Senate, the Clerk of the U.S. House of Representatives, and each Member
of Congress.

RESOLUTION III OF NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL, 55TH ANNUAL
MEETING, NEW YORK, N.Y., JUNE 14, 1961

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN AND NORTHEASTERN WATER AND RELATED LAND
RESOURCES COMPACTS

Whereas there is now pending before the 87th Congress the Delaware River
Basin and the northeastern water and related land resources compacts, which
compacts provide for Federal participation therein; and
Whereas the principle of Federal participation has previously been endorsed

by this association: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the 55th annual meeting of the national Association of Attorneys

General, in New York City, June 14, 1961, That the President appear before
or appoint a representtaive to appear before, appropriate congressional com-
mittees in support of the above mentioned compacts.
(Idaho, Texas, and Utah opposed this resolution.)

RESOLUTION II OF FOURTH ANNUAL MEETING OF TIIE INTERSTATE CONFERENCE ON
WATER PROBLEMS, JANUARY 14-16, 1962

NORTHEASTERN WATER AND RELATED LAND RESOURCES COMPACT

Whereas Congress by the enactment of the Delaware River Basin compact has
recognized the suitability of interstate-Federal compacts for coordinated river
basin or regional planning and development of water and related land resources;
and
Whereas the northeastern water and related land resources compact, which

has been enacted by the States of Connecticut, New Hampshire, Massachusetts,
and Rhode Island and passed by the U.S. House of Representatives, is an example
of the same principle; and
Whereas the Third Annual Interstate Conference on Water Problems supported

the use of compacts of the Northeast type: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Fourth Annual Interstate Conference on Water Problems

urges Congress to complete favorable action on the northeastern water and
related land resources compact.

STATEMENT OF FREDERICK L. ZIMMERMAN, FOR THE NEW YORK JOINT LEGISLATIVE

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE COOPERATION ON H.R. 30

My name is Frederick L. Zimmermann. I am research director of the New
York State Joint Legislative Committee on Interstate Cooperation, an agency
of the Legislature of the State of New York directed to concern itself with
matters of interstate and Federal-State relations. This committee has been
active since 1935 in intergovernmental matters and has long experience with
interstate compacts. It is probable that it has played a part in the formulation
of more of these interstate agreements than any other body—governmental or
nongovernmental—in the country.

95162-63-4
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Although the northeastern water and related resources compact is not at this
stage open to membership by the State of New York, the committee which I rep-
resent, has on a number of occasions—some quite recent—taken a position in
support of this agreement enacted by the States of Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
Connecticut, and New Hampshire. A resolution adopted by our committee on
December 1, 1961, is attached to this statement. Our action has been based on
several considerations.

First, we feel that New York should support compact efforts by other States
of the Union to meet problems common to the States so acting. Certainly, we
would never oppose efforts by a group of States to effect an interstate compact
solution of their common problems. Moreover, if we did we would feel that
Congress would have only one choice; namely, to recognize that we had the
right to stay out of the agreement, but that we did not have the right to oppose
the action of other States in reaching an agreement (particularly a purely con-
sultative and recommendatory one) among themselves. Accordingly, we strongly
support this agreement among the States of Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Con-
necticut, and New Hampshire.
Second, the agreement before you provides for possible membership by the

State of New York and while our State is not at this moment committed to
joining, nor, understandably, has it as yet been invited to do so by the States
concerned, we do not wish this opportunity to join with these four New England
neighbors in common studies and considerations to be foreclosed.
Third, we have never agreed with the legal arguments that were raised against

this agreement before the House of Representatives. Not only did the House of
Representatives pass the measure despite those arguments, but, even if there was
any possible merit in any of them, they have been completely swept away by
the precedents established by the enactment last year of the Delaware River
Basin compact by Congress.

Fourth, we regard this compact as creating a very useful planning vehicle
because it permits joint Federal-State consideration of water and related re-
source problems and because it does so on a regional basis—for an area larger
than a river basin. We think this marks a new departure and an extremely
useful one.

Fifth, the compact creates a study and recommendatory commission only—
a forum for regional resources planning. No power is delegated to this plan-
ning agency except the power to study, to recommend, and to keep the NYNIAC
studies now several years old as up to date as possible—certainly a desirable
objective. Moreover, the compact does not give any power to the States to veto
Federal plans, nor to the Federal representatives to veto State plans or prevent
joint plans of the several States. It merely provides that a joint Federal-State
recommendation can only be made by a favorable vote of both the Federal repre-
sentatives and the States. Nothing in the language of the compact justifies any
other interpretation, nor was any other objective ever intended—and we can
speak with some authority on this point since the staff of this committee aidedin the formulation of this agreement upon the request of some of the New Eng-
land people concerned.

Accordingly, we urge that the Senate join the House in the enactment of thislegislation. Any other result would be unfortunate for the progress we arebeginning to make in Federal-interstate coordination in water resource planning
and management.

RESOLUTION UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED AT THE EXECUTIVE SESSIONS OF THE NEWYORK JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE COOPERATION AT WHICHA NUMBER OF OTHER NORTHEASTERN STATES WERE REPRESENTED, IN NEW YORKCITY, DECEMBER 1,1961

Resolved, That the executive conference of the New York Joint LegislativeCommittee on Interstate Cooperation, including delegations from a number ofneighboring States, expresses its strong support for the northeastern water andrelated land resources compact and urges prompt completion of congressionalaction giving consent to the compact; and be it further
Resolved, That the committee reaffirms its view that interstate compacts pro-vide the best medium for joint planning and development of resources involvingtwo or more States and that the Delaware River compact demonstrates thatthis machinery also can provide for Federal participation with the States inresource planning and development; and be it further
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Resolved, That the committee strongly opposes efforts to extend Federal au-
thority in this field so that water resource planning and development would be
largely a Federal responsibility to the exclusion of the interest of the States as
is contemplated by the provisions of S. 2246 and H.R. 8177 now pending before
the Congress.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD G. WILM FOR THE INTERSTATE CONFERENCE ON WATER
PROBLEMS, AUGUST 15, 1962

Mr. Chairman, my name is Harold G. Wilm. I am commissioner of conserva-
tion of the State of New York and chairman of the Policy Committee of the
Interstate Conference on Water Problems. On behalf of the conference I wish
to thank you for according it an opportunity to be heard on H.R. 30.
The Interstate Conference on Water Problems is a national organization of

State officials concerned with the development, use, conservation, and administra-
tion of water resources. Participants in the conference include administrators
and chief technicians of State agencies concerned with quantity and quality
aspects of water control, water rights, or water resource developments; attorneys
general or their deputies concerned with legal aspects of water control; legisla-
tors concerned with interstate cooperation, Federal-State relationships or water
law and water resource programs; and State representatives on interstate water
resource agencies. Staff services for the conference are provided by the Council
of State Governments.
The purpose of the Interstate Conference on Water Problems is to facilitate

cooperation, consultation, and exchange of information among State officials
and agencies as to the conservation, use, development, and administration of
water resources, the law governing these matters, and interstate and Federal-
State relationships in the field of water resources; and, to the extent feasible and
desirable, to promote a consensus or harmonizing of State views, and the effective
presentation of such views.

Consistent with this purpose, the conference has devoted considerable time at
each of its annual meetings to the subject of coordination of water resources
planning and development. A resolution of the conference annual meeting of
December 1960 called for "close coordination of the activities of the Federal and
State governments * * *." It alluded specifically to the northeastern water and
related land resources compact as an illustration of a method by which such
close coordination might be achieved. A copy of that resolution is attached to
this statement.
The most recent annual meeting of the conference, held in Dallas in January

1962, was devoted almost exclusively to the subject of achieving coordination
among Federal and State agencies in water resources planning. Following an
extended discussion participated in by representatives of 43 States and Puerto
Rico, the conference adopted two resolutions setting forth its views on this
subject. One of those resolutions, also attached to this statement, urged Congress
to complete favorable action on the northeastern water and related land
resources compact.
Mr. Chairman, there may be several ways in which coordination among Federal

and State agencies with respect to water resource planning may be achieved.
One of these certainly is through the use of the interstate compact device. Con-
gress has recognized the suitability of this approach by its approval and enact-
ment of the Delaware River Basin compact. Of course, the Delaware compact
goes beyond the Northeast compact in the extent of the planning powers author-
ized and in conferring on the compact agency operational powers not authorized
in the Northeast compact.

Nevertheless, the northeastern water and related land resources compact offers
to the United States and the States of the region a means of improving coordi-
nation of planning of water resource development, a matter in which the Federal
Government and the States are vitally interested. The compact was developed
by the Northeastern Resources Committee whose membership includes the prin-
cipal water resource officials of the New England States and the regional office
personnel of the seven Federal agencies with water program responsibilities.
It has been endorsed by the New England Governors' conference and, more to
the point, it has been ratified by four of the six States eligible to join. The
compact will become operative among the ratifying States and the Federal Gov-
ernment upon the granting of congressional consent. With respect to either of
the other two States eligible to join, it will become effective when they enact it.
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I am sure that other witnesses will address their remarks to the details ofthe compact. I should like to confine the remainder of my statement to planningand the need for coordination of planning of water resource activities.
Mr. Chairman, it is generally recognized that both the Federal Governmentand the States have responsibilities to protect, foster, and conserve our waterand related land resources. It is recognized that our water resources mustserve multiple uses—that programs and projects are necessary for navigation,flood control, pollution control, hydroelectric power, irrigation, reclamation,municipal and industrial use, fishing, boating, and other recreational uses. Itis also generally recognized that technological changes, changes in consumerconsumption patterns, and population growth will increase the demand on ourwater resources. For these reasons, the State officials who make up the Inter-state Conference on Water Problems are convinced that there must be continuingcomprehensive planning among the several Federal and State agencies withwater program responsibilities.
On the basis of this conviction, representatives of the conference are workingwith the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee to draft amendments toS. 2246, the Water Resources Planning Act, proposed by the President, that willmake the measure satisfactory to the principal agencies involved, Federal andState. It now appears possible that such a bill will be ready for considerationnext year.
In the meantime, however, H.R. 30 is before you. It will provide a mechanismto enable the States of New England and the Federal agencies involved to developin concert and keep up to date plans to achieve the maximum beneficial use ofwater available to the region. It is a mechanism that has received the approvalof the States that have ratified the compact and, I believe, of the Federal agen-cies involved. The Interstate Conference on Water Problems urges stronglythat this committee and the Senate take favorable action on H.R. 30 at theearliest possible moment.
Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the conference, I wish to thank you for yourcourtesy in permitting me to be heard on this measure.
Senator DODD. Do you have any questions?
Mr. SANDUSKY. Dr. Wendell, directing your attention again to theconsent sections here in H.R. 30 
Mr. WENDELL. Yes sir.
Mr. SANDUSKY. What would be the effect if section 3, that is theone authorizing the President to appoint seven Federal membersMr. WENDELL. Yes.
Mr. SANDUSKY. What would be the effect if that were to be amended,for example, to provide a single nonvoting Federal representative?How would that affect article 6 of the compact itself providing forthe majority votes? Would that amendment be crippling?Mr. WENDELL. Yes. You will remember that earlier I said thatthings may be included in the enabling act which diverge from whatmay be in other enabling acts but which are not in conflict with theprovisions of the compact. Now, the compact itself specifically pro-vides for Federal voting members. While there may be some dis-cussion as to what difference does it make whether people vote or donot vote on recommendations in a recommendatory body, certainlythe Commission action, the meaningful Commission action, is thevoting on recommendations. Further, the basic purpose of the com-pact is to attempt to secure better coordination in planning and inrecommendations as among Federal and State resource agencies. Butto make the Federal representative nonvoting you would then bedoing something that basically the compact does not contemplate inthat here you would not, in effect, be having the Federal Governmentjoin. I take it that this would be a material variation that wouldnot provide for the Federal participation.
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Further, as a matter of policy, what you would really be saying is
that the problems of Federal-interstate in character, and that this
is the reason why you should have coordinate planning activity among
the Federal agencies. But then you would be saying in the next
breath that the Federal activities, the Federal planning should not
be coordinate either to the extent of making recommendations. And
this certainly is not what the concept is. Nor is it the concept in the
Delaware compact which Congress approved last time.
The States of New England, apparently those four that have ratified

it, wish to take advantage of this greater degree of coordination in
planning and in recommending, and that is basically what the compact
is all about. To make the Federal member, or members, nonvoting
would be to destroy the very feature for which the compact is
framed.
Mr. SANDUSKY. Thank you, sir.
Senator DODD. I would like to ask a question, Dr. Wendell.
Supposing a project affecting Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Massa-

chusetts were recommended by the Commission, and say the Connecti-
cut Legislature refused to implement or do anything about the recom-
mendation. What happens then?
Mr. WENDELL. Then you do not have a project. Exactly the same

thing that happens, for example, at the present time when any agency
of the Federal Government, or indeed when the President sends his
annual message or special message to Congress and recommends on
behalf of some department that Congress appropriate funds for
projects. The Congress sometimes does that and sometimes does not.
It is very valuable to Congress to have before it the recommendations
of the executive agencies, but if they are not followed, and if Congress
does not implement them by appropriating money, then there is no
project.
If it were a recommendation for State action from this particular

Commission, and if the State then did not appropriate, you would
not have a project.
Senator 101 °DD. Well supposing Vermont does not join. I take it

from what I have heard that the waters running down from that
State would have a great effect on projects of Massachusetts and Con-
necticut. So Vermont says, "We won't have anything to do with it."
Then what happens?
Mr. WENDELL. Well then, Vermont simply would not be affected.

And any project that required Vermont participation, or the doing
something in Vermont in order to be effective, would be something
with respect to which the Commission could not make recommenda-
tions. Obviously, this would narrow the scope of operation of the
compact to some extent, perhaps considerably, in one or two water-
sheds.

All I can say in response to that is the resource people in New
England themselves, the natural resource people, decided that if they
had a minimum of any of the three States they would have a suf-
ficient resource and territorial base to make the activity worthwhile.
They now have four such States, which is more than the minimum
number that they considered. Now if Vermont or Maine, or both of
them, should subsequently join why then the Commission would op-
erate over a wider area. If either or both of those two remain out,
then the Commission would operate in the lesser territorial area.
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I would, however, hope, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit-
tee, that since Federal action as a participant is just as necessary as
State action here, that the Federal Government would not take the
position it would necessarily be the last one in. There is an area here
which is sufficiently extensive in territory and resources to be effec-
tively served by this type of arrangement.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I want to thank

all of you for the opportunity to appear and testify this morning
and to present the views, not only of the Council of State Govern-
ments but of those who compose the other two statements that I
filed.

Senator DODD. Well, we are glad you came here because we want to
hear your views. You are an expert in this field and we want to get
expert opinion.
Mr. WENDELL. Thank you very much.
Senator DODD. I had a question in my mind. I do not know whether

it was Senator Prouty or Senator Aiken—maybe Senator Aiken can
help us—who referred to an act under the Ohio River compact.
Senator AIKEN. I think that was Senator Prouty.
Sentor DODD. I wanted to ask Dr. Wendell what he had to say about

that.
As I remember it, in the Ohio River compact, West Virginia was

compelled through court action to contribute toward a project.
Mr. WENDELL. Yes. Well, the case to which Senator Prouty re-

ferred was the State of West Virginia v. Simms, decided in 1951 by the
Supreme Court.
What happened there was the auditor of the State of West Virginia

did not believe West Virginia had constitutionally, according to the
constitution of that State, joined the compact. The State of West
Virginia the other officials of West Virginia, believed otherwise.
Senator DODD. The important point is that West Virginia was a

party to the compact.
Mr. WENDELL. Yes. And what happened there was that of course

as long as the State remains a party of a compact it has obligations
under it, just as anyone who has a contract, during the continuance of
the contract has obligations under it.

Senator DODD. So when I asked you the question, you remember,
about a project which was approved or recommended by the Com-
mission and the Connecticut Legislature failed to act, I take it an
action similar to that taken in the Simm,s case would be taken with re-
spect to Connecticut?
Mr. WENDELL. Well, except for the subject matter. In the Ohio

compact, the Ohio compact is a regulatory agency dealing with pol-
lution control, with water pollution control. So its actions relate to
regulatory activities for the abatement of pollution. Now this is not
the case in the Northeast compact. The only thing that this compact
agency could do, if established, would be to make recommendations.
Now the agency could therefore recommend to the State of Connecticut
that the State of Connecticut should consider the construction of a
particular type of project, or participation in one to be constructed on
an intergovernmental basis. But that is all it could do, would be to
recommend that the State of Connecticut ought to do thus and so.
It could not make any law or issue any administrative order compelling
the State of Connecticut or anyone else to do anything.
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Senator DODD. Well I see the distinction and the difference. I
wanted to clear that up on the record. I think it is clear.
Thank you very much, Dr. Wendell.
Dr. WENDELL. Thank you Mr. Chairman.
Senator DODD. Senator Aiken, did you want to make a statement?
Senator AIKEN. No, I have nothing to add. I just came up where

I could hear the witness better. And I must say I have not beard
such eloquent and clear testimony for some time. It is rather remi-
niscent of the old days.
The only trouble is I do not agree with all he has said because he

is talking about things I have been responsible for. And there is
quite a bit of difference between the writing and being responsible for
the things written about.
I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that we have the opportunity to go

over the testimony presented by the proponents of the compact and
point out some things that need further clarification. There were
several matters which Mr. Wendell referred to that need clarification.
I might also add that although I am sure he and Mr. Zimmerman

have been very diligent in their efforts to promote this compact, they
were not successful in persuading the Congressmen from New York
to follow their advice as 21 out of 36 voting opposed it.

Senator DODD. Well, Senator, we will be glad to receive any fur-
ther statement or information from you.

Senator AIKEN. I just want time to review their testimony.
Senator DODD. We have several witnesses who are waiting.
Mrs. Elizabeth K. Roper.

STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH K. ROPER, CHAIRMAN OF THE NEW
ENGLAND AD HOC COMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES OF THE
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS

Senator DODD. Mrs. Roper, I am proud to say, is from Connecticut,
and is one of our distinguished ladies there.
Mrs. ROPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DODD. I know you are appearing on behalf of all of the

New England Leagues of Women Voters.
Mrs. ROPER. That is right.
I am Mrs. Elizabeth K. Roper of Darien, Conn., chairman of the

New England Ad Hoc Committee on Water Resources of the League
of Women Voters.
There are 187 local leagues in New England, located in Connecti-

cut, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Maine, and Ver-
mont, with a total membership of 21,528. I wish to express the sup-
port of these leagues for the northeastern water and related land
resources compact passed by the House as H.R. 30 in August 1961
and now before this committee.
Some of the members of this committee are well aware—from the

number of times league members have been in touch with you seek-
ing information—that 6 years ago all the leagues in the 

you,

States undertook a study of water resources beginning with the Fed-
eral programs for water development and then studying the relation-
ships among the Federal, State, and local agencies.
At the end of our study, league members came to the conclusion

•that greater coordination at the regional level, among Federal, State,
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and other agencies engaged in water resource development is essen-
tial.
Some of you may also know that league memers are now actively

engaged in local and State programs dealing with the preservation
of natural resources. Our experience has convinced us that, though
regional development must serve the needs of the whole country the
coordinating machinery used to carry out regional planning and ad-
ministration must be acceptable to the officials and citizens of the
particular region.
To succeed, to be accepted, it should preferably be a method citizens

of the region have chosen for themselves, one in which they are com-
fortable and at home.
League members of New England recognize that we live and vote in

a highly developed and mature region, densely populated and heavily
industrialized. We realize that the steadily increasing demands for
water make careful planning necessary if the Northeast is to maintain
a water supply which will satisfy all types of users.
In New England, organizational patterns of government have al-

ready been developed for cooperation among the States. Compacts
have been used successfully for flood and pollution control. The New
England-New York Interagency Committee produced the very com-
prehensive study incorporated in the NENYIAC report.
Since then, Federal and State representatives have worked infor-

mally together, each with an equal voice, in the Northeastern Resource
Committee.
And now the Corps of Engineers, assisted by the other Federal

agencies from Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Ver-
mont, is about to start a 4-year study of the Connecticut River Basin.
The New England leagues think the northeastern water and related

land resources compact to be a suitable vehicle by which to move
toward regional development of our water resources.
Although the New England States have grown accustomed to work-

ing with each other through interstate compacts for the specific pur-
poses of flood controls and pollution control, league members have
come to the conclusion that the proposed northeastern compact is
needed, too.
It is for an entirely different purpose than the others. The north-

eastern compact would encourage the necessary coordination of Fed-
eral and State programs and make possible the orderly development of
the whole region.
The proposed compact is a modest one, setting out to do no more

than plan and gather information where needed. It would set up a
Compact Commission, giving status to the Northeastern Resources
Committee and designed to carry on truly joint planning and schedul-
ing of projects rather than the usual process of reconciling and com-
prising, with each agency a special pleader for its own proposals. Of
necessity, since many of the water programs are carried out by Fed-
eral agencies, those agencies must be included if the Commission is
to be effective.
The New England leagues think it essential that the northeastern

compact give each State and each Federal agency with major concern
for water, equal representation and an equal voice.
We in the League of Women Voters in New England, were en-

couraged this past year when the Senate recognized the importance
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of Federal-State participation in river basin development by ratifying
the Federal-interstate Delaware River compact.
We were encouraged because this Commission of one Federal and

four State members was the plan chosen and vigorously supported
by the four States after 2 years of careful study to find the type of
agency they thought best fitted to do the necessary job of comprehen-
sive planning and coordinated administration in their basin.
The New England leagues are hopeful that this subcommittee will

act favorably on and that Congress will give its consent to the more
limited northeastern compact with its proposal for Federal-interstate
representation.
Each of the New England State leagues has filed a supplementary

statement with the committee, in support of this bill. Mrs. Rosenblum,
a director of the League of Women Voters of the United States, is
here today with a statement for the national organization which she
would like to read, reinforcing our findings in New England with
those of leagues across the country.
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today.
Senator DODD. Thank you, Mrs. Roper.
All the members of the committee have a high opinion of your

organization and I have a very high opinion of you personally. We
are very pleased that you took the time to come today.
Mrs. ROPER. Thank you very much.
Senator DODD. Is Mrs. Rosenblum here?

STATEMENT OF MRS. HASKELL ROSENBLUM, DIRECTOR OF THE
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Mrs. ROSENBLUM. Since the time is getting a little late, sir, I thought
maybe I would just file the statement.
Senator DODD. Do not worry about the time.
Mrs. ROSENBLUM. The only really essential point that I wanted to

make is that we believe each region should choose the mechanism it
prefers, and that we think the goal is the encouragement of State and
local participation from the very beginning because citizens have a
feeling of sharing when they start then and because the Federal re-
sponsibility, at least with regard to investments of large amount of
capital, is a great one in which the Federal agency should also be rep-
resented from the beginning. We think this is very important.
The compact does go in this direction and that is why we think we

should support it.
Senator DODD. Your views are very valuable to us and we express

the thanks of the committee for your appearance. As I said, Mrs.
Rosenblum, we value your opinions and your views and take them
very seriously.
Mrs. ROSENBLUM. Thank you very much, Senator Dodd.
(The prepared statement of Mrs. Rosenblum follows:)

STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES, AUGUST
15, 1962

It is a pleasure for the League of Women Voters of the United States to be
here today to support the statement that Mrs. Roper had made on behalf of
the New England leagues.
Members of the U.S. Senate have become increasingly aware of the need to

try new methods for conservation of our natural resources in the face of our
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exploding population growth, the national trend toward increasing industrial-
ization, the havoc caused by wasteful usage and depletion. Both the Senate
Select Committee on Water Resources and the Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs have spent considerable time and energy and given a great
deal of thought to these problems. The Senate Committee on Public Works
and the Appropriations Committee have also expressed interest in any such
water resource legislation as may be forthcoming.
The executive branch of the Government has submitted legislation to pro-

mote conservation of natural resources in both this administration and the
previous one.
The League of Women Voters of the United States is pleased to find itself

in such august company in its concern for improving methods of coordination,
regional planning, and financing of U.S. water resources.
Or then again, perhaps it is only natural, that problems which cry out for

solution should be the concern of citizens interested in their government and
the welfare of the Nation. The interest of the League of Women Voters in
water resource development is probably well known to you.
The members of the League, currently 132,000 in 1,150 local leagues in all

50 States and the District of Columbia, after study of Federal programs of
water resource development, examined regional water needs as well. One of
our members' primary interests has been the coordination of programs of Fed-
eral, State, and other governmental or private agencies. It is our conviction
that the Nation's future depends in part on overall planning for water re-
source development with implementation of that planning. To accomplish
this, mechanisms are neded for each major drainage area which will coordinate
the planning, development, and water management of all the agencies involved.
These mechanisms will vary from region to region, depending on the historical
background of the region as well as on the political situation.
The league believes it is desirable to try new forms of coordinating devices

as well as to strengthen old ones. Just as each river basin must produce a
unique physical plan to fit its needs, so no single pattern of coordination will
suit every basin. Each region should choose the mechanism it prefers. The
goal, we think, is the encouragement of State and local participation which
we know from experience develops when citizens have a feeling of sharing from
the start. Since the Federal Government is investing large amounts of capital
in planning and development, the Federal agencies should be represented from
the beginning. The National Government, the States, and all other interested
groups should sit down together at the very earliest stage of planning, and
continue to work together step by step all the way along.
The northeastern water and related land resources compact which you are

now considering meets these criteria. The League of Women Voters of the
United States is happy to support the New England leagues in their state-
ment. We wish also to thank this committee for the opportunity to be heard
today.

Senator DODD. It is 10 minutes to 1 and we still have some wit-
nesses we want to hear.
Is Mr. Merrill here'?
Senator AIKEN. Mr. Chairman, may I say Mr. Merrill, who is

representing the Governor of Vermont, is not here. He submitted a
statement. He came down last month to testify and as you know we
could not hold these hearings.
Senator DODD. Very well, Senator Aiken.
Senator AIKEN. This time he could not come so he sent a statement.
Senator DODD. Very well.
Mr. Thieme ?
Senator AIKEN. Mr. Thieme, I am sure, will not be here.
Senator DODD. Does he have a statement, too, Senator Aiken? Did

he send us a statement?
Senator AIKEN. Jam pretty sure he did not.
Senator Donn. I See.
Is Mr. Walter. N. Cook here?
"M-r. COOK. • Yes9 sir.'
Senator DODD. We are glad to have you here. Come right up.
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STATEMENT OF WALTER N. COOK, MANAGER, VERMONT ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE CO.

Senator DODD. Mr. Cook is the manager of the Vermont Electric
Cooperative and he is appearing on behalf of the rural cooperatives
of Vermont.
Mr. COOK. And primarily maybe as a citizen.
I do not have copies of my statement. I did not know they were

necessary.
Senator DODD. They are .not necessary.
Mr. COOK. But I do have some notes.
I woud like to start out by saying that Vermont has two primary

natural resources besides dedicated Congressmen, its natural beauty,
and its water. I have read the bill carefully several times, I have
read the past testimony, and I find that the bill's purposes as set up
could be quite worthy and worthwhile—coordinating the work of the
States and the various Government agencies and resolving conflicts.
This I guess is a very worthwhile proposal.
What I am afraid of in this bill 1.s some of the hidden purposes

that are not written into it. And it actually, as near as I can deter-
mine, exceeds what is written there, or could exceed what is written
there.

Senator Donn. What is it that you fear that is not written there, Mr.
Cook?
Mr. -CooK. Well, in reading over the various agency reports on

the bill, and I have them all marked here—well, say the Federal
Power Commission, for instance, were in opposition because they
felt it would cloud their authority. We in Vermont have looked to
the Federal Power Commission for help. The Great White Father
down here has helped us when things could not be resolved at the
State level.
We have called on the Federal Power Commission to help us out.

We are a small State and I fear that the way the voting is set up, and
actually the way the proponents have already alined themselves in
this bill, that we might be outvoted a good many times 4 to 2.
Senator DODD. That could also happen to Connecticut.
Mr. COOK. Oh, yes. There is no question about that.
Senator DODD. Or to any of the other States.
Mr. COOK. In trying to think this thing through, it seems to me

that some of the gentlemen that have testified here have already stated
that a $6 million NENYIAC study and report has been made. There
is also a report now contemplated by the Corps and Engineers $214
million. Are we going to have another report that could even come
close to this type of endeavor for $50,000 or $100,000 a year?

Senator DODD. You are not making a serious point about the pos-
sibility of being outvoted, are you? This is always true in any rep-
resentative organization.
Mr. COOK. Well, yes, I do make a point of it. I mean, how could

it be otherwise as the bill is setup?
Senator DODD. You want to have unanimity on every question.
Mr. COOK. No, but in case Vermont's natural resources are involved,

I very definitely feel that we should be well represented in our opinion.
We do not have much.
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Senator DODD. I can understand that. But you understand, too,
the testimony here is that the acts of the Commission are entirely
limited to recommendations.
Mr. COOK. Well, I understand that. But I have been on commit-

tees before, as a very small contributor and a minority stockholder,
if I may say so, or call it that, and it is very difficult to get your points
across because many, many times the other parties there, if they are
in agreement, say that it does not matter very much to you, you are
a very small contributor. It puts a State or the representative of
the State in the most difficult position actually, practically, when you
go to work out a conference on some very difficult point.
So I believe that this conflict of authority, where according to what

I read from the hearings, six out of the seven agencies were against
the compact 

Senator DODD. What do you say to Dr. Wendell's testimony that
this is not true now—as I understood his testimony?
Mr. COOK. Well, it would seem to me if it were not true it will be

very easy for the committee, as such, to get new statements from the
agencies which might allay our fears.
Senator DODD. We will do that.
I did not mean to interrupt you, but you do not have a statement

and I have to take these points up as they come to my attention.
Mr. COOK. That is fine.
I am not sure that Senator Aiken has already mentioned the with-

drawal features. It does not seem desirable to me to bind a State for
a 3-year period, whether we are for it or against it. It seems like an
undesirable feature.
Senator DODD. What would seem to you to be a reasonable period?
Mr. Coox. I am neither a lawyer nor compact writer. I think a

year would be a reasonable period.
Senator DODD. Do you have a reason for that?
I believe Senator Aiken made the statement that it seems a more

common term. Is that your reason also?
Mr. Coox. No sir. These notes were written up before I had access

to the Senator's statement.
Senator DODD. No,I am just trying to help you get everything on

the record you want to say.
Mr. Coox. Well, thank you.
Senator Dorm. I was wondering, would it make it more acceptable

to you if it was 1 year? Would a change to 1 year cause you to favor
the compact?
Mr. COOK. No, sir. There are too many other things invloved in

this thing which I feel are not in the best interest of our State as I cer-
tainly would not have come down here.
Senator DODD. I understand. I was just trying to clear up one

point.
Would a year be acceptable if all other difficulties were resolved?
Mr. COOK. It would be to me.
Senator DODD. Well, that is what I wanted to find out.
Mr. COOK. One thing that bothers me particularly is the fact that

private funds can be raised and used. And this is an admission, I
would say, that the bill's funds are inadequate as they are contem-
plated.
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Now we have seen in many cases in committees as such where funds
again have been raised by people who have particular interests. I do
not feel that the committee as such can work fairly and squarely
where they are trying to get funds through the public. If the private
utilities wish to donate they could give substantial funds. And I do
not think that it would work in the best interest of your compact.
Now this is just an overall approach to the problem. If it is going to
do the great good that it should, it should stand on its own two feet.
Senator DODD. I am inclined to agree with you. I think it would be

much better if it was sustained with public funds.
Mr. COOK. I am sorry to be kind of disorganized here.
Senator DODD. Take your time. Do not let my questions bother

you. I am just trying to clear up the points that you raise.
Mr. COOK. Another thing which strikes me as most peculiar, and

this is certainly in a vague field, I followed very carefully the St.
Lawrence development and the cooperatives, the farm bureaus and
some of these people came down here and testified years ago to try to
get St. Lawrence power and the waterway project developed. And
time after time we ran into the opposition of the New England Coun-
cil, even to the point where they had professors from Harvard and
MIT and these other places testifying against Federal intervention.
Now the same thing happened in the NENYIAC hearings. Time
after time after time they came and took hours and hours of testimony
time presenting why the Federal Government should not get into their
business up there.
Senator DODD. Well, I might say I did not agree with them. I voted

for it. I think that President Kennedy and I were the two Demo-
crats who voted for the St. Lawrence program. So you see in that
case, down in Connecticut we were quite fair to you. [Laughter.]
Mr. COOK. Very fair.
Senator DODD. And that is the view I think we ought to take. We

cannot just look at our own State. I was under considerable pressure
at the time, as a Member of the House, to vote against it but I voted
for it because I thought we should take the long view. And it seems
to me perhaps you ought to think that way about this compact.
Mr. COOK. I think your judgment was excellent in that case, sir.
In this case do you see what we are talking about? It was in opposi-

tion to the New England Council's recommendations at that time.
And I just have a great fear when they become so interested that there
must be some ulterior motive. This disturbs me. We are small up
there, we have a very hard time.
Senator DODD. I am not unmindful of that. I think you are to be

commended.
Mr. COOK. I do not know whether it is fair, and if I am out of order

you can tell me so, but I would like to say a few words in rebuttal.
Senator DODD. Go right ahead.
Mr. COOK. In the testimony presented already this morning the pro-

ponents have said they have already gone forward up there and are
doing great things. Senator Prouty stated that seven dams had been
built in the State of Vermont and this has been done without the com-
pact. It has been said in the NENYIAC report that things were go-
ing forward favorably, that the U.S. Corps of Engineers was going
forward and doing great things in this $21/4 million report. So it
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Nvould seem to me that if your committee acts favorably on this thing
and it is passed into law that we are going to have some more com-
missions which will just be more expense if things are going forward
satisfactorily. And I believe that I stated before that the alinement
of the proponents of the bill already suggest a pattern for coalition,
and you discussed that also with me.
I have no other statements to make except I hope the committee,

after looking over the testimony will vote against the bill or come out
against the bill.
Senator DODD. Mr. Cook, the committee is grateful to you for taking

the time to come here. We are very glad to have your views on the
record.
Mr. COOK. I appreciate the committee's time.
Senator DODD. Yes, Mr. Wise.
Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, the question of withdrawal has been

brought up several times. Could I just make a very brief statement?
Senator DODD. Yes, go ahead.
Mr. WISE. This was discussed at great length when this compact

was drafted. And the funds from the States making up this budget
would have to be approved by the legislatures, and the legislatures in
all the New England States meet biannually. And it was felt that
with some longer period, more than 1 or 2 years, it would not, handi-
cap the committee or the commission if one State decided to drop out.
If they announced several years in advance that they were planning
to do so, the budget could be adjusted by the other legislatures and
any necessary time taken. That was the reason for the 3-year period.
Senator DODD. I am glad you gave us that information. I wondered

about the 3-year period.
Mr. Alexander Kalinski, assistant attorney general of the State

of New Hampshire.

STATEMENT OF ALEXANDER J. KALINSKI, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

Mr. KALINSKI. May I be heard just briefly on this proposal?
Senator DODD. We want to get as much testimony as we can on this

question. Do not worry about the time.
Mr. KALINSKI. My name is Alexander J. Kalinski and I am assist-

ant attorney general for the State of New Hampshire. I am here
representing the Governor, Wesley Powell, and the State of New
Hampshire with respect to the pending legislation.
I might say first of all that the State of New Hampshire is one of

the four States whose legislature has enacted the enabling legislation
which would give effect to this northeastern water and related land
resources land compact. The State of New Hampshire is in favor of
the proposed legislation and basically the reason is that it would serve
to coordinate the Federal and State Government action in this area.
I might say that Mr. Walter White, chairman of our New Hamp-

shire Water Resources Commission, has worked closely with Mr. Wil-
liam Wise, the director of the Connecticut Water Resources Commis-
sion, and the Northeastern Resources Committee. And out of that
committee this compact idea arose. Because it was felt that this vol-
untary, loose, informal organization was not adequate to do the things
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that should be done in this area. For that reason the State of New
Hampshire wishes to go on record as supporting this legislation.
Senator DODD. Thank you very much. We are glad you came here.
Mr. Charles A. Robinson, Jr.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES A. ROBINSON, IR., STAFF ENGINEER AND
STAFF COUNSEL, NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE
ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY WALTER N. COOK, MANAGER,
VERMONT ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Cook, one of the prior witnesses, is a member
of our national board of directors.
Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles A. Robinson, Jr. I am staff

engineer and staf counsel of the National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association.
Mr. Chairman, I wish I could appear before this subcommittee in

support of this measure. All of the time in which I was growing up,
between the ages of 10 and 23, I spent in Fairfield County, Conn.
Senator Donn. That is very commendable. [Laughter.]
Mr. ROBINSON. As a matter of fact, I attended high school in Darien,

Conn., the home of one of the prior witnesses in support of the bill.
Senator DODD. You have already prejudiced me enough. I think

YOU should read your statement. [Laughter.]
Mr. ROBINSON. It is with somewhat mixed feelings that I appear

in opposition to this legislation.
The National Rural Electric Cooperation Association has continu-

ously and vigorously supported the authorization and construction
of Federal and State-owned multiple purpose projects including
hydroelectric power because such projects constitute some 44 percent
of the total power supply of all such systems.
Approximately 500 rural electric systems purchase power generated

.at Federal multiple-purpose dams. During the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1961, the latest period for which published statistics are avail-
able, these systems purchased 12.1 billion kilowatt-hours of whole-
sale energy from Federal Government dams for which they paid
$58.9 million to the United States Treasury—an average rate of 4.9
mills per kilowatt-hour.
The availability of that Federal power resulted in savings to the

rural electrics of approximately $35 million, as contrasted to what
they would have paid for the same power at 7.8 mills per kilowatt-
hour; the average wholesale rate charged rural electric systems by the
commercial power companies.
In addition, during the same period, 88 REA-financed electric sys-

tems purchased 1.7 billion kilowatt-hours of wholesale energy from
State authorities such as the Power Authority of the State of New
York and the Vermont Public Service Commission.
The average cost of such energy was 7.05 mills per kilowatt-hour;

about 10 percent below the average power company rate and kilowatt-
hour, about 45percent below the average rate paid by all electric co-
operatives in New England for all wholesale power.
The rural electric systems are, as a whole, very large consumers of

power generated by others. We generate only 16 percent of the power
we sell. All of the remainder is purchased. We are, therefore, con-
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sumer-oriented and are constantly searching for lower cost power
sources and for factors and influences which will exert a downward
force on power rates. And, it is our experience, without exception,
that whenever feasible hydroelectric features are included in multiple-
purpose river basin development, and their output marketed by a
public agency on a cost-of-service basis, the result is low-cost power
and a downward influence on prevailing rates—wholesale and retail.
Vermont is a good example. In 1955, prior to the availability of St.
Lawrence power, the average residential bill in Vermont for 250
kilowatt-hours was $8.90. Now the cost for the same kilowatt-hours
is $7.87; down 12 percent.
New England electric rates are the highest in the Nation. The

people of New England pay higher rates for electric utility service
than do people in any other section of the United States, except
Alaska. The average residential rate in New Hampshire is, except
for Alaska, the highest in the country; 20 percent above the national
average. The average residential rate in Massachusetts is, except for
Alaska, the second highest in the United States; 19 percent above the
national average.
Maine and Rhode Island consumers pay the third and fourth

highest rates in the Nation, except Alaska. Only in Vermont, where
the influence of Niagara-St. Lawrence power is apparent, do residen-
tial rates even approach the national average. And in support of
these statements we call attention, Mr. Chairman, to exhibit 1
attached.
Even more startling is the comparison of retail residential rates in

New Hampshire with those in Georgia, for instance, where the in-
fluence of Federal power is strong. The average retail consumer in
New Hampshire pays $8.96 for 250 kilowatt-hours. In Georgia he
pays $6.32; 30 percent less.
Rural electric cooperatives in New England fare even worse. They

pay an average rate of 12.7 mills per kilowatt-hour for wholesale
power; 87 percent above the national average, including Alaska, of
6.8 mills per kilowatt-hour. Only in Vermont, where the St. Law-
rence project power is marketed to cooperatives by the State public
service commission do co-op wholesale power costs appear the least bit
encouraging; 27 percent below the average for New England but still
35 percent above the national average.
The anomaly of New England's discouraging electric power rate

pattern is the fact that only 35 percent of its 4.38 million kilowatts of
hydroelectric capacity is developed. In that connection we call your
attention to exhibit 3.
It, therefore, appears mandatory that to meet the test of public

interest, any plan for utilizing the water resources of New England
must contemplate full development of all feasible hydroelectric poten-
tial and the marketing of the energy so produced at minimum cost.
New England badly needs a positive, downward acting force on its
electric utility rate structure.
Senator DODD. Do you mind if I ask questions from time to time?

It will be fresher in my mind that way rather than waiting until you
get to the end of your statement. Does it bother you in any way?
Mr. ROBINSON. No, sir.
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Senator DODD. I am frank to say I am quite in sympathy with what
you say here, but how and why will this compact make less likely this
situation?
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, it is our view that if other measures

are adopted in lieu of this compact, for instance, if the New England
States were to place their influence in favor of passing S. 2246, it
would have a very salutary effect on water resource planning in New
England.

Senator DODD. It may be that you will answer my question later on
in your statement. I guess I should not have interrupted. I had not
gotten that far in your statement.
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for not answering your

question.
Senator DODD. That is all right, you answered it, or you are going

to answer it later on. Proceed.
Mr. ROBINSON. We respectfully call to the attention of the sub-

committee the fact that the New England Council has been among
the most active advocates of H.R. 30. We look upon that organiza-
tion with the utmost respect, but, in the field of electric power, it is
oriented toward the interest of the utility corporations; not toward
the utility consumer. It actively opposed the St. Lawrence multiple-
purpose project which has brought a small quantity of low cost power
to New England.
Even a cursory investigation indicates that 13 of the 18 mem

bers of its executive committee are either electric power company
officers or directors, or are associated with electric power companies
through interlocking corporate organizations. In support of that
statement we call your attention to exhibit 4 which is footnoted with
the sources.
In his connection, I quote from one of the last public appearances

of the late Leland Olds; son of a New England college professor, New
England-educated and chairman of the Federal Power Commission.
Testifying before the Senate Select Committee on National Water

Resources at Augusta, Maine, on December 7, 1959, Mr. Olds, speak-
ing of unified multiple-purpose development of river basins said:
I call the committee's attention to the fact that, tragically for the New Eng-

land States and for the entire northeastern part of our country, that principle
is not being applied to the region's rivers. The opposition of a certain kind of
State isolationism or antifederalism, played on by power, rail, and coal in-
terests, has blocked the true multiple-purpose planning and development of the
region's river basins.
As a result, flood control has been delayed; regulation of streamflow has not

made the rivers the cleansing, recreational assets they could become; and their
hydroelectric power potential has not been fully developed.

We doubt, Mr. Chairman, that the New England Council would
advocate legislation likely to cause a downward force on electric
utility rates.
Senator DODD. I think it is fair to point out I do not think it fol-

lows at all that because some people are members or directors or have
interest in power companies that the New England Council will exert
its influence on this compact or Commission to impede efforts as to the
use of power. Is that what you are suggesting? There are a lot of
people in support of this. I happen to be one. I do not think the
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League of Women Voters can be charged with having an interest or

being interested in higher power rates. Do you?
Mr. RomNsoN. No sir. I would be the last one in the world to

accuse the League Of Women Voters of supporting higher power

rates.
Senator DODD. Maybe you ought to consider this on its merits. It

may have support from quarters that would not agree with you about

the power rate situation, but they can be right about this, can't they?

Mr. ROBINSON. About what, sir?
Senator DODD. About the need for this compact?
Mr. ROBINSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that the water re-

sources problems of New England could be much better solved by the
traditional approach as suggested in S. 2246 which would, among
other things, make $50 million available to the separate States for

studies.
Senator DODD. But what you are arguing here is that because the

New England Council is for it, and because several members of the
council are interested in private power, therefore the proposition
ought to be rejected. It does not seem to me to be a very logical
argument.
Mr. ROBINSON. Well I respect your opinion in that regard, Mr.

Chairman. My point is-
Senator DODD. That is almost an argument of guilt by association.
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir, I think that is probably correct. But it

is our experience that an organization in which the investor-owned
utility companies play a prominent part, and the policies for which
many of their representatives are responsible, is not likely to support
a low-cost power pattern.

Senator DODD. Well, I quite agree, but there are a lot of other
people supporting this 
Mr. ROBINSON. That is one of the bases for my statement that I

doubt the adoption of this compact would improve the power situa-
tion. Our primary interest is electric power.
Senator DODD. I told you I agree with you I think our power rates

are far too high, and I am generally in favor of any sensible measure
that will bring about a reduction in them. But I think I can see
value in this compact separate and apart from that question.
I do not want to have the impression in this record that everyone

who is for this thing is for high power rates.
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, I could not agree with you more.

I think that is a very fair statement. I would not want my statement
to imply in any way that everyone who supports this compact is an
advocate of high power rates. I do not think that is true at all.
Senator DODD. Very well, proceed.
Mr. ROBINSON. A year ago, I appeared on behalf of the National

Rural Electric Cooperative Association before a joint subcommittee of
the Senate Committees on Public Works and Interior and Insular
Affairs in support of S. 2246. That bill, citable as the "Water Re-
sources Planning Act of 1961," was proposed by the President, and
supported by his administration as the best practicable means of
achieving complete nationwide planning for comprehensive develop-
ment of all major basins. It was the President's answer to the need
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for such development, as found to exist by the Select Committee on
National Water Resources of the U.S. Senate. In this connection,
Mr. Chairman, I might add it is my information that on March 14,
1962, the Federal Power Commission submitted a letter to the Senate
Commitee on Public Works reiterating its opposition to S. 374, which,
as I understand it, is the Senate equivalent of H.R. 30. So the position
of at least the Federal Power Commission has not materially changed
since consent of the Federal Government was given to the Delaware
compact.
S. 2246 would provide a vehicle for participation by each individual

State in multiple-purpose river basin development planning and for
cooperation between the separate States, affected interstate agencies,
and appropriate Federal agencies in securing basinwide approval of
comprehensive resource plans.
With their power to hold hearings and employ well-compensated

staff personnel, the individual regional river basin commission, au-
thorized to be appointed upon the request of State Governors under
title II of S. 2246, would encourage the broadest cooperation at both
the staff and policy level between Federal, State, and interstate
agencies.
S. 2246 would authorize Federal grants in the amount of $50 million

to the several States to finance badly needed individual State water
resources planning.
In addition, S. 2246 would establish a Cabinet-level Water Re-

sources Council in the Federal Government. The Council would re-
view the planning accomplished at State and regional levels to assure
that such plans for water resource development as were generated
within the machinery established by the bill, would conform to Na-
tional policy.
And, I think it appropriate at this point, Mr. Chairman to em-

phasize that in the final analysis, it is the United States of America
that holds the basic constitutional power over navigable streams.
Moreover, it seems unlikely that Congress is of a mind to relinquish
this basic power as evidenced by the reservations inserted in the legis-
lation granting Federal consent to the Delaware Basin compact last
year and the reservations inserted in the instant bill, H.R. 30 by the
House committee.

It, therefore, appears to us that S. 2246 is a very appropriate
vehicle through which to evolve comprehensive river basin develop-
ment plans compatible with State and regional needs, but still har-
monious with Federal policy which is paramount.
The compact embodied in H.R. 30 possesses several weaknesses we

believe. Two States, Maine and Vermont have rejected it. And, as
we understand it, none of the eligible States have ratified it in the
form which passed the House of Representatives.
The broad veto power inherent in article VI of the proposed com-

pact will most certainly hamper vigorous action and effective recom-
mendations by the Compact Commission. Should Maine and Ver-
mont, for instance, decide to participate, and should those States ex-
press an interest not compatible with that of other States to the com-
pact, each of the remaining States would, in effect, possess an absolute
veto power. The Federal representatives on the Comma Commis-
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sion would, as a group, possess of themselves an absolute veto power
under the language of the House bill.

Article VII of the 'proposed compact appears to limit to $50,000
per year the power of the Commission to finance itself from funds
provided by the participating States. In view of the fact that it costs
on the order of $1 million minimum to prepare even preliminary sur-
vey plans for a single river basin development scheme, there is left
open a big question as to financing Commission activities.
In view of all of the foregoing factors, it appears to us that the

interests of the Northeast, as they relate to comprehensive water
resource development, would be more effectively and more promptly
served by passage of S. 2246 than by passage of H.R. 30. At best
H.R. 30 would create a relatively weak association of Government
units with broad veto power and with limited financing authority.
At worst, it would create an instrumentality that could impair and
encumber and delay water resources development.
New England electric power rates are the highest in the Nation ex-

cept for Alaska. The region badly needs water resource development
that includes the generation and marketing of hydroelectricity on a
minimum cost basis. This, we think, is better accomplished by S. 2246
than by H.R. 30.
We, therefore, respectfully ask that H.R. 30 not be enacted.
(The exhibits referred to are as follows:)

EXHIBIT 1

Average electric bills for 250-kilowatt-hour residential service, Jan. 1, 1961
(selected States)

Maine (3d highest in United States) $8. 86
New Hampshire (highest in United States) 8.96
Vermont 7. 87
Massachusetts (2d highest in United States) 8.89
Connecticut 8. 11
Rhode Island (4th highest in United States) 8. 74
Washington 4. 74
Oregon  5. 62
Nebraska 6. 26
Tennessee 5. 02
Alabama 5. 39
Georgia 6. 32
U.S. average  7.45
New England average 8.56

Source: "Typical Electric Bills, 1961," FPC.

EXHIBIT 2

Average cost of wholesale power purchased by electric cooperatives (fiscal year
1961, selected States)

Mills per
kilowatt-hour

Maine  14.9
Vermont  9.2
New Hampshire  14.1
Washington  2. 9
Oregon  3.3
Tennessee  4.6
Georgia  6. 0
Mississippi  5. 4
Kentucky  6.7
U.S. average  6.8
New England average  12. 7

Source: Annual Report of Energy Purchased by REA Borrowers, Fiscal Year 1961, REA.
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EXHIBIT 3

Hydroelectric resources of New England States

State
Potential
capacity

(kilowatts)

Percent de-
veloped

Maine 1,756,756 28
New Hampshire 1,040,896 43
Vermont 653,635 31
Massachusetts 473,633 48
Connecticut 301,360 47
Rhode Island 4,317 100

Total New England 4,380,597 35

Source: "Hydroelectric Power Resources of the United States, 1960," FP C .

EXHIBIT 4

NEW ENGLAND COUNCIL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Name and Electric Utility Company Association

President: Joseph A. Erickson, Wellesley Hills, Mass.; president, Federal
Reserve Bank of Boston, 1948-61; H. E. Umphrey, director of Bank, also
director of Maine Public Service Co.

Vice president: J. Fred French, president and director Amoskeag Savings Bank,
Manchester, N.H.; A. R. Schiller, president, Public Service Co. of New Hamp-
shire, also director of Amoskeag Savings Bank.

Vice president: Erskine N. White, president, New England Telephone and Tele-
graph Co., Boston, Mass.; White is director of First National Bank of Boston
as is I. L. Moore, president, New England Electric System (holding com-
pany with 15 operating electric utility subsidiaries).

Vice president: Holmes H. Whitmore, president, Jones & Lamson Machine Co.
Springfield, Vt.; R. W. Stoddart, director of Jones & Lamson is also director
of First National Bank of Boston with I. L. Moore, president, New England
Electric System.

Secretary: W. Gordon Robertson, president, Bangor & Aroostook Railroad Co.,
Bangor, Maine; director of St. Croix Paper Co. with H. E. Umphrey, director
of Maine Public Service Co. Umphrey is also a director of Bangor & Aroos-
took Railroad.

Treasurer: Everett Ware Smith, senior vice president, New England Merchants
National Bank of Boston, Boston, Mass.; president of Bank, R. C. Chapman,
director of Tampa Electric Co.

Maine:
Chairman (per se) : Norman J. Temple, Central Maine Power Co., Augusta,
Maine.

Vice chairman: Richard J. Stride, president, Biddeford & Saco Bus Lines,
Inc., Saco, Maine; also president, Burgess Forbes Paint, Portland, Maine.

New Hampshire:
Chairman: Francis E. Nugent, President, Second National Bank of Nashua,
Nashua, N.H.

Vice chairman: Perley I. Fitts, commissioner, Department of Agriculture,
Concord, N.H.

Vermont:
Chairman (per se) : Glen M. McKibben, president, Green Mountain Power

Corp., Burlington, Vt.
Vice chairman: Theodore F. Kane, president, Kane Associates, Inc., Mont-

pelier, Vt.
Massachusetts:

Chairman: Edward L. Clifford, president, Worcester County National

Bank, Worcester, Mass.
Robt. W. Stoddard, bank director, also director First National of Boston

with I. L. Moore, president, Northeast Electric System.
Vice chairman: George H. Ellis, president, Federal Reserve Bank of Bos-

ton, Boston, Mass.
E. B. Whittemore, director of bank is director, Public Service Co. of New

Hampshire.
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Name and Electric Utility Company Association—Continued

Rhode Island:
Chairman: Svon Vaule, president, Vaule, Inc., Providence, RI.
Vice chairman: Erskine N. White, Jr., vice president, Gorham Corp.,
Providence, R.I. ; son of president N.E. T & P; director of Eaton Paper
Corp. with R. H. Trott; chairman, Rhode Island Hospital Trust; direc-
tor; W. T. Brightman; also director of Naragansett Electric Co.

Connecticut:
Chairman: Graham R. Treadway, vice president, Connecticut Bank & Trust

Co., Hartford, Conn.
Sherman R. Knapp, president, Connecticut Light & Power Co., is director
of Connecticut Bank & Trust Co.

Vice chairman: Frank G. Chadwick, Jr., senior vice president & director,
First New Haven National Bank, New Haven, Conn.

W. C. Bell and W. J. Cooper, chairman and president, United Illuminating
Co., respectively. Directors of First New Haven National Bank.

Source: "Moody's Bank & Finance Manual, 1961"; "Moody's Public Utility
Manual, 1962"; Poor's Register of Directors & Executives, 1962"; "Who's Who
in America, 1962-1963.

Senator DODD. Would you agree that these two measures are not
incompatible?
Mr. ROBINSON. Well I think, Mr. Chairman, that enactment of H.R.

30 and the establishment of the interstate commission would certainly
duplicate and possibly conflict with the regional commission that
would be appointed under 2246.
Senator DODD. Don't you think the State would feel better to have a

compact, that they would have more to say than they would without
it?
Mr. ROBINSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, that may be true for some

States, but at least two States have indicated they would not so feel
in this case.

Senator DODD. But four have indicated that they would.
Wouldn't they feel, have a justified feeling, they would have some-

thing more to say about its programing than they would have under
the provisions of S. 2246?
Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir; I think perhaps they feel they would have

more to say, but I question whether that would necessarily result in
the development of the regions water resources.

Senator DODD. I see your viewpoint.
Mr. SANDUSKY. Mr. Robinson, this is a matter that has come up

twice before this morning. On page 6 you make the statement that
none of the eligible States have ratified it, meaning the compact, in
the form which passed the House of Representatives. Aren't you re-
ferring to material that is actually the enabling legislation and not the
compact itself?
In short, you have reference to sections 2 through 6 of the bill.
Mr. ROBINSON. Well let me answer the question this way if I may.

It is my understanding that each of the States must accept the lan-
guage of the compact in exactly the way it is accepted by each of the
other States and consented to by the Federal Government.

- Mr. SAN-DUSKY. That is correct as to the compact itself. For ex-
ample, the Congress would have no authority to change any terms in
the coMpaet. If that were done it would have to go back to the
States. But the language of the enabling legislation is something
else again. That is a congressional prerogative not under the juris-
diction of the States because it is not a part of the compact.



NORTHEASTERN WATER AND LAND RESOURCES COMPACT 67

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, but those States which have ratified, or passed
such enabling legislation as is necessary for them to participate in the
compact, did so prior to the time the House committee added section 4
to article 12.

Is that correct? I beg your pardon 
Mr. SANDUSKY. No, sir. You are referring again to the enabling

legislation, the consent legislation.
''Mr. ROBINSON. I stand corrected, sir. You are right.
Mr. SANDUSKY. I just want the record to be clear on that, Mr. Robin-

son. Because it was certainly my understanding that the compact
itself was identical 
Mr. RosiNsoN. That is correct. But the enabling legislation which

was changed by the addition of section 4 to the original bill, H.R. 30,
by the House committee might nor might not be now acceptable to the
participating States.
Mr. SANDUSKY. I do not know what the situation will be there.

There have been frequent changes in enabling legislation on various
compacts. For example, in the Delaware compact the provision for
the manner in which the Federal representative was to be appointed
was changed.
Mr. ROBINSON. However, the addition of section 4 might affect the

attitude of the interested States in the compact and might affect their
desire to participate or not participate in it.
Senator DODD. I might say that I doubt that. We have heard from

the representative of Connecticut, New Hampshire, and the man from
the New England Council for Massachusetts. Senator Pastore was
engaged in some other committee hearing, but I heard nothing from
Rhode Island to indicate they are unhappy about it. It would seem
to me they are not raising the objection that you suggest.

Senator AIKEN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question?
Senator DODD. Yes.
Senator AIKEN. Does the counsel contend the language of the

enabling legislation is not binding on the States, and that they are
not required to comply with it?
Mr. SANDUSKY. Let me phrase it this way, Senator Aiken.
Senator AIKEN. You asked almost the question I did. If the com-

pact approved by the State has one set of provisions and the enabling
act has directly conflicting provisions, what happens then?
Mr. SANDUSKY. I believe that was discussed by Dr. Wendell, and

if the enabling legislation changed the basic character of the compact
it would not be in effect-

Senator AIKEN. The next question is this: Can the Compact Com-
mission accept the language of the enabling act as amendments to the
compact without again securing approval of the signatory States?
Mr. SANDUSKY. The enabling legislation is not considered an

amendment to the compact, so it would not have to go back to the
States.
There is no further action for the States to take.
Senator AIKEN. Which is binding, the enabling legislation or the

compact?
Mr. SANDUSKY. Certainly as far as the Congress is concerned, the

enabling legislation will govern the degree of participation on the
part of the Federal Government.
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Senator AIKEN. And that controverts provisions of the compact, so
how could the compact work?
Mr. SANDUSKY. I would say in case the enabling legislation defeated

the purpose of the compact, that would defeat the working of the
compact. I do not know of such a situation.
Senator AIKEN. There certainly is a great big gap in the provision

for making amendments and altering interstate compacts which never
has yet been fully taken care of.
Senator DODD. Well, Mr. Robinson, you have been a very helpful

witness.
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the oppor-

tunity to appear and I thank the Chair for its most courteous
consideration.
Senator DODD. It appears that you have taken my questions as being

hostile, and they were not intended to be at all. I wanted to make
your position clear on the record.
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Chairman, may the record show that Mr. Walter

Cook, the member of our board of directors from the State of Ver-
mont, accompanied my appearance this morning?
Senator DODD. Yes.
Mr. Alex Raclin.
Before we start with Mr. Radin, are there other witnesses who want

to testify?
Do you have any further witnesses?
Senator AIKEN. These are not my witnesses. A good many would

like to have appeared, but I did not give them encouragement. I
think you have about 18 or 20 telegrams from Vermont saying they
would like to appear, but the testimony would have been largely
duplication.
Senator DODD. We have several telegrams and my intention is to

insert them in the record.
Senator AIKEN. And there were some from Massachusetts also I

believe.
Senator DODD. Every one of them will be put in the record.
Senator AIKEN. I would like one last word, however.
It may seem a little peculiar that I am suggesting a thorough study

of Senator Anderson's proposal for Federal studies of our river sys-
tems, and perhaps at one time I would not have done that. You may
recall when we were trying to get the St. Lawrence through, you and
Senator Kennedy were the only Democrats in New England to vote
for it. I am sure you were called communistic for doing it as I was,
but we never would have gotten that St. Lawrence power into Ver-
mont had we relied upon the New England Council and the southern
New England business interests. We just could not have done it.
We had to get it through the Federal Government. And the year
after we got that we were able to reduce the electric rates in Vermont
approximately 10 percent, and the same year the electric consumers
in New Hampshire got an increase in rates to the same amount.
So through the Federal Government we were able to get the power

that has done us a great deal of good.
Senator DODD. Thank you very much, Senator Aiken.
Mr. Radin.
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STATEMENT OF ALEX RADIX, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN
PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION

Mr. RADrN. Senator, in view of the lateness of the hour I would like
to ask that my entire statement be entered into the record and I
would like to read only portions of it.
Senator DODD. That is all right. It will all be included. You may

take as much time as you need.
Mr. RADIN. I am sorry I cannot claim to be from the State of

Connecticut, as was the previous witness, but I hope to make this
offering some concession to the committee.
The _American Public Power Association is a national service or-

ganization which represents more than 1,100 local publicly owned
electric utilities in 43 States and Puerto Rico, including municipally,
owned electric systems in the States of Maine, Vermont, Massa-
chusetts and Connecticut. The association's offices are at 919 18th
Street NW., Washington 6, D.C.
Our association and its New England members heartily endorse

the concept of comprehensive development of our water resources and
favor the coordination of planning for orderly development of these
resources.
During the present Congress we have submitted testimony in sup-

port of S. 2246, the Water Resources Planning Act, which would cre-
ate a cabinet-level Water Resources Council, and authorize the es-
tablishment of river basin commissions.
Therefore, the association is in sympathy with the objective of

S. 374, which we understand to be the coordination of efforts to plan
for development of water resources in the Northeast.
We are not convinced, however, that the compact which would be

approved by the pending bill would achieve this objective. On the
contrary, it appears that conflicts of jurisdiction would be increased,
that planning responsibility would be diffused, and that roadblocks
would be placed in the way of orderly development under its terms.
During these hearings, held March 30 and 31, 1960, representatives

of the Federal agencies which presumably would be represented on
the proposed Northeastern Resources Commission expressed serious
doubts about the effectiveness of the legislation in coordinating water
resource development.
We share the apprenhension expressed by representatives of the

Federal Power Commission during these hearings that the planning
procedure assigned to the proposed Commission—
would lead to conflicts, duplication, and confusion with respect to the existing
functions of the various Federal agencies, particularly those of the Federal
Power Commission relating to Federal and non-Federal water power develop-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that the only statement on
the subject of this bill which has been submitted since the statement
of the Federal Power Commission to which I just referred was the
one that was submitted in March of this year before the Senate Pub-
lic Works Committee and at that time the Federal Power Commis-
sion continued to state its opposition to this particular bill. So con-
trary to the statement of one of the previous witnesses this morning
that the administration has changed its position, as far as we as an

95162-63 6



70 NORTHEASTERN WATER AND LAND RESOURCES COMPACT

outside agency are concerned there have been no published records to
show that the administration has changed its position. And it was.
only this morning that I heard the Department of the Interior sub-
mitted a new statement. But I had not had a chance to see it and
that was the first I had heard of it. And as I far as I know the other
agencies have not submitted new statements of position to this com-
mittee.
It is suggested by the FPC statement that the proposed Northeastern

Commission could "delay or possibly nullify" the FPC's licensing-
function in the Northeastern States if a proposed license did not con-
form with plans developed by the regional commission.
With respect to major river basin developments in the Northeast

which might be financed through Federal appropriations, and thus
paid for by the entire Nation, it seems undesirable to our association
to give a particular region what amounts to a veto power over na-
tional plans and to permit representatives of a single region to sched-
ule projects which must be financed from the Federal Treasury.
As a practical matter, the Northeastern Commission's schedule of

development will be meaningless if the necessary appropriations are
not made by Congress. This schedule can be meaningful, however,,
in a negative way, if it prohibits developments which otherwise would
go forward under Federal sponsorship.
The Department of Justice, in commenting on the 1960 legislation

(hearings, pp. 85, 86) notes that although provision is made for seven
Commission members representing departments and agencies of the
United States—
a simple majority of State members present at a Commission meeting could

veto the concurrence of all such Federal members.

It should be pointed out that only four of the six New England
States have ratified the compact, and under terms of the bill the rati-
fication of only three States, plus Federal approval, would put the
compact into effect. What will be the role of the nonparticipating
States, if they choose to remain in that category? Will a majority of
the four participating State memers have veto power over possible
projects in Maine and Vermont, where extremely large hydroelectric
power potential exists?
As we interpret article VI of S. 374, the contrary also would be

true. In other words, a simple majority of the Federal members pres-
ent could veto the concurring view of the State members. This pos-
sibility was referred to extensively in House debate on H.R. 30, the
companion bill to S. 374.
This cumbersome voting procedure certainly would not, in our as-

sociation's view, aid in the prompt development of resources in the
Northeast. The possibilities of conflict between State and Federal
Commission members are very great. The fact that the Federal agen-
cies commenting on this legislation raised so many questions about
jurisdictional problems involved in the proposed compact would in-
dicate that disagreements lie ahead.
The House Public Works Committee report on H.R. 30 states that:

All of the Federal agencies concerned and the Bureau of the Budget have

strongly endorsed the purposes of the bill, but they do not support the prin-

ciple of equality of representation embodied in the compact * * *.
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This statement, we believe, is somewhat misleading.
Far from supporting the bill, the Federal agencies in most cases

'expressed outright opposition to the bill.
For example, the FPC statement (H. Rept. No. 707, 87th Cong.,

1st sess., p. 9) concludes:
For the reasons discussed herein, the Commission does not favor enactment

of the bill.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (p. 11) urged
that the legislation—
be deferred, if feasible, until desirable overall Federal cooperative authorities
can be more clearly outlined * * *.

The Department of the Interior statement (p. 12) declared:
We recommend that H.R. 9999 be not enacted.

The Department of Agriculture (p. 14) recommended—.
that the Congress not give its consent and approval to, a northeastern water
and related land resources compact in the form of the compact set out in the
bill.

The Department of Justice (p. 18) said:
We believe the United States should not acquiesce in the joint Federal-State

arrangement contemplated by the subject bill in its present form.

The Department of the Army, while not expressing outright op-
position to the bill, pointed out (p. 20) that the proposed compact—
is novel in that it would constitute a compact between the United States and a
number of its constituent States, and some constitutional issues might thereby
by raised.

In view of what appears to be a generally negative attitude on the
part of the very Federal agencies which would be expected to co-
operate in the work of the proposed Northeastern Commission, it is
the view of the American Public Power Association that Congress
should take a new look at the proposal in order to determine whether
it would, in fact, have the effect of speeding progress of water re-
source development in the Northeast.
As was noted earlier, APPA supports the President's proposal to

establish a cabinet-level Water Resources Council, a measure which
recognizes the need for greater coordination effort among the
various Federal agencies concerned with water resource development
and proposes to implement this coordination at the highest policy
level. We favor this approach.
S. 2246 also would provide for the creation of a river basin water

resources commission for any region, major river basin, or group of
related river basins in the Nation.
Through this procedure, a river basin commission could be estab-

lished for the Northeast in the framework of an overall coordinating
effort. Plans formulated by such river basin commissions would be
subject to approval by the Cabinet committee before submission to
the President.
I might say here it is my understanding from reading S. 2216 that

each State in such river basin commission would be represented on
the Commission by a person designated by the Governor of the State
and approved by the President of the United States.
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In the view of our association, S. 2246 would establish orderly pro-

cedures for river basin planning, utilizing existing agencies and de-

fining clearly the authority of each.
The bill under consideration by your committee today, on the other

hand, would disrupt present procedures in the Northeast without

creating any clearly workable alternative procedures.
In conclusion, the American Public Power Association respectfully

urges the committee to defer action on S. 274 and to consider, as an

alternative, the coordination of water resources planning at the na-

tional level, in cooperation with regional groups.
We are strongly of the opinion that S. 274 will create more ills than

it will cure.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DODD. The committee is very much interested in what you

have had to say, and there is certainly no question you are a very

experienced man. However, I ask you the same question I asked

Mr. Robinson.
It seems to me the proposal which you favor will give the Federal

Government the dominant part in this area—it is bound to—and there

is a constant struggle, as you know, between the State and Federal
governments.
Many people feel, and I sometimes do, that we are going too far

• in the direction of Federal control. Don't you think it desirable
wherever we can to try to limit that control and get as much State

• participation as we can?
The other extremists, do not want the Federal Government in at

all. And that seems just objectionable to me.
One of the reasons I look favorably upon this proposal is that it

seems to be a mutual effort on the part of the Federal Government

and the States.
Does that appeal to you at all?

• Mr. RADIN. No, I think that in the final analysis the type of bill

that is beim,
b 

discussed here today would just create confusion in the

processes of water resources development.
'I certainly agree with you, Senator Dodd, that there should be local

initiative and State initiative, and our organization has been very
• active in this field itself because we consist entirely of local govern-

mental units.
Just this past week the House of Representatives approved a con-

ference report which would permit members of our organization in

the Northwest to build the atomic power project which earlier had
been proposed for Federal development. So we certainly want to do
everything possible to permit State and local development.
However, we have found that in multipurpose river basin develop-

ments encompassing large regions of the country, and where there are
directly conflicting interest between these States, it is almost essential
to provide some leadership through the Federal Government to bring
about the development of those resources.
And. I have no doubt that in the final analysis many of the projects

which will be proposed by this compact, or the Commission set up
' by the compact, would in the final analysis be financed or built by
Federal agencies. And I think that to set up the type of mechanism
that is provided for in this compact would just create conflicting views
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and bring about disagreements and sharpen the area of disagreements
and result in a stalemate or inadequate development.
Senator DODD. Well that is a good point and is a viewpoint many

people have. I prefer to see these things worked out on a mutually
cooperative basis if it is possible.
Mr. RADIN. But where you finally come down to the line of deci-

sion someone has to act, and if you continue to have controversy
between the various States, and between the State and the State and.
the Federal Government, it seems to me that where there are inter-
state----

Senator DODD. We could do both, we could pass the bill you like
and pass this one.
Mr. RADIN. I think you would find then there would be a great

deal of conflict between the compact and the Commission, or at least
overlapping of responsibilities between the Commission set up by the
compact and the river basin commission that might be set up under
S. 2246.

Certainly there would be a lot of unnecessary duplication of efforts
and confusion. The States will be represented, as I say, on the river
basin commissions that would be authorized by S. 2246.
Senator DODD. Well, the people in the area know best what they

need and the Federal Government takes the wider view. And you
put these two together and it looks to me like you are getting a pretty
good job-
Mr. RADIN. They would be put together in S. 2246. The States

would. be represented adequately there. And as a matter of fact, as
Mr. Robinson pointed out, S. 2246 goes further and provides for
Federal assistance to the States in doing some of the resources work
that they are now unable to do for lack of funds.
So I think actually you would strengthen State participation by

providing, not only a means administratively, but financially to take
a more active role in resourse development.
Senator DODD. Well I value your opinion.
Mr. RADIN. Thank you very much for your consideration.
Mr. SANDUSKY. Mr. Radin, for the sake of clearing the record, I see

that your comments were specifically directed to S. 374 which is not
before this committee.
Would you like to state that they are equally applicable to the com-

panion bill, H.R. 30, which is presently before us?
Mr. RADIN. Yes, I would.
Senator DODD. They are the same?
Mr. RADIN. Yes.
Senator DODD. Thank you again.
Mr. RADIN. Thank you, sir.
Senator DODD. Senator Aiken?
Senator AIKEN. I have nothing more. I just want to thank you, Mr.

Chairman. I know that you have had three other jobs waiting your
attendance all the time you have been sitting here.
I do not know how you could have done any more for your constit-

uents. I know how much they wanted to testify, and while I think
I will not call you a martyr, because I do not think that would be in
order, they certainly have no complaint about the conduct of this
hearing.
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Senator DODD. Thank you, Senator Aiken.
We will adjourn this hearing and put in the record all of the letters

and telegrams that you have received. And if any of you want to
supplement your statements of your testimony you are free to do so.
We will insert in the record at this point Mr. Radin's complete

statement.
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT BY ALEX RADIN, GENERAL MANAGER, AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER
ASSOCIATION, CONCERNING S. 374

The American Public Power Association is a national service organization
which represents more than 1,100 local publicly owned electric utilities in 43
States and Puerto Rico, including municipally owned electric systems in the
States of Maine, Vermont, Massachusetts and Connecticut. The association's
offices are at 919 18th Street NW., Washington, D.C.
Our association and its New England members heartily endorse the concept of

comprehensive development of our water resources and favor the coordination of
planning for orderly development of these resources. During the present Con-
gress we have submitted testimony in support of S. 2246, the Water Resources
Planning Act, which would create a Cabinet-level Water Resources Council, and
authorize the establishment of river basin commissions.

Therefore, the association is in sympathy with the objective of S. 374, which
we understand to be the coordination of efforts to plan for development of water
resources in the Northeast.
We are not convinced, however, that the compact which would be approved

by the pending bill would achieve this objective. On the contrary it appears that
conflicts of jurisdiction would be increased, that planning responsibility would be
diffused, and that roadblocks would be placed in the way of orderly develop-
ment under its terms.
S. 374 would create a new entity, the Northeastern Resources Commission,

with responsibility for collecting data, investigation and planning of projects,
and programing (including scheduling) of water and related 1Rnd resources
development. It is our understanding that S. 374 is identical to H.R. 30, which
was passed by the House on August 2, 1961, after the deletion of a provision
calling for contribution of $50,000 each year by the U.S. Government. S. 374
retains this provision (sec. 5, p. 12) at the present time.
The House Public Works Committee report on H.R. 30 in turn states that the

House version of this bill is identical with legislation introduced during the
preceding year, and on which House hearings were held.
During these hearings, held March 30 and 31, 1960, representatives of the

Federal agencies which presumably would be represented on the proposed North-
eastern Resources Commission expressed serious doubts about the effectiveness
of the legislation in coordinating water resource development.
We share the apprehension expressed by representatives of the Federal Power

Commission during these hearings that the planning procedure assigned to the
proposed Commission "would lead to conflicts, duplication, and confusion with
respect to the existing functions of the various Federal agencies, particularly
those of the Federal Power Commission relating to Federal and non-Federal
waterpower development."
FFC's official report on the 1960 legislation, which was reprinted in the 1961

House committee report, notes that the licensing function of the Federal Com-
mission has been determined by the U.S. Supreme Court to permit licensing only
of "projects which conform to national plans or development wherein the broad
public interests are safeguarded and recognition is given to the needs of com-
merce, flood control, waterpower development, and other beneficial public uses,
including recreational purposes."
It is suggested by the FPC statement that the proposed northeastern commis-

sion could "delay or possibly nullify" the FPC's licensing function in the North-
eastern States if a proposed license did not conform with plans developed by
the regional commission.
With respect to major river basin developments in the Northeast which might

be financed through Federal appropriations, and thus paid for by the entire Na-
tion, it seems undesirable to our association to give a particular region what
amounts to a veto power over national plans and to permit representatives of a
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single region to schedule projects which must be financed from the Federal
Treasury. As a practical matter, the northeasten commission's schedule of de-
velopment will be meaningless if the necessary appropriations are not made by
Congress. This schedule can be meaningful, however, in a negative way, if it
prohibits developments which otherwise would go forward under Federal sponsor-
ship.
In the case of local water resource developments, we must bear in mind the

responsibilities of the Federal Power Commission in licensing such projects.
While the northeastern commission may program certain projects according to
its own timetable, the projects would be subject to FPO licensing. Would the
regional or national authority prevail? The bill seems to be obscure on that
point.
The Department of Justice, in commenting on the '1960 legislation (hearings,

pp. 85 and 86) notes that although provision is made for seven commission
members representing departments and agencies of the United States, "a simple
majority of State members present at a commission meeting could veto the con-
currence of all such Federal members."

It should be pointed out that only four of the six New England States have
ratified the compact, and under terms of the bill the ratification of only three
States, plus Federal approval, would put the compact into effect. What will be
the role of the nonparticipating States, if they choose to remain in that cate-
gory? Will a majority of the four participating State members have veto power
over possible projects in Maine and Vermont, where extremely large hydro-
electric power potential exists?
As we interpret article VI of S. 374, the contrary also would be true. In

other words, a simple majority of the Federal members present could veto the
concurring view of the State members. This possibility was referred to exten-
sively in House debate on H.R. 30, the companion bill to S. 374.
This cumbersome voting procedure certainly would not, in our association's

view, aid in the prompt development of resources in the Northeast. The possi-
bilities of conflict between State and Federal Commission members are very
great. The fact that the Federal agencies commenting on this legislation raised
so many questions about jurisdictional problems involved in the proposed com-
pact would indicate that disagreements lie ahead.
The question was raised during House debate on the companion bill as to

whether decisions of the proposed commission would be binding upon the in-
dividual States. There was a great deal of opposition to the possibility that a
majority of Federal commissioners and a majority of State commissioners could
require certain activities on the part of a minority of States. Likewise, the
question arises as to whether simple majorities of the State and Federal commis-
sioners could make decisions which would be binding upon the Federal Govern-
ment, including agencies presumably opposed to the actions, and even inde-
pendently of Congress. This is another "gray area" in the pending bill, and
one which could lead to disputes in the future.
The House Public Works Committee report on H.R. 30 states that, "All of the

Federal agencies concerned and the Bureau of the Budget have strongly en-
dorsed the purposes of the bill, but they do not support the principle of equality
of representation embodied in the compact * * *." This statement, we believe,
is somewhat misleading.
Far from supporting the bill, the Federal agencies in most cases expressed

outright opposition to the bill.
For example, the FPC statement (H. Rept. 707, 87th Cong., 1st Sess., p. 9)

concludes: "For the reasons discussed herein, the Commission does not favor
`.nactment of the bill." The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (p.
11) urged that the legislation "be deferred, if feasible, until desirable overall
Federal cooperative authorities can be more clearly outlined * * *." The De-
partment of the Interior statement (p. 12) declared: "We recommend that H.R.
9999 be not enacted." The Department of Agriculture (p. 14) recommended
"that the Congress not give its consent and approval to a northeastern water
and related land resources compact in the form of the compact set out in the bill."
The Department of Justice (p. 18) said, "We believe the United States should
not acquiesce in the joint Federal-State arrangement contemplated by the sub-
ject bill in its present form." The Department of the Army, while not expressing
outright opposition to the bill, pointed out (p. 20) that the proposed compact "is
novel in that it would constitute a compact between the United States and a num-
ber of its constituent States, and some constitutional issues might thereby be
raised."
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In view of what appears to be a generally negative attitude on the part of the
very Federal agencies which would be expected to cooperate in the work of the
proposed northeastern commission, it is the view of the American Public Power
Association that Congress should take a new look at the proposal in order to
determine whether it would, in fact, have the effect of speeding progress of water
resource development in the Northeast.
As was noted earlier, American Public Power Association supports the Presi-

dent's proposal to establish a Cabinet-level Water Resources Council, a measure
which recognizes the need for greater coordination of effort among the various
Federal agencies concerned with water resource development and proposes to
iinplement this coordination at the highest policy level. We favor this approach.

S. 2246 also would provide for the creation of a river basin water resources
commission for any region, major river basin, or group of related river basins in
the Nation. Through this procedure, a river basin commission could be estab-
lished for the Northeast in the framework of an overall coordinating effort.
Plans formulated by such river basin commissions would be subject to approval
by the Cabinet committee before submission to the President.
In the view of our association, S. 2246 would establish orderly procedures for

river basin planning, utilizing existing agencies and defining clearly the authority
of each. The bill under consideration by your committee today, on the other
hand, would disrupt present procedures in the Northeast without creating any
clearly workable alternative procedure.
In conclusion, the American Public Power Association respectfully urges the

committee to defer action on S. 274 and to consider, as an alternative, the co-
ordination of water resources planning at the national level, in cooperation with
regional groups. We are strongly of the opinion that S. 274 will create more ills
than it will cure.

Senator DODD. Senator Saltonstall, by the way, Senator Aiken,
said he wanted to be here and would have been but he is engaged.
However, any statement he may submit later will be included in the
record.
Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I understand the Governor of Rhode Is-

land submitted a statement in support of this on a previous occasion.
Senator DODD. I believe that is true, Mr. Wise, and we will include

that in the record as well.
(The document referred to follows:)

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND & PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS,
Providence, August 16, 1962.

Hon. THOMAS J. DODD,
Senate ()Jim Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR DODD: It is my understanding that you are presently holding

hearings with regard to the northeastern water and related land resources
compact.
I would like to go on record as urging congressional support of this compact.

I feel that this is a step in the right direction toward the preservation of an
essential water supply for this area of the country.

Yours sincerely,
JOHN A. NOTTE, Jr., Governor.

Senator DODD. As I said, and I do not know if you heard me, any
further statements any of you want to submit we will be glad to
receive.
Mr. JANETOS. Mr. Chairman, I have a digest prepared by the New

England Council, April of 1961, and legal memorandum on the com-
pact.
With your permission I would like to submit it for the record.
Senator DODD. Very well. It was not prepared in the power com-

pany's office, was it?
MT. JANETOS. No, sir.
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(The digest referred to follows:)

NORTHEASTERN WATEM AND RELATED LAND RESOURCES COMPACT—BENEFITS TO
NEW ENGLAND

(A digest prepared by the New England Council, April 1961)

HIGHLIGHTS

(EC.R. 30 and S. 374)
Purpose of compact
The purpose of the compact is to coordinate Federal and State efforts in de-

veloping one of the most important natural resources of the Northeastern United
States in order to stimulate economic development in the region.

Creation of a commission
The compact's enactment by Congress will establish the Northeastern Re-

sources Commission with six voting members representing their respective States
and seven voting members representing those Federal departments and agencies
having principal responsibilities for water and related land resource development.
In addition, a small permanent staff will facilitate the work of the commission.

Commission functions
1. Planning of water and related land resource projects.
2. Central collection and analysis of data: maintenance of resource surveys.
3. Programing of construction and development.
4. Encouraging the referral of plans to the committee.

Costs
The States are to make a combined appropriation annually of at least $50,000,

apportioned on the basis of population and land area. The Federal Govern-
ment is to contribute $50,000 each fiscal year. These funds will support the
continuing activities of the commission.

Voting
An affirmative vote of a majority of each group, both Federal and State repre-

sentatives, is necessary for any action of the commission to become official policy
except on matters concerning its internal management.

Limitations
The activities and responsibilities of the commission shall not infringe upon

the activities and responsibilities of any other State or Federal agency. The
Federal and State governments are not bound by acts of the commission, which
are restricted to planning and coordination.

HISTORY

• The floods of the mid-thirties resulted in the National Flood Control Act which
authorized the Corps of Engineers to make extensive flood control studies of
the major river basins of the Northeastern United States. Flood Control plans
were developed and are gradually being carried out. However, floods consti-
tuted only one aspect of the overall water and land resources problem. This
fact was recognized by the Federal Government and in 1950, the so-called New
England-New York Interagency Committee (NENYIAC) was created by Execu-
tive order of President Truman to study the whole complex of problems—water
pollution, soil conservation, water power, and recreation to name just a few.
This committee was composed of the six New England States and New York,
the Federal Departments of the Interior, Commerce, Labor, Agriculture, Army,
Health and Welfare, and the Federal Power Commission, with a representative
of each having a single voice and vote. The result was a voluminous report
which included an inventory of water and land resources, presented problems
and obstacles, and drafted plans and programs to further the region's economic
development. The Federal Government and the States were then faced with two
problems: (1) To coordinate State and Federal programs, and (2) to review
old plans and draft new ones in the light of changing conditions.
In 1956 the Governors of New England and the Interagency Committee on

Water Resources of the Federal Government set up a northeastern resources
committee started by NENYIAC, Due to its lack of official status, problems of

•
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financing and staffing arose. On March 2, 1959, the Governors of New England
unanimously agreed to strive for the establishment of a compact agency to allevi-
ate these problems, and enabling legislation was introduced at the State level.
Four State legislatures, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Con-
necticut, have adopted this compact. Bills were introduced in the House of
Representatives and the Senate during the 86th Congress. During subsequent
hearings by the House Committee on Public Works on H.R. 9999 and H.R. 10022,
objections to the Federal support and participation provisions were raised, prin-
cipally by the Federal agencies. Some minor changes were made in the wording
of the original bills but these changes failed to satisfy the Federal agencies.
Nevertheless, no June 8, 1960, a so-called clean bill, H.R. 12467, was reported
favorably ( with a minority report). No further action was taken during the
2d session of the 86th Congress. An identical bill, H.R. 30, was introduced by
Congressman John McCormack and referred to the committee during the cur-
rent session of the 87th Congress. In the Senate, S. 374 has been filed by Senator
Bush and eight New England colleagues.

THE NEW ENGLAND COUNCIL'S POSITION

The New England Council supports the adoption of H.R. 30 because such
action would strengthen regional planning in New England, would recognize the
importance of a joint Federal-State government effort in water resource develop-
ment, and would aid the efficient development of the region's interrelated water
resources.
In order to permit smooth phasing of programs from the planning to the con-

struction stage and continuous review of existing plans in the light of changing
conditions, it is imperative to have active and responsible participation of not
only the States, but also of those Federal agencies which are ultimately responsi-
ble for the execution of a large part of any water and related land resource
development program. H.R. 30 is designed to achieve close cooperation between
the various governmental agencies concerned with the whole complex of water
resource development and to set the stage for a smooth transition from planning
to execution.
Programs developed by Federal Government agencies are now submitted to the

States and often encounter opposition and changes locally. Coordination early
in the planning stage should overcome delays and confusion and thereby encour-
age efficient execution.
Establishment of the northeastern water and related land resources compact

will serve the economic development of the entire region's resources for the
benefit of the more than 9 million people living in New England.

ADVANTAGES TO NEW ENGLAND

1. A need exists for duly authorized agency to (a) carry on functions of co-
ordination and planning, (b) consider regional needs as a whole, and (c) estab-
lish priorities.

2. These important tasks require formal rather than informal organization:
Office staff, permanent files, funds to hold regional meetings, funds for special
studies; in short, permanent machinery.

3. Establishment of project priorities would be facilitated; projects would
more quickly reach the execution stage.
4. Duplication during a study and planning phase would be minimized.
5. Methods of study and planning would be standardized so as to permit an

accurate comparative evaluation.
6. Financial contributions and voting participation provisions are likely to

assure high-level appointments to the commission by both Federal agencies as
well as State governments, facilitating the transition from the adoption to the
implementation of a plan of action.

7. Establishment of an authoritative body would lend support to integrated
Land continuous action at all levels of government.

8. The commission would improve communication between Federal, State, and
local governments as well as private groups and individuals concerned with
water and related land resource development within the region.
9. A plan approved by a legally established commission with full participation

of both Federal and State governments would have a better chance of successful
accomplishment.
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10. The compact would permit effective regional planning in an area with
many State boundaries but interrelated water resources, and would thereby
insure a more economic utilization of the vast amounts of moneys spent annually
by Federal and State Governments on water resource programs in New England.

11. The adoption of the compact will not only increase both the geographic
and functional scope of water and related land resource planning, but more
important, will contribute greatly to the overall economic development of the
New England region. Experience has shown that flood control projects, in
particular, invite industrial growth. Water and resource development are closely
related to efficient industrial and commercial planning.

12. The commission, while not usurping any prerogatives or powers of the
Federal and State Governments, will relieve present Government agencies
of many presently uncoordinated and burdensome functions.

LEGAL AND POLICY MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF NORTHEASTERN WATER AND RELATED

LAND RESOURCES COMPACT

Certain minority members of the House of Representatives Committee on
Public Works expressed two principal objections to H.R. 9999 and H.R. 10022,
the northeastern water and related land resources bills introduced during the
2d session of the 86th Congress. At page 20 of House Report 1767, the minority
objected to both voting participation by the Federal Government and Federal
financial contributions. Their objections are based on: (1) Constitutional
considerations, and (2) policy considerations.

1. Constitutional objections to a joint Federal-State compact.—The Justice
Department has suggested without elaboration that the retention of a "joint
agency" provision would subject to question the constitutionality of the proposed
compact (H. Rept. 1767 at 18).

Article III, section 8 of the United States Constitution provides that "the
Congress shall have power * * * to regulate commerce * * * among the sev-
eral States * * * and to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper
for cairying into execution * * * (this) power * * *." Article III, section 10
forbids any State, without the consent of Congress to "enter into any agreement
or compact with another State, or with a foreign power * * *." For the most
part these provisions form the foundation for any discussion of the consti-
tutionality of the New England "joint agency" proposal.
There is clear legal authority for Congress to legislate in the field of water

and related land resources development. The absolute power of Congress in the
area of interstate navigable streams has long been established. Gibbons v.
Ogden, 22 U.S. (9 Wheat.) 1(1824). Navigable waters "are the public property
of the nation, and subject to all requisite legislation by Congress." Gilman v.
Philadelphia, 70 U.S. (3 Wall.) 713, 725 (1866). The power over navigable
waterways is not limited to navigation, however:
"It cannot properly be said that the constitutional power of the United States

over its waters is limited to control for navigation * * *. Flood protection,
watershed development, recovery of the costs of improvements through the
utilization of power are likewise parts of commerce control * * *. That author-
ity is as broad as the needs of commerce." United States v. Appalachian Electric
Power Co., 311 U.S. 377,426 (1940) ).
There has also been express recognition of constitutional authority to extend
flood control measures to watersheds and tributaries under a comprehensive
plan of controlling the entire basin of a stream. Oklahoma em rel. Phillips v.
Guy F. Atkinson Co., 313 U.S. 508, 525 (1941).
Although the commerce clause is the most significant source of power in this

area, the clauses granting war powers, admiralty powers, and power to pro-
vide for common welfare and defense also have been accepted as proper bases
for Congressional action, e.g., United States v. Gerlach Live Stock Co., 339 U.S.
725, 738 (1950) ; Ashwander v. Tennessee Valley Authority, 297 U.S. 288, 327-28
(1936).

Since Congress indisputably has the power to create law in this area, the only
proper question remaining is: May it constitutionally establish among willing
State and Federal signatories a joint agency which will have as its only purpose
planning and coordinating matters in the field of water and related land
resources?
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_ 'The sound construction of the constitution must allow to the national legis-
lature that discretion, with respect to the means by which the powers it confers
are to be carried into execution, which will enable that body to perform the
high duties assigned to it, in the manner most beneficial to the people. Let the
end be ligitimate, let it be within the scope of the constitution, and all means
which are appropriate, which are plainly adapted to that end, which are not
prohibited, but consist with the letter and spirit of the constitution, are consti-
tutional" (McCulloch v. Maryland, 17 U.S. (4 Wheat) 316, 421 (1819) ).
There is no constitutional provision which prohibits the Federal Government

from entering into compacts with one or more of the States. The compact clause
requires congressional consent for interstate and foreign Government-State
compacts which tend to affect the political balance of the Federal system of
government. Virginia v. Tennessee, 148 U.S. 503, 519 (1893). If protection of
this balance is the main purpose of the compact clause, and if such balance is
adequately secured merely by congressional consent, then a fortiori, this political
balance is conclusively safeguarded where there is not only congressional consent,
but actual Federal Government participation.
The United States Supreme Court has upheld Federal-State agreements in the

nature of compacts on many occasions, e.q., Em parte Karstendick (93 U.S. 396
(1876) ) (agreement with State for the interment of Federal prisoners in State
prisons) ; Seawright v. Stokes (44 U.S. (3 How. 150, 165-66 (1845) ) (Federal-
multi-State agreement concerning the maintenance and use of an interstate
roadway) ; Neil Moore & Co. v. Ohio (44 U.S. (3 How.) 720 (1845) ) (companion
case to Seawright v. Stokes, supra). The Court has uniformly sanctioned obli-
gatory conditions imposed by States upon the Federal Government in certain
land cession agreements regarded as contractual in nature.
"The States of the Union and the National Government may make mutually

satisfactory arrangements as to jurisdiction of territory within their borders and
thus in a most effective way, cooperatively adjust problems flowing from our
dual system of Government. Jurisdiction obtained by consent or cession may be
qualified by agreement or through offer and acceptance or ratification * * *.
These arrangements the courts will recognize and respect" (Collins v. Yosemite
Park & Curry Co., 304 U.S. 518, 528 (1937) ; accord, James v. Dravo Contracting
Co., 302 U.S. 134 (1937) ).
In Fort Leavenworth R.R. v. Lowe (114 U.S. 525, 541 (1885) ), the Court up-

held contractual conditions imposed by Kansas upon the Federal Government in
connection with the cession by the State of lands for the erection of Fort Leaven-
worth. The Court noted:
"Though the jurisdiction and authority of the general government are essen-

tially different from those of the State, they are not those of a different country;
and the two, the State and general government, may deal with each other in any
way they may deem best to carry out the purposes of the Constitution."
Noting that a constitutional question "possibly" existed, the minority members

of the House Public Works Committee postulated:
"A State cannot bargain away its reserved powers to the National Govern-

ment, nor can the United States surrender its delegated powers to State control.
Similarly, it would see equally true that neither the States nor the United
States can bargain away their respective types of power to a new kind of
Federal-State creature" (H. Rep. 1767 at 22).
The signatories to the proposed northeastern water and related land resources

compact will bargain away nothing. The commission to be established has no
authority to construct, approve, or authorize projects on behalf of the Federal
Government or the States. Its sole function is to plan, coordinate, and recom-
mend changes in law or policy—basically the same as that of its predecessor
organizations, the New England-New York Interagency Committee and the
Northeastern Resources Committee. The proposed bill seeks only to formalize
and make permanent the heretofore loose arrangement which possessed no stable
financing methods, no real permanency and no actual authority to implement
even its modest purposes.
However, even if it is conceded, which we do not, that the Federal Govern-

ment is "bargaining" away some administrative and regulatory duties, the con-
stitutional precedent for it to do so is conclusively illustrated by the numerous
acts creating new agencies which not only plan and coordinate, but regulate
and administer as well. There would seem to be no constitutional limitations
on Congress in appointing an agency to carry out the law in an area in which
the Federal Government may clearly act (McCulloch v. Maryland, supra, p. 9).
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Since the bill sets forth policy and standards to guide the proposed commission,
it does not exceed the "limits of delegation which there is no constitutional
authority to transcend." Panama Refining Co. v. Ryan (293 U.S. 388, 430
(1935) ). Clearly State authorities may and frequently do administer Federal
law as has been demonstrated in Ex pcvrte Karstendick (93 U.S. 396 (1876),
supra, p. 10) ; United States v. Hoffman (13 F. 2d 269 (D.C. 111. 1925), aff'd,
13 F. 2d 278 (7th Cir. 1926) ; 18 U.S.C. S. 4002 (1958) ). See also the Social
Security Act, 42 U.S.C. S. 301, et. seq. (1958) ; Carmichael v. Southern Coal &
Coke Co. (301 U.S. 495 (1937) ) ; Clark, "The Rise of a New Federalism," pp. 82--
108 (1938).
The Federal Government is in no way irrevocably bound to the proposed

compact. Article XII, section 7, states specifically that "the right to alter, atnend,
or repeat this act is expressly reserved, and no change proposed to be made in
the compact approved by the act shall become effective until it shall have been
approved by Congress." [Emphasis added.] When Congress gives its consent to
a compact concerning navigation and the regulation of commerce, there is no
restriction upon congressional power to enact inconsistent legislation.
"The question here is, whether or not the compact can operate as a restriction

upon the power of Congress under the Constitution to regulate commerce among
the several States: Clearly not. Otherwise Congress and two States would
possess the power to modify and alter the Constitution itself" (Pennsylvania v.
Wheeling & Belmont Bridge Co., 59 U.S. (18 How) 421, 433 (1856) ).
Thus, it is clear that the northeastern water and related land resources compact

constitutes no cession of power by the Federal Government to the States.
I is most difficult to conceive what "reserved powers" the States would "bar-

gain away" to the Federal Government under the proposed bill. The States
have no right to enter into an interstate compact without congressional consent
and such consent may be granted under whatever reasonable conditions Congress
may prescribe. Recent history has vividly demonstrated the numerous fields
previously considered "reserved" to the States which Congress may enter; but
in this instance the area being examined has never been within the purview of
the States. See cases cited supra, page 8. Moreover, it is of no little importancethat all' of the executives of the States concerned and most of the legislatureshave given complete support to the compact. Whatever State powers may have
been "surrendered" to the National Government, if any, have been "surrendered"quite willingly. As observed by the Supreme Court in upholding the validity
of the Social Security Act with regard to the depositing of State funds with a
Federal agency: "The power to contract and the power to select appropriateagencies and instrumentalities for the execution of State policy are attributesof State sovereignty. They are not lost by their exercise." (Carmichael v.
Southern Coal Co., 301 U.S. 495, 526 (1937).)

It is clear that the proposed compact (1) in no way violates the sovereign
powers of either the States or the National Government; (2) is fully within the
powers of Congress to create; (3) is an accepted method of establishing dual
and joint responsibility; (4) offends no constitutional principle, Congress re-
serving all rights to amend or terminate the compact; and (5) imposes no obli-
gations upon either the State or Federal Government, beyond those agreements
for which both have the power to contract without violating their traditional
rights and responsibilities.

2. Policy objections to a Joint Federal-State compact.—Asserting that the bill
was "completely unique in the history of interstate compacts" the minority
members of the House Public Works Committee voiced further opposition to
the predecessor of H.R. 30 by questioning "the wisdom * * * of such a radical
departure from compact precedent * * *." (H. Rept. 1767 at 22.) Thus, in
addition to "constitutional" questions, the minority apparently opposed a change
in the method of accomplishing a purpose admittedly desirable (H. Rept. 1767
at 21).
The Supreme Court has often expressed a preference for the compact device

of solving regional water resources problems, as opposed to a resort to the
courts (e.g., Hinderlider v. LaPlata River d Cherry Creek Ditch Co., 304 U.S.
92, 104-06 (1938) ; Minnesota v. Wisconsin, 252 U.S. 273,283 (1920) ; Washing-
ton v. Oregon, 214 U.S. 205,218 (1909) ).
"We cannot withhold the suggestion, inspired by the consideration of this

case, that the grave problem of sewage disposal presented by the large and
growing populations living on the shores of New York Bay is one more likely
to be wisely solved by cooperative study and by conference and mutual conces-
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sion on the part of representatives of the States so vitally interested in it than
by proceedings in any court, however constituted" (New York v. New Jersey,
256 U.S. 296,313 (1921) ).
The proposed northeastern water and related land resources compact ap-

proved as a Congressional enactment will have the usual presumption of con-
stitutionality enjoyed by all other laws dully enacted by that body. Moreover,
language in West Virginia ez rel. Dyer v. Sims (341 U.S. 22 (1951) ) indicates
obvious Supreme Court approval of the joint-agency method of attaining maxi-
mum efficiency in this field. In that case, the Court in resolving a State sover-
eignty question arising out of the Ohio River Valley water sanitation compact
(54 Stat. 752 (1940) ), remarked :
"The growing interdependence of regional interests, calling for regional ad-

justments, has brought extensive use of compacts. A compact is more than a
supple device for dealing with interests confined within a region. That it is
also a means of safeguarding the national interest is well illustrated in the com-
pact now under review. Not only was congressional consent required, as for
all compacts; direct participation by the Federal Government was provided in
the President's appointment of three members of the compact commission" (id.
at 27-28).
Although under the Ohio Valley compact a majority of States alone consti-

tuted a quorum for the exercise of business, nevertheless, there exists clear
precedent for a joint Federal-State compact, similarly created to achieve inter-
related goals mutually beneficial to all participating governments. Stronger
precedent for such compacts exists in article VIII (a) of the Upper Colorado
River Basin compact ( 63 Stat. 31,35 (1949 ) ) :
"There is hereby created an interstate administrative agency to be known

as the 'Upper Colorado River Commission'. The commission shall be composed
of one commissioner, representing each of the States of the upper division;
namely, the States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming * * * and
* * * one commissioner representing the United States of America. The Pres-
ident is hereby requested to designate a commissioner. If so designated the
commissioner representing the United States of America shall be the presiding
officer of the commission and shall be entitled to the same powers and rights
of the commissioner of any State. Any four members of the commission shall
constitute a quorum."
Those who fear the domination of State governments by Federal authorities

and vice versa should take comfort in the language set forth in the "voting"
provision (article VI) of the proposed New England bill. It states in part:
"No action of the commission respecting a matter other than its internal

management shall be binding unless taken at a meeting at which the majority
of the State members and the majority of the members representing the United
States are present and a majority of said State membership together with a
majority of said members representing the United States vote in favor thereof
* *
Thus it is readily seen that a Federal agency cannot override the wishes of the
various State signatories nor can the States impose decisions on the Federal
agencies involved against their will.
There is both precedent and Supreme Court approval for the compact method

as proposed in H.R. 30 and S. 374. Opponents, however, raise other objections.
Advocates of States rights, for example, have suggested that the proposed com-
pact would result in an undesirable transfer of State authority to the National
Government. The weakness of this argument is apparent when it is realized
that the States supposedly "transferring their authority" are doing so not only
most willingly, but with aggressive resolution. All of the New England Gover-
nors have endorsed the bill and statutory enactment by four legislatures already
has been attained with a fifth presently giving the matter active consideration.
Also, it is of no little significance that the Council of State Governments, an
organization profoundly interested in the preservation of State sovereignty, has
unequivocally supported the northeastern compact. (Hearings before the House
Committee on Public Works, 86th Cong., 2d sess., No. 86-18, at pp. 62-64
(1960).) Moreover, local and State authorities in New England who have been
exposed to area water and land resources problems are in full accord with the
proposed bill. (See e.g., testimony before the House Public Works Committee
of Francis E. Robinson, former manager, natural resources department, New
England Council at pp. 12 and 64; Mrs. Elizabeth Roper, member of New Eng-
land Ad Hoc Committee on Water Resources of the League of Women Voters
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at p. 40; Mr. William S. Wise, director of the Water Resources Commission of
the State of Connecticut, and vice chairman of the Northeastern Resources Com-
mittee at p. 23.) Indeed, it is difficult to acknowledge the existence of a valid
and vital "States rights" argument in opposition to the proposed compact. This
is particularly so, in view of the fact that there is no transfer of authority
from the States to the Federal Government but rather the States are achieving
a more prominent role in all levels of planning for projects within those States.
The strong support of the proposed compact voiced by local authorities

emanates from a realization that there has been an unfortunate lack of adequate
cooperation and coordination not only among the Federal agencies concerned
but also in the area of Federal-State cooperation. Moreover, predecessor orga-
nizations in the field of water and related land resources in the Northeast have
enjoyed neither continuous nor permanent status. The accomplishment of these
ends, that is, adequate coordination and permanency, may only be realized
through the adoption of the proposed compact. Obviously the difficulties con-
fronting one geographical area would be quite dissimilar to those of another.
What might be a beneficial and proper solution to water resources problems in
the Midwest or Far West would not necessarily be appropriate for the Northeast.

Certain critics of the northeastern water and related land resources compact
have voiced an objection that there will be a surrender of Federal power to the
States. When one views voting section of the proposed bill as set forth above,
it is readily seen that there exist reciprocal controls, rather than domination.
Moreover, functions are delegated to the proposed commission, not surrendered.
Such delegation of authority is not unlike that existing in the numerous agencies
handling similar or related functions, except that it may be considered a lesser
delegation.
Of no little importance is the realization that through coordination of Federal

and State governmental agencies, there will be more economic utilization of Fed-
eral expenditures toward water resources development. A reduction of redtape
alone should save considerable funds.

Opposition has been voiced that the proposed Federal-State agency would not
be subjected to effective controls by the participating governments. Control as
to the ultimate disposition of funds and construction of water and development
projects will remain with each governmental agency within its own operative
jurisdiction since, as noted above, the compact creates a commission for only
planning and recommending purposes. Article IX of the proposed bill specifically
states:
"Nothing in this compact shall be construed to impair, or otherwise affect, the

jurisdiction of any interstate agency in which any party State participates nor
to abridge, impair, or otherwise affect the provisions of any compact to which
any one or more of the party States may be a party, nor to supersede, diminish,
or otherwise affect any obligation assumed under any such compact."
In addition, the veto power of article VI provides further insurance for the

maintenance of individual sovereignty.
The President of the United States has recently voiced concern over natural

resource problems with particular emphasis on regional water resources develop-
ment, 107 Congressional Record 2414 (daily ed. Feb. 23, 1961). This proposed
compact is fully consistent with the recommendations contained in his natural
resources message. The Secretary of Agriculture, in discussing his Department's
role before the Natural Water Research Symposium held in Washington, D.C.,
on March 29, 1961, remarked: "The only way the conservation job can be done
is by cooperative understanding, exchange of information, and genuine teamwork
between State, Federal, and private land resource people working in all areas of
conservation," 107 Congressional Record A2415 (daily ed. Apr. 12, 1961).

Although there are admittedly unique features of the proposed compact, such
novelty should have no bearing upon an individual legislator's decision in view
of the goals to be achieved and the shortcomings of the present system. As noted,
all the Governors, a majority of the legislatures, and most authorities on water
resources development in the Northeast have urged approval of the bill. The
compact should go far to relieve the problem noted by the Presidential Advisory
Committee on Water Resources in 1953: "The greatest single weakness in the
Federal Government's activities in the field of water resources development is
the lack of cooperation and coordination of the Federal agencies with each other
and with the State and local agencies."

Senator DODD. The hearing will be adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 1:55 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.)

•
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STATEMENTS SUBMITTED

ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY FROM SENATOR AIKEN ON' H.R. 30

I appreciate the chairman's willingness to permit me to go over the testimony
of the proponents of the compact and clarify the record.

After reading the testimony, I am more certainly convinced than ever that the
compact in question:

(1) Is a dangerous device in that even the lawyers cannot agree where
the compact commission's powers begin or end;
(2) Tends to add confusion to the already complex field of State-Federal

relations;
(3) Seriously jeopardizes the licensing power of the Federal Power

Commission;
(4) Permits a form of Federal participation which could result in actions

harmful to Vermont and Maine even without their participation in the
compact;
(5) Creates new areas of friction between the States and the Federal

agencies, which could result in endless litigation in the courts and costly
delays of months and years in reaching agreement on specific regional de-
velopment plans of vital importance to all of the States in the Northeast.

As for specific statements regarding this compact, it will be recalled that I
pointed out, in my initial testimony, the absurdity to direct or even authorize
the compact commissioners to setle disputes between the Federal agencies or to
supersede the Federal agencies in making recommendations to the President and
to the Congress.
The absurdity of this proposal is emphasized by reference to existing Federal

interagency committees and their functions, such as the excellent job being done
by the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee made up of Federal and State
representatives but operating as a Federal agency under Executive order au-
thority, but utilizing the investigatory study, construction, and operating ex-
perience of all State and Federal agency resources on a voluntary basis.
Another point might be made of the recent establishment of the Water Re-

sources Council at Cabinet level. It is anticipated this Council will operate in
conjunction with study commissions to be established in areas such as New
England to provide the organization, procedures, and money through which all
levels of government in a given area may plan and urge a coordinated plan of
development, but without encroachment upon the assigned functions of any of
the Federal agencies. ( S. 2246, 87th Cong., would set up such a program.)

It is illogical to expect the representatives of seven Federal agencies operating
as members of a compact commission to effectively take any action better able
to settle disputes among the agencies than could be taken by the agency heads
to settle the same disputes. As a practical matter, the unsympathetic Federal
agencies which would be expected to make up the compact commission member-
ship, cannot be expected to take any meaningful affirmative action in furtherance
of the work of a commission like the one proposed here, when the agencies are
basically opposed to the means of accomplishing the purposes contemplated.
Mr. Sandusky attempts to rebut my contention that the compact proposed here

is different from the compact approved by the State legislatures by pointing out
a technical difference between the compact as quoted in articles I through XII
in the bill (all in sec 1. of the bill or enabling act) and sections 2 through 6
of the bill which technically are not part of the actual compact. This con-
tention by Mr. Sandusky appears defective for one major reason:

If the compact is not modified by sections 2 through 6 of the bill then the Fed-
eral agencies' original position that they would be bound by compact is still valid.
It is upon reliance on the fact that the saving clause in section 4 repeals the bind-
ing effect of the voting provisions of the compact that the Federal agencies
may have somewhat tempered their opposition.

Although none of the agencies seems to really understand the compact or what
their role would be under it, certainly the FPO relied upon the section 4 saving
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clause to nullify the parts of the compact it previously considered could restrict
or void its licensing authority. After the saving clause was added, the FPO
took the position that it would not be bound insofar as its licensing authority is
concerned either by the FPC representative's actions as a member of the compact
commission or by the actions of the compact commission taken by a majority
vote of both the Federal and State members.
More emphasis should be placed on the undesirability of giving the States a

veto power over areas of Federal responsibility. The success of the FPO
in fostering development of our waterpower resources would have been nullified
had not Congress given the Commission the power to override objections of both
State and Federal agencies in deciding licensing cases after considering all the
evidence. No national plan of development of our power resources can be
successfully carried out under a procedure which gives the various States the
authority to decide broad national policy questions—which seems to be the
motive behind the northeast compact.
The problems inherent in building headwater reservoirs in one State primarily

for the benefit of downstream States only serves to demonstrate the wisdom
of reserving to the Federal Government the final authority to prescribe the
plan of development and to determine how it should be executed. In the final
analysis only the Congress or its agencies may enforce such a plan. The ob-
jection of one State is sufficient to block any such plan undertaken under State
authority alone.
As for Mr. Wise's 10 reasons in support of H.R. 30, reasons No. 1 through No.

4 are mere conclusions of the witness with few, if any, facts or explanations as
to their validity.

Reason No. 5
Mr. Wise says, "There is no evidence now that the two studies (corps flood

control and HEW pollution, both on Connecticut River) will be coordinated or

integrated or that the States will have a voice, a proper voice, in planning and

programing."
This statement overlooks the provisions of the Flood Contract Act of 1941

which specifies in detail how the corps is to obtain views and cooperation of

other agencies and how the corps must provide each State ample opportunity

to make its views known to the corps before the plan is put in final form. The

State and the Federal agency comments must also be submitted to Congress

along with the Army Engineers Corps report and recommendations .

The corps also holds hearings which afford all levels of government an oppor-

tunity to be heard. In fact, a good argument could probably be made that the

present procedures may be too involved, and tend to hinder and delay proper

planning. There is evidence in the corps reports that States and localities have

been very influential in the development of Army projects—in fact, some may

contend that the Army tends to forget its national responsibilities at times in

yielding to local pressures.

Reason No. 6
The conclusion that "The provisions of this compact * * * have been tested

and found to be amazingly productive * * *" is based upon the erroneous as-

sumption that the compact provisions are the same as the provisions under which

the New England-New York Interagency Committee and the subsequent North-

eastern Resources Committee operated. If this assumption were true, all con-

troversy over the compact could be avoided by reactivating one of the com-

mittees.

Reason No. 7
The fact that all New England Governors endorsed the compact in 1959; that

it has been thoroughly discussed in legislative halls; and that four State legis-

latures have approved the compact are immaterial as reasons to enact H.R. 30

if the compact and the bill in fact are detrimental to the public interest, particu-

larly to Federal interests.

Reason No. 8
Senator Prouty's testimony details the major differences between the Dela-

ware River compact and the proposed Northeastern compact. These seem to be

a full answer to reason No. 8.
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Reason No. 9
Mr. Wise states that "No attempt is made to judge the work of these com-

missions" (interagency study commissions), but in the next sentence he states
that someone, unidentified, believes that the weakness of the study commissions
is the "relatively minor role played by the States involved in these studies."
He then concludes the compact would correct that weakness. All of this is a
conclusion without facts in support.
Mr. Wise says, "We know that the northeastern resources compact * * * has

been tried and proven to be tremendously successful * * *." There is no evi-
dence in this record that either the compact or the "means" it would provide
have been tried and proven.
Mr. Wendell says, "This is the first time in all of American history when

persons connected with a State that might not wish to join a compact have
said to four other States that do believe they want a compact, 'You shall not
be able to join, etc.'."

This comment overlooks the fact that this is not the usual compact involving
concrete areas of State agreement with Federal consent, but involves joint
Federal-State action with the result that Federal participation could result in
actions affecting Vermont and Maine without their participation under the
compact.

Mr. Wendell, by implication at least, expects the Federal agencies to be bound
by compact plans when he says the compact "is the only mechanism so far
suggested that would get all of these governmental units into the same forum
•to do their planning." If no Federal agencies are to be bound they would not be
in the forum.

Also, Mr. Wendell makes it clear that he thinks the compact provisions would
bind "the commission itself with respect to the nature of the recommendations
that it would make." The logical result of this would be that an agency like
FPC would be bound by a plan recommended by the compact commission.
Mr. Wendell furthermore makes it clear that plans recommended by the

compact commission are binding on the agencies and may be implemented by the
Congress or Federal agenceis. He fails to say they can be changed by a mem-
ber agency without compact commission action. Of course, Congress can change
or implement, but it seems implicit in the stated purposes of the proponents
that the Federal agencies could not change compact plans. He very carefully
uses the word "implement" several times. He never says the agencies may
change compact commission plans.

Mr. Wendell's position is that the Enabling Act and the compact do not have
to be uniform provided only that the provisions of the Enabling Act do not
,defeat the purpose of the compact. He contends sections 2 through 6 would
not do so.
While he has probably correctly stated a general principle of statutory construc-

tion, Mr. Wendell's statement that the enabling act "merely specifies the ways in
which the Federal Government would perform its participation under the com-
pact * * *" is open to serious question. It seems apparent that the voting
provisions of the compact attempts to bind member States and Federal mem-
ber agencies—a basic purpose of the compact. It is also apparent that section
4 by its "saving clause" provisions reserving to the Federal agencies all author-
ity and jurisdiction notwithstanding compact commission action, is intended
to avoid completely the purpose of the compact to bind Federal agencies.
The fact that two such different interpretations of the provisions of H.R. 30

are possible is a strong reason for opposing the bill in its present form, par-
ticularly since the provisions in question form the heart of the compact.
The answer to Mr. Wendell's argument that "the Federal agencies have

substantially changed their position" is to insist that the latest report § of agen-
cies be put in the record. Agency reports speak for themselves.
I am at a loss to understand how Mr. Wendell could know of any new opin-

ions of• the agencies when they have not been printed and made public. The
only agency reports I have seen were those filed in 1960, when each agency
rendered an unfavorable report. In view of the objections raised at that time,
it would be interesting to know why the agencies have completely reversed their
previous positions if this is indeed the case. At this time, however, Mr. Wen-
dell's assurance that the agencies have reversed themselves is at best only
hearsay evidence.
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Mr. Wendell says to make Federal members nonvoting would be to destroy
the very feature for which the compact is framed. Similarly section 4 defeats
the binding effect of the voting provision.
Mr. Wendell contends that if the compact commission recommends a plan in-

volving need for legislative action by three States, one State may defeat execu-
tion of the plan by withholding legislative action. So could the Federal Gov-
ernment if its assent is required. But if the compact is to have a binding
effect, neither the States involved nor the Federal Government should have
authority to proceed with a conflicting project which would defeat the project
recommended by the compact commission. The witnesses favoring the compact
seem to avoid taking this position explicitly but it seems their testimony as-
sumes that the States and the Federal agencies could not take conflicting action
individually.

Finally, Mr. Wendell states that Vermont's refusal to join the compact would
restrict compact commission action in some watersheds partially located in Ver-
mont, but contends Vermont would not be "affected." This could be true under
the usual interstate compact, but in a joint Federal-State entity situation such
as this compact proposes, the Federal agencies, as compact members have the
power to take Vermont resources into account and to incorporate them into a
plan which might provide for Federal development or development under Fed-
eral authority, over opposition of the State of Vermont. Under these circum-
stances Vermont would be affected although not a member of the compact.

Also, there is nothing in the compact which would prohibit the compact com-
mission from recommending a plan affecting Vermont and Maine resources in
the event either State refused to join in the compact.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,

August 13, 1962.
Hon. THOMAS J. DODD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR: You are chairman of the Subcommittee of the Senate Com-

mittee of the Judidiary which is considering H.R. 30 or S. 374. This is pro-
posed legislation approving the northeastern water and related land resources
compact.
For your information I am enclosing herewith a letter from Governor Volpe of

Massachusetts. I would appreciate it very much if you would put this in the
record of the hearings. You will note that the Massachusetts Legislature and the
Massachusetts Governor are heartily in favor of this legislation. I, too, support
it in their behalf.
I am confident you are familiar with the problem so I will not go into it. I

do hope your subcommittee will report it favorably to the full committee.
With best personal regards.

Sincerely,
LEVERETT SALTONSTALL, U.S. Senator.

THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,

Boston, August 8, 1962.
Hon. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR SALTONSTALL: I have just learned that a subcommittee of the-

Senate Committee on the Judiciary is planning to hold a hearing on August 14,
1962, on Senate 374, which is proposed legislation approving the northeastern
water and related land resources compact.
I feel it is important to the Commonwealth that favorable action be taken

by the Senate Judiciary Committee and the Senate on this bill. Companion legis-
lation was passed in the House of Representatives during the last session of
Congress.
The legislatures in Connecticut, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Massa-

chusetts have already ratified this compact and the matter has been discussed
at a number of the New England Governors' conferences. It is felt that this
proposed compact is the best means of achieving an integrated water resources
program for the New England States. As you know, there are a number of inter-
state compacts in operation in the New England States which have, through the
years, proven to be extremely effective.
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In view of the fact that both the States and the Federal agencies have inter-
related responsibilities in the development of our water and related land re-
sources, I feel that it is important that we have a compact of the type envisioned
in Senate 374, which would insure closer, and I am sure more harmonious, work-
ing relationships between the New England States and the Federal Government.
I would appreciate it if you would give your assistance in securing favorable

action on Senate 374.
Sincerely yours,

JOHN A. VOLPE, Governor.

STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN A. SMITH II TO SENATOR DODD'S SUBCOMMIT-
TEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY AT HEARING ON H.R. 30, NORTH-
EASTERN WATER AND LAND RESOURCES COMPACT, SEPTEMBER 18, 1962

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to have this opportunity to express to your commit-
tee my strong support for H.R. 30, the northeastern water and related land
resources compact.
This bill which was passed by the House under the sponsorship of the Speaker

late in the last session of the Congress is vital to the long-range economic devel-
opment of our New England States. It would give to our region guidance, direc-
tion, and leadership, in the orderly development of our natural resources.
New England's growth has depended heavily upon our industrial and manu-

facturing development. We have probably paid less attention to natural re-
sources conservation and development than any other region in the country. One
can point to many instances in which this has clearly operated to our disad-
vantage. This measure, H.R. 30, which would ratify a compact already approved
by four of the New England States, including my own State of Massachusetts, is
an important step in the right direction.
The northeastern water and related land resources compact is a very simple

proposal. It merely would provide for the permanent establishment of an inter-
state agency with Federal participation to coordinate Federal and State efforts
In developing our natural resources.
The northeastern resources commission would become a permanent body of

six voting members representing their respective States and seven voting mem-
bers representing responsible Federal departments and agencies. Both the States
and the Federal Government would have an equal voice and could, in effect, veto
the other. It is important to bear in mind, however, that this is a planning
agency and it could not bind States nor could the Federal Government use it as
an instrument to coerce the States into action that they did not consider desir-
able.
The commission would be a central source for the collection, analysis and

maintenance of natural resource data. It would be a coordinating agency for
plans affecting more than one State and it would assist the States in program-
ing construction and development programs. The cost of operation with a small
staff would be modest indeed and, in accordance with H.R. 30 as passed by the
House, would be borne by the States.
This is an especially important compact for a region like New England. We

are a relatively small area. Our problems are more often common than diverse
and the problems of resource development know no State boundaries. Gradually
over the years the New England States have joined in cooperative endeavors in
a variety of areas; in water pollution, in forestry, in our penal system, in public
works development and in many others.
The idea of an interstate compact to encourage cooperation in natural resources

planning and development was initiated by the New England Governors in 1959.
It has had strong support from at least four of the States and from civic interests
throughout the region. It is curious to me that there has been any opposition at
all to the ratification of this compacet. You are aware that certain interests
within New England oppose the passage of this compact. While the reasons are
unclear to me, I none the less respect their point of view. The most significant
response to this opposition, however, is the fact that no New England State has
to join the compact. Any State which feels that the northeastern resources
commission will be inimical to its own interests may simply not join and the
planning which is done by the commission can in no way affect that State either
legally or morally.
There has indeed been some opposition from the Federal Government although

I am happy that in recent months this has largely been dissipated. The Congress
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enacted and the President signed the Delaware River Basin
 compact, a plan

which goes much further than the New England compact. Under
 the Delaware

plan, the interstate agency will actually commit funds and manage
 water re-

source projects. This is a far cry from the planning functions of the 
northeastern

resources commission. There has been opposition on the grounds that 
this com-

mission would be dominated by the Federal Government. This contention is

simply not supported by the facts.
All we ask in New England is the opportunity for our States to work toge

ther

in cooperation with the Federal Government to encourage the orderly de
velop-

ment of those limited natural resources at our disposal.

We do not turn to the Federal Government for all these answers; we will do

the job ourselves. We ask only that the Congress ratify the compact alre
ady

agreed to by four of our States.

U.S. SENATE
Washington, D.C., September 18, 1963.

Hon. THOMAS J. DODD,
Chairman, Subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Committee,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing in support of H.R. 30, a bill to ratify the

northeastern water and related land resources compact which has been approved

by four of the New England States including Rhode Island.

It is the hope of our State of Rhode Island that this bill, which passed the

House more than a year ago, may be reported out favorably by your committee

and adopted by the Senate before the end of this session.

Rhode Island, on its own initiative, has shown a progressive purpose in the

development and conservation of its natural resources and our State has known

the tragic and devastating effects of natural disaster. With Federal cooperation

we have been doing something about it.
The compact contemplated by H.R. 30 would mean the cooperation of all the

New England States among themselves and with the Federal Government in

achieving maximum development and protection of resources with minimum

duplication of planning and administration.
The need is urgent and the benefits are manifold. We look to the economic

advancement of the New England area through this common endeavor and we

see the preservation of deepest values as well—the saving of human life.

Rhode Island has endorsed and enacted compact legislation with enthusiasm

and we look forward to the culmination of our hopes in the approval of H.R.

30 by your committee and its enactment by the Senate in its present form.

With every appreciation of your continuing courtesy, I am,
Sincerely yours,

JOHN 0. PASTORE, U.S. Senator..

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

August 10, 1962.

Hon. THOMAS J. DODD,
Judiciary Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR DODD: Enclosed is a copy of a letter which I received from Elisha
T. Barrett, chairman of the joint legislative committee on interstate cooperation,

New York.
I respectfully ask that his letter be made a part of the permanent record of the

hearings to be held August 15 on the northeastern water resources and related

land resources compact.
With every good wish,
Yours sincerely,

NORRIS COTTON, U.S. Senator.

Senator NORRIS COTTON,
U.S. Senate., Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: This committee has on past occasions adopted resolutions
urging congressional enactment of the northeastern water and related resources
compact. In this action we have been joined by interstate bodies such as, for

STATE OF NEW YORK JOINT LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
ON INTERSTATE COOPERATION,
New Yo rk, N.Y., August 8, 1962.
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instance, the New York-Vermont Interstate Commission on the Lake Champlain
Basin. This measure which has passed the House is now being considered by
the Committee on the Judiciary of the U.S. Senate. Accordingly, we take this
occasion to reiterate our earnest support of the measure. First, we feel that a
regional planning body composed of both Federal and State officials is essential
for the northeastern region. Second, while New York has not been asked to be
a party by the New England States, we expect that eventually New York may
well become a member to this desirable compact. To this end we would like to
add that the recent enactment by the U.S. Congress and signature by the Presi-
dent of the Delaware River compact clears away all of the legal arguments,
which we never regarded as formidable anyway, to the enactment of the north-
eastern compact. We urge your support of this measure.

Sincerely,
ELISHA T. BARRETT, Chair,/tan.

STATEMENT BY MRS. CHARLES D. MCEVOY, JR., MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS,
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF MAINE, TO THE SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMIITEE IN SUPPORT OF THE NORTHEASTERN WATER AND.
RELATED LAND RESOURCES COMPACT, H.R. 30 AND S. 374

I would like to express the support of League of Women Voters of Maine for
the northeastern water and related land resources compact, S. 374, now before
this committee and passed by the House as H.R. 30 in August 1961.
Comprehensive planning of a region is unrealistic unless it includes Federal

as well as State agencies. We feel that this compact will provide, in the north-
eastern region, improved facilities and procedures for the coordination of poli-
cies, programs, and activities in the field of water and related land resources of
the United States, the several States, and private persons or groups. This com-
pact is not intended to legislate projects, carry out projects or to violate the in-
tegrity of any single agency. It does provide for cooperation in planning, agree-
ment on priorities, and pooling of information which should reduce duplication
of effort and lead to greater efficiency within the agencies involved.
We sincerely hope the Maine Legislature will realize the advantages of joining

the compact group once it has. been established.

STATEMENT BY MRS. BRUCE B. BENSON, PRESIDENT, THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS.
OF MASSACHUSETTS TO THE SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY
COMMITTEE, IN SUPPORT OF THE NORTHEASTERN WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
COMPACT, S. 374 AND H. 30

The League of Women Voters of Massachusetts wishes to record its continued
support for the northeastern water and related land resources compact, S. 374„.
now before this committee and passed by the House as H.R. 30 in August 1961.
The members of the league of women voters for the past 6 years have studied

the Nation's water resources and its related problems—conservation, dispersal,
pollution, flood control, watershed management, soil conservation, and the.
recreation, industrial and economic aspects. The Massachusetts league applied
the knowledge from the study of conservation and development of water resources.
of Federal programs to the State and local programs in the field of water re-
sources. The members arrived at the conclusion that comprehensive regional
planning is a necessity and that a regional mechanism for New England is needed
to resolve the water problems and to meet adequately the needs of the State.

Massachusetts, a highly populated and heavily industrialized State, demands
large quantities of good water. Industry is its biggest single water consumer
Although there is a safe yield from the present reservoirs for water consumption,
increasing population and increased standard of living intensify the deep con-
cern over the general water resources picture for the future. Pollution and
flood control programs are functioning, yet more extensive and stronger controls
are needed. Three major river basins of New England drain through the State,
the Merrimack, the Connecticut, and the Thames. The Merrimack, the second
largest stream of Massachusetts, is in dire need of being cleaned up from upriver
to downriver. The demand for the use of the river for drinking water and for.
boating and swimming is increasing. Although reservoirs are located to pro-
tect Massachusetts and other downstream communities from upstream States,.



92 NORTHEASTERN WATER AND LAND RESOURCES COMPACT

there is a great need for more flood protection works. The people of Massac
hu-

setts are dependent upon the natural resources to sustain life and to con
tribute

to the industry, the agriculture and recreation of the State. An imp
ortant

industry, fisheries, depends upon clean water. Tidal marshes are vital to the

fish harvest and are necessary in flood and drought control due to the sponge-
like

quality of the marshes. Dredging and filling of coastal marshes is progress
ing

rapidly. Predictions are that within 25 years they will virtually disappear if

the present trend continues. This means loss of food and loss of employment

and profits and when we consider the recreation aspects of the shoreline, there

would be less intake economically.
We are in strong agreement that coordination of the various State and Federal

agencies at the planning stage will provide better development of water re-

sources for Massachusetts and for all the New England States. New England is

a natural region with the river basins primarily within the borders. We feel

that the mechanism set up in the northeastern compact is the type for New

England and would benefit greatly the region and ultimately the Nation.

The compact has several strong points: (1) Considering the needs of the

region as a whole is good; (2) planning at the beginning by all agencies and

States concerned would eliminate needless conflicts, duplications, delays, and

would present opportunities among the various agencies to the understanding

of proposed projects; (3) giving equal representation with equal voice to each

State and each agency with major concern for water is effective; (4) planning

and recommending not implementing projects, would not jeopardize preroga-

tives and powers of Federal and State governments; (5) sharing of costs should

be more acceptable with the States which have a say from the early stages.
The Massachusetts legislature has approved this compact.
The Massachusetts League, a member of the New England ad hoc Committee

on Water Resources, supports the statement of the ad hoc committee. We re-

spectfully urge that this committee give the compact a favorable report and we
hope that Congress will give its consent to the northeastern water and related
land resources compact.

Please include this statement in the report of the hearing.
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WAKEFIELD, MASS., August 14, 1962.
Senator JAMES 0. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
Municipal Electrical Association of Massachusetts comprised of 40 municipal

electric plants concerned about lack of protection to the public interest and
recommend strong opposition to S. 374.

A. G. SPURRET.P,
President, Municipal Electrical Association of Massachusetts.

CRAFTSBURY COMMON, VT., August 13, 1962.
Senator JAMES EASTLAND,
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
As former Commissioner of Development for State of Vermont and now as

private citizen I am very much opposed to passage of H.R. 30, northeastern
water. and related resources compact. Have just learned of hearing on Wednes-
day. Am convinced citizens of Vermont have not been made aware of bill
or its provisions and have not had proper opportunity to express their feelings.
At this late date I cannot be present at hearing but would like to know of any
future ones being scheduled as would like to appear. Water is vital to Ver-
mont's future and feel State is in very poor position to protect its interests if
bill passes in present form.

W. E. BIRMINGHAM,
Headmaster, Sterling School.

MONTPELIER, VT., August 13, 1962.
Senator JAMES EASTLAND,
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Please register one member of New England Council Natural Resources Com-
mittee opposed to northeastern water and related lands resources compact.
My principal objection is loss of State's rights over its own resources.

KEITH WALLACE.

CHICOPEE, MASS., September 15, 1962.
Senator EASTLAND,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
I wish to be placed on record as opposing the northeastern water resources

compact bill in its present form. It would be a detriment to public power
ownership.

JOHN J. KORKOSZ,
Manager, Chicopee Electric Light Department.

93
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HOLYOKE, MASS., September 13, 1963.
Senator EASTLAND,
Washington, D.C.:
Recommend strong opposition to northeast water resources compact bill as

in its present form it would cause complete confusion in planning of water
resource development in the area.

F. H. KING,
Manager, Gas and Electric Department.

CAMBRIDGE, MASS., September 17, 1962.
Senator LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

S. 374 northeastern water compact comes to vote in Judiciary Subcommittee
tomorrow. We hopefully await passage.

MADELINE GRANT,
President, League of Women Voters.

MONTPELIER, VT., August 13, 1962.
SECRETARY, SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Wish to go on record opposing northeastern land and related resources com-
pact as now written. Believe it requires more study.

SAILEY F. ENNIS,
General Manager, Washington Electric Co-op East.

BRATTLEBORO, VT., August 13, 1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

Vermont has not ratified the compact bill H.R. 30. More time should be given
to consider its reason. News releases inadequate to support any bill of this
nature. Delay in hearings required to review committee's report and investigate
provisions of the proposed act in defense of my opposition to the H.R. 30 bill.

RUBY W. SNOW.

GUILFORD, VT., August 13, 1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
Deferment of scheduled hearings in regard compact bill H.R. 30 requested.

Not sufficient time to review committee report and furnish statement against
the compact.

RAY E. GATES.

BRATTLEBORO, VT., August 13, 1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Northeastern Water and Related Land Resources Compact,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
I oppose bill and request postponement of the hearings now set for August

14 and 15 so I can prepare statement. Would like to see committees report.
FLOYD N. STONE.

JACKSONVILLE, VT.

-JOSEPH DAVIS,
Secretary, Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
I earnestly desire to register objection to passage of H.R. 30, northeast compact

bill. Believe passage would seriously injure State of Vermont interest par-
ticularly in relations to electric power and water resources. Would like to

BURLINGTON, VT., September 17, 1962.
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appear in opposition or file a statement in opposition to bill. Request that you
advise if appearance or statement is preferred. Please incorporate this tele-
gram of opposition in the records of proceedings in hearings examination of
minutes of House. Hearing clearly establishes serious and adverse effect on
Vermont interest.

FREDERICK J. FAYEI1L,
Attorney for Electric Cooperatives of State of Vermont.

MARSHFIELD, VT., August 11,1962.
SECRETARY OF SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Believe Vermont Legislature meeting in 1963 should have chance to review
northeastern land and related resources compact before leaving Judiciary Com-
mittee. Request it not be passed this session.

CHARLES CARPENTER,
Treasurer, Washington Electric Co-op.

NEWPORT, VT., August 11, 1692.
SECRETARY, SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
The bill northeastern water and related land resources compact. We wish the

hearing be delayed for more information. I am much opposed to the bill the
way it is set.

Yours truly,
JASPER D. SANVILLE.

IRASBURG, VT.

FAIRFAX, VT., August 11, 1962.
SECRETARY OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMD.
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Have just read about action to be taken and northeastern water and related

land resources compact. I would ask that action be delayed that I might
prepare a statement in regards to this matter representing 100,000 electric
.consumers in Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and New York State.

Sincerely yours,
DOUGLAS WEBB,

President, North Eastern Association of Electric Co-op.

ENOSBURG FALLS, VT., August 11, 1962.
SECRETARY OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SIR: I have received brief information of the H.R. 30 bill concerning

the northeastern waters and related land resources compact. Therefore, until
I have been fully informed and thoroughly understand H.R. 30 I would urge
that it be delayed until I can file my opposition to it, if so warrants. As I now
understand, its ultimate goal would be to deprive the people of the New Eng-
land States access of their natural resources.

Respectfully,
FRED W. BOUDREAU.

CHICOPEE, MASS., August 13, 1962.
SENATOR JAMES 0. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
11.2. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
I wish to be recorded in opposition to S. 374 establishing northeastern

resources commission.
JOHN J. KORKOSZ,

Manager, Chicopee Electric Light Department.
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BARRE, VT., August 13, 1962.
SECRETARY, SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Vermont Legislature 1963 should have chance to review northeastern land

and related resource compact. Believe it is detrimental to Vermont as now
written.

J. R. BRUCE.

CHELSEA, W., August 13, 1962.
SECRETARY, SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Believe northeastern land and related resources compact detrimental to rural
electric consumers of Vermont. Speaking for some 10,000 Vermont people, wish
more study be made.

JOHN LARKIN,
President, Washington Electric Co-op.

ESSEX JUNCTION, VT., August 18, 1962.
CLERK OF SENATE JUDICIARY SUBCOMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Northeastern water and related land resources compact hearing on H.R. 30
should be delayed. H.R. 30 should be rewritten to give the States equal voting
rights and the Federal agencies act only in advisory capacity. I am opposed
to H.R. 30 in present form.

JAMES PILLSBURY,
President, Vermont Electric Coop., Inc.

P.S.—Serving 10,000 people.
JOHNSON, VT.

MONTPELIER, VT., August 13, 1962.
SECRETARY, SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Wish to support Senator Aiken's stand on northeastern land and related re-

sources compact. Believe it needs more study.
GEORGE RICKER.

GROTON, VT.

SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Postponement of hearing of the northeastern water and related land resources

compact bill requested. Am against the compact and want time to study com-
mittee's report and submit objections opposing.

SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
Announcement of hearing dates on northeastern water and related land re-

sources compact bill too late to arrange to attend and state my views against
such a bill.

MARLBORO, VT., August 18, 1962.

BERTHA AKLEY.

JACKSONVILLE, VT., August 18, 1962.

MYRON ALLEN.

MONTPELIER, VT., September 14, 1962.
SECRETARY OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
Having studied northeastern land and related resources compact believe not

in best interest of rural people of Vermont. Wish opportunity to appear at
hearing on 18th in opposition to bill.

SAILEY ENNIS.
EAST MONTPELIER.
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MONTPELIER, VT., September 14, 1962.
SECRETARY OF TKE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Have studied northeastern land and related resources compact and still feel
it is detrimental to rural electric consumers in Vermont. I would desire to
testify at the hearing on September 18th, but if unable request this wire be made
part of testimony at hearing.

JOHN LARKIN,

President, Washington Electric Co-op.

MARLBORO, VT., September 17, 1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington D.C.:

Am opposed to the northeastern water and related land resources compact
bill. Request time to be heard. Want this part of hearing record.

BERTHA AKLEY.

JACKSONVILLE, VT., September 17, 1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,

Washington, D.C.:
Am opposed to H.R. 30 and ask postponment of hearing until I can study further

the contents. If delay in hearing not arranged request this be part of record.
FLOYD M. STONE.

IRASBURG, VT., September 17, 1962.
JOSEPH DAVIS,
CLERK OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Concerning bill H.R. 30 that I have read the past hearing and oppose bill.
I would like to testify against the bill if time permits. I would like the wire
included in the hearing testimony.

JASPER D. SANVILLE.

BURLINGTON, VT., September 17, 1962.
JOSEPH DAVIS,

Clerk of Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
I have read the testimony of hearing and proposed H.R. 30. I would like

to testify against this bill if possible and have this wire included in the
testimony.

JOHNSON, VT.

JAMES PILLSBURY,

President, Vermont Electric Co-op.

MONTPELThat, VT., September 14, 1962.
SECRETARY OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Because of the detrimental effect of northeastern land and related compact

on rural people in Vermont I wish to be heard in opposition to its passage. If I
am unable to appear request that this telegram be verbally stated at the hearing
on the 18th.

J. R. BRUCE.
WILLIAMSTOWN, VT.
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ENOSBURG FALLS, VT., September 17, 1962_.
JOSEPH A. DAVIS,
Judiciary Senate Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

DEAR SIR:
Regarding H.R. 30 for the so-called northeast compact bill I read the past

hearing testimony and the proposed bill and I would like to testify against the
bill. If I cannot I would like this wire included in the hearing testimony.

Respectfully,
FRED W.. BOUDREAU..

FAIRFAX, VT., September 1'4.1962.
JOSEPH DAVIS,
Clerk, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Regarding bill H.R. 30 have read past hearing testimony and oppose bill. If •
time permits would like to testify against bill.

DOUGLAS WEBB,
President, Northeast Association of Electric Cooperatives.

NORTH TROY, VT., September 17, 1962.
JOSEPH DAVIS,
Clerk of Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Have read the past hearing testimony on proposed bill would testify against
bill if possible. Would like this wire included in hearing testimony.

ROBERT STARR,
Director, Vermont Electric Cooperative.

ENOSBURG FALLS, VT., September 17, 1962.
JOSEPH DAVIS,
Clerk, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Wish to testify on H.R. 30 if time permits. Please include in hearing record

my judgment that northeast compact legislation as drawn is inadequate to
forward future of area.

BERNARD G. O'SHEA.

BRATTLEBORO, VT., September 17, 1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
Delay procurement in compact bill H.R. 30 hearing. Necessary more time •

required to prepare opposable arguments. Incorporate this into hearing records
if deferment unallowed.

RUBY W. SNOW.

CRAFTSBURY COMMON, September 17, 1062.
JOSEPH DAVIS,
Clerk, Senate Judiciary Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
As former commissioner of development for the State of Vermont, as chair-

man of the planning commission for the town of Cabot, and as a teacher and
student of American Government, the role of Federal action in the development
of Vermont's rural regions remains a paramount interest for me. A study of
H.R. 30, known as the northeast compact, and the previous testimony given at
hearings has convinced me Vermont's interests have not been fully protected, .
and in time we would lose control of our most valuable natural resource, water,
to the more populated States. Without proper compensation, control or planning,
despite the apparent safeguarding written in the bill I am firmly convinced, after •
experience with similar groups, that in time the interests of our more powerful
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States and groups within those States would prevail by sheer weight of numbers
and financial backing.
I would like to appear to testify against H.R. 30 if my schedule and your

courtesy permits this. I would also request that this wire be included in the
hearing testimony. For large areas of Vermont, proper development depends on
proper utilization of our remaining water resources. While important to any
State, water is absolutely vital to Vermont. In simple justice to a small State
God has not over endowed with natural resources allowed us to retain control
of what He has given us, so we can work out our own destiny unhindered by the
resources and pressures of larger, more organized groups and interests whose
own desires may not be compatible with the best interests of the people of these
green hills. A small State can prosper today if it is allowed the privilege readily
engaged in by the larger States: the careful working out of its resources for the
best interests of its own people. H.R. 30 denies Vermont this right and should
be defeated for this reason if our Federal system of sovereign States has any
meaning for us today.

W. E. BIRMINGHAM,
Headmaster, Sterling School.

GUILFORD, VT., September 14,1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
Postponement in compact H.R. 30 hearings advisable am opposed to provisions

and ask postponement to allow time to prepare objections. If requested post-
ponement not arranged include this as part of hearing record.

RAY E. GATES.

JACKSONVILLE, VT., September 15, 1962.
SENATE JUDICIARY COMMIrrEL,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

Still opposed to H.R. 30 as such request time to be heard. If hearing is held
request this to be included in record.

MYRON W. ALLEN.

MONTPELIER, VT., September 14, 1962.
SECRETARY OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
The long-range plans of we Vermonters will be adversely affected by passage

of the northeastern land and related resources compact, am opposed and wish to
have committee so informed.

EAST MONTPELIER.
DEAN SHATTUCK.

MONTPELIER, VT., September 14, 1962.
SECRETARY OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
The northeastern land and related resources compact is not in best interest of

people of Vermont. I wish to go on record at the hearing as opposed to passage
of this bill.

GEO. RICKER.
GROTON, VT.

MONTPELIER, VT., September 14, 1962.
SECRETARY OF THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
In the interest of the Legislature of Vermont, who will be meeting in session

1963, and the people of rural Vermont, I wish to state complete opposition to the
northeastern land and related resources compact as now written.

CHARLES CARPENTER.
MARSHFIELD, VT.
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PROVIDENCE, R. I., September 15, 1962.

INTERSTATE COOPERATION HEARING,
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Regret unable to attend hearing. Copy of Rhode Island resolution "water and

related land resources compact" sent 13th August. Trust you will take favor-

able action on subject.
Senator PRIMO IACOBUCCI,

Chairman, Rhode Island Commission
on Interstate Cooperation.
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