i - P AR ] \)hh.":\'?ﬂ- y
A Y et ‘ o , ¢ ); PG el ol gl .'* Hi
- e g !

"l T -

Y e =100 T By
" ""SONOMA COUNTY ASSOCIATIONZZc
~ FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF BODEGA BAY <=

Af%
6950 COMMERCE BOULEVARD, P.O. BOX <72, ROHNERT PARK, CALIFORNIA  SWift 5-5445 J‘ e /
b y i . Liberty 5-9023 90'
President o
' George Fior S :
Yic . -Presidents
"en Badger 3 g ' -~
Goorge Kee July 9 ’
Secretary ; !
Paul Colin
Treasurer

Hagh Fitsputrick

- The Atomic Energy Commission
Washington 25, D. C.

Attention: Mr. Eber R, Price, Assistant Director
Division of Licensing and Regulation

v - Re: Docket No. 50205

Near Mr. Price:

This organization is being formed to show the support
by the people in Sonoma County in the various agencies that our
invoived in making decisions in the Bodega Bay Atomiec Park. The 3
opposition has stated in press releases to the people of this. :

- county and northern California as follows:

"ObvioGsly the individual citizen cannot look for protection ;
at the Atomic Energy Commission. The Atomic Energy Commission |
is charged with the responsibility to develop atomic energy; .- :
it has in the past few years been shedding its health and :
safetv duties like a serpsnt in the spring”. R

As far as we can determine, the Atomic Energy Commission
has an exemplary record. We wculd like a ttatement from your office,
if you have such a thing prepared, setting forth the safety record ~
of the ALC and copies of laws and vegulations upon which you have |
operated, We want to prepare a publicity release of general dis-
tribution in this area to build up confidence in the AEC.

i~ o - _ ;

o We are sending you a copy of a Resolution which we are
asking other people to adopt which fairly well sets forth the pur-
- poses of our groyupe L
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RESOLUTION

BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:

We believe that the l&dgga Bay Project, including

the Bodege Bay Atomic Park, as planned and projected for growth

is a tremendous boon for the County of Sonoma, and the State of

California.

We believe that the Bodega Bay Atomic Plant will

supply the necessary electrical power, not only now, but to meet

the needs of the future of Northern California.

We believe that the California State Park, University

of California Marine Biological Laboratory, the Coast Guard Station,

Doran Park and all the other projects planned within the area would

do much for the recreational and commcfcial uses of Bodega Bay.

We believe that the agencies who have made decisions

relating to Bodega Bay and its development to wit:
Sonoma County Planning Commission

Sonoma County Harbor Commission

Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments

Board of Regents, University o’ California
Department of Fish and Game, State of California
Department of Health, State of California

State Parks Commission, State of Califorrnia

Public Utility Commission, State of California

North Coastal Regional Water Pollution Board,

State of California

State Coordinator of Atomic Energy Development,
ia

State of Californi

United Statcn‘Corpn. of ungineers

are responsible agencies and tha indinideals comprising these
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agencies and their staffs have made their decisions based on the

best interests of the people of the County of Sonoma and the
State of California and the United States of Amercia.

We believe that the Atomic Energy Comnission has
an exemplary safety record in the development of the reactor
program; they are commissioned under the laws of the United States
to determine the safety of this plant. We have utmost confidence
in the Atomic Energy Commission and we will abide by the decision
that they make and request all other residents of Sonoma County

to do the same.

Passed by

this y 1963,

day of

Secretary
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CONCLUS T

o d VN

Accordingly, teking into fccount the location of tiu

PLANT, the questions of the public safety as evoled Oy the locesion:

of F.C.6 L. to weet the safcty issue; the clear publi

'CP Bodega inviolate .. &ll of these thinzs and cumcle.

L0 the conclusion that the éuthority heretofore
n&ve been igpucd end should be rescinde.,

-

+ 18 not giving proper welight: to the total 60C1 ]

vaiies widch inhere in the bodegs bay eite &nd which ere being

deetroved, Steel, Corcrete and CREXLY are not g fair exchanze for

Precious and beaitiful land, gea &0d sky. P.G.& E. has {n the
PRSE showa its cuncem for public opinion, 1 sugpeet that {¢
feconeider {tg decdision to place g nuclear plant at Bodege Eey,

that it withdras from the site, a.d that {¢ sclect ansther.

/

/8/ Willian M. Bcnnett
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voldy Willianm b, , Comiesioner « This 15 the higaly

Bodega bay nuciees power unit contiovessy. It has

i 24 4l

e Ll subject of Fubide Glalogue and heg evoked spirited Filidds
wirdtdon. Tee Pacific Gas and Electric Compary (P.G.& E.),
8P 18c05T, Mus Fequested approva) ¢ Its proposal 4n tne name of
the puntic convenience and necessity,
The matter 4s ner, bufore this Coraalesion upor a p.eacing
“tyied "A Petitdus to Reoper, gnd o Further Hearing,' This peti»
tion wee $ilad an tay 6, 1963, by the NovrLewn (alifornias Associaric |

to Pressrve Fodega Hea? ars Haror, Inc., (tne Arasociation),
The Asss intion evokes the broad discretion

of the Pub.ic
Velideins Comriesi

21 el the State of Californig (Comnission,

fevim the record heredr and the dec{eion
"

to

and order made, Thie {s
matter of guch loport es to cel: for my complete review of the
record,

1 did not Previousl pargict

pcte in this matter, not then
belig a member of this

Commigsicn,

From 2 complete review of the record heredn
%o the conclusion that

compatib

» 1 az compelicd
& nuclear power unit at Bodege Bay is
le viih the pablic convenience and n
articulate these things

not
ecessity., Let me
wilch drew me to this resu.
HZ PU _C_')N'\'ENENCE AND NEC[SE;TY
Pabldc convenience and Necessity is
“ept 85 Lo he subjeet to

YU ressons

not so precise a con-

Exact intespret -jor. It is un elastic
siandard pur 4y

iaw itg irterpreteticrn and

application ra g given
tircum:

cAnces as pertair, (o Caltf
‘8 wath thig Comutrsi g,
eroncalc vourg

et of faery g venia public
Tnis Comnissi- {4 the

utilities ves

“f 2ulifornis ew ‘¢t Tayveterts the .amle of thin
v ¥

sate i &pproving or d!supprov:ng on

Thelr behulf. Proposel ¢ made
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pebiade uialities., 1In arriving at the true public interest a

cdedn b tacwors, and in this cese a veriety of special circum-
Lances, must be glven proper weight.
In corsidering public convenience and necessity in this
> wi. ate met with a showing of streng public opposition to the
¢ 'yect, @ strong public concern for public safety because of the
crorimity of this proposed plant to an active fault line; and &
«.vong public opposition to the location of this plant at Bodepa Bay
because of fts dmpact upon the natural beauty cf the area. All of
these things have a bearing upon my position herein,

The proposed plant of P.G.& E. 1s regarded as an unwanted
intruder by an impressive public representation. Individuals,
speaking out in protection of their interests as they conceive the:u
to be affected, have been quite vocal in their opposition. Public
witnesses expressed concern as to the location of the propesed
plant and public witnesses expressed grave concern for their future
safety as residents of the area in the event the plant were con-
structed. The Sierra Club of California presented a spokesman on
behalf of its numerically substantial menbership to voice its dis-
pleasure and opposition to the chosen site because of its claimed
impact upon the natural beauty of the area.

The public opposition 4s not, of course, measured here by
80 clear and conclus;vc & process as the popular vote might be.
Nonetheless the record gives the clear iapression that the vast
majority of the public does not want thic unit at this place at this
time. The Comuipsion consistent with 1ts genesis, is bound to give

weight to this public expression.
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ROD" ZA B/Y AS A UICLEAL

we ale here talking about Bodega Bey, so-called after
J«8L brancisco de la Bodege y Cualrs, Captain of the Spanith ship,
-onore, the Iirst spear point of the Spenist. in their expiornttons

tae norinirn coast of California. As it {s related: “On
ctover 3, 1775, the weary voyagers found themselves in & bay sbout
four leagues to the north of Point Reyes, on whose besutiful green
canks bear and deer could be seen peacefully feeding. In honor of
thae captain of the ship the bay was named Bodega, @ name which it
still bears." ("A Short History of California" by Rockwell D, Hunt,
Fh.D., and Nellie Van De Grift Sarches (1929) et page 141.) while
the bears have lorg since gcne, otill an occaslonal deer crosses the
landecape and aside from the intrusions of roace and casue!
structures, bBodega remains substartially ae it was when firet seen
by the Spanish,

Bodega ir one of those places which is & unique combination
of sky, land and water. 1t is & joy to the eye ~- & pleasure to
behold! The sea corst, the wash of the ocean, the rolling hills
with their seatonal colors, these have been made by the hand of God.
There {8 only one bodega Bay and there will never be another,

It 48 to be noted that Bodege, while it has not been
reserved by Government as one of the pleygrounde of the future,
nonetheless 1{ pert and parcel of that recreational complex which
stretches from Stinson Beach on and up the Marin and Sonome coast
Iine. The region is frequented by beacher, intermittent State parks
and recreations]l retreots. It enjoys the advantsges of possesein,
Ereat and rare natural beauty end most foportantly 4s in close
proximity to tie populstion of the Bay Area. A nuclesr plant in
the heart of tlis area is out of place, Indeed there is an inherent

dissonance in the concept of a nuclear plant at Bodega Bey.

.’.




1 wlleve ot the Public wienzs to guard and to care for

L N Gral wwritage, Theodore Roobere.t and Cifford Firchot maze
Wokbivaas o8 naclons) fdesd. Today as the natural p:grms of this
SNEE, , wd of (alifornia 4r rarticular, become more tompressed

Mmsvr-ation becoue eritice) and should Projerly flgure 4n & deter-
nitut) o of the putlic converlence and necessity. While tlere {s &
narrow utilitazian CCEl anc vaiue to a nuclear plant g bodega, there
i5 & far greater social oencfit, in wy opinion, to California, in
Preserving bodega Bay sc fer as poesible even though such sociel
benciit cannot b Precisely megsures,

Picjects g¢ distasteful &ud g0 offensive to the broad
standard of publqe Besthetics gre not, nor can Grgumnt meke then,
in the true public tonvenience and nNecessity, Accordingly, 1 would
disapprove this &rplication beceuse of tne location selected as
well &5 for other Tegsons to be given herein. ;

THE NUCLEAR PLANT A'D T san wpResc FAULT LINE

The chosen site, in pProximity to the San Andreas Fault,
placed upon 0k &, the high burden of Batisfying this Commission
8¢ to the absolute safety of frg Proposal. Thie fault has been
described as the eerth's greatest continentsl rift, gan Franciscans
&and North Bay residents do not need any fpecial reminder as to its
destructive Petentisl, The mere mention of 1906 suggests g
catastrophy to most people.

it 1s enly & matter of common serge thet great concern
€x18t9 wnd should exist as to this 16sue 1n these Proceedinge.

The record {e pladn ther the Proposed nuclesr unit wil]
be in clupe P¥oxizity to the fault Idne, & dispute existy ag to
the precise Clrcaice detwson the unit and the $an Andrees fauit dane,

However, in the words of ¥.6.6 E."e erpert, Professor ¢, w. Housrer,
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(Exhibit 48, Tsb 12, letter of Jenuary, 19¢l), "Talse site 4z close
to the San Andreas Fault Zone which passes @ mile or suv to the ea:t.

The report of Clark E. McHuron , F.G.6 E. consviting
ergineering geologist, saye: '“The general site of the propos:d
Bodega Bay Power Flant ic known and recogrized to be within &
very close to the San Andreas Fault 2one. The San Anérecs fo L
knowr, to be active and to have been active in the pes! . ' (uai.vle wl,
Tab 3,)

Other opinions place the Fault Line in closer relaticorei’')
to the plant but regardless of the exact distance it is & tact tcoe.
this plent wiil be very cloee to tne earth's grectest con.liscovis
active fault line -~ and there 1s no other accurate way to Blale L0

The opinion of this Commission heretofore issurd, sta'e

.. in addition to the San Andreas Fault Zone which g:cordirg to
the record i more than one fourth mile east of the proposed res to:
pite ..." The confusion as to the precise distance between the

proposed nuclear plant and the fault line is evident, but 4t is race
to conclude that despite the lack of clarity in the record, the
piant 48 none the less in proximity to the fault line.
FUTURE QUAKE ACTIVITY CONSIDERED
The San Andress Fault Line has been active for thousanc:

of years and will probably continue to be active for thousaonds .wve
It has visited its rolls and shocks upon this ares, either i’ .-
with ucnf severity, almoet wicthout eurcecase. That it wiil -

is stated in Exhibic 45, Tad 12 by the P.C.& L, expert, Pro.
Housner. "The proposed site 1s & regium of high seismic activ..

It has beeu ectivzted that @ large earthguake such av the 19

may be expected to occur along the San Andrews Tault in the 1o

Bay region perheps three or four times per ome thouviand yo.. s



w&3000 Dissent D

“eus intense ground motior can be expected to oicur with greater
frequency ,,.° Geology, as 1t furnishes the basis for humar

mindans as to [uture feult iinc activity 15 not free fron h.men
Fror.  Lome experts expect more frequent occuirences of viclent

vrivit Y apon this line and DO experts car state Precisely Loe dare

T suuh [uture happenirgs nor the seismic irtensity thereof.

It seems safe to conciude theo that despite the ranve of
“pinion as to future occurrences that there is a consensus that
there will Le future occurrences and that some of ther may well be

quite severe,

THE DEFECT IN P.G.6 E's SHOWING

The issue of safety looncd large in these proceedings and
P.C.& E, carricd the burden of mecting that issue. Early in the
pProceedings P.C.& E. related that it had retained Dr, Tocher, a con-
sulting selsmolopist, Dr. Quaide, consultant geologist, Professor
Housner, professor of applied mechanics, Dames and Moore, soil
wechanics engincers, and others. Their employ was for the purpose
of studying the Proposed site in terms of its safety aspects, Their
opimions, then, were crucial since they formed the basie upon which
P.G.& E. elected to Proceed at Bodega Bay.

During the first day of hearing Commission counsel inquired
of P.C.& E. as t0 whether any of the reports of {ts eXperts were

goingd to be available or were going to be put into evidence. P.C.& E.

eteted: "Well, we didn't intend to put any of them in. They are
quite lengthy, they ere quite volundnous. Certainly they were gvail-
able for the Comriseion staff to look 4t and to study. .." At this
point staff counsel Teplisd: .., &t 8ppears to me that the
Commiseion may in pot Yequiring a full record in this matter be

satiefied with just one Or two sentences, in effect that the doctors



-0 & Ouby wen .. with reference to such an waport ant
dnle deserves the congldiratior of che berck, anc 1 think
Ly ‘.- have cvellatle to ue some of this drfora tion,'
T YRR
~tepite this excharge the hearing proceaded ano the
wandir o, Tepurts arc other infermarisn of the selected expercs of
Fooo v, were glven through the mouth of one J. D. worthington, Chief

ivil ipineer of the B.G.2 B, Ne oue of the erperts retgined b

Folaé Z. cane forward uoorn osth t. throw his opinion into the ture

‘vlent arens of svose-exerdnntion. Ihelr judprents were and remain

————

urning to the last dey of hearing, dewsnd was made that
Folaa L. present the reporte of {ts experts. The experts' opinion,
it was tnen agreed, should be received 8s & late-filed exhibit
designated Exnibit wo. 48, and in clorirg the Examiner stated:
and the applicant has the responsibility of submitting a late-
fileo Exhibit No. 4E." (Reporter 's Transcript 1497.)
Aad 80, on June 7, 1962 these proceedings clos2d and on
July 9, 1962 lete-filed Exhibit 48 was furnished.
TEE LACK OF CROSS-ENAMINATION
It 1e evident that Extivit 48 was perhaps the most singie

important exhizit in these proceedangs. It conteined the written
repurts and oplodons of P.G.& E. 's experts &nc it certainly formed
the bLasis for critical crose-exaninztion, Uaforctunately, however,
parties to these proteedings unexilled 4n Comuisaion practice and
indeec, I legal procedure, were not quick co insist upon their right
fo exacinetion of the document, and, secoudly, they were not quick

to dezand that F,.C.& E.'s experts pive their respective opinions

upon oath.
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Le S0 W dousner, the Cipest with tue €ouss B8y upon the safcty
Ledt plant, wae agkad whether & pover viant of th: netvre and
e L as pruposat could be sefely built to withltano‘oarthq-ekvb
tis area. By ictter ftyled '"GCecrge W, Wusner, .. 3 Janusry
i e M. ), D, worthirgeon, Chicf Civil Engineer ot P.G.& £,

1 WIN580F Housner statea “In gv opiricn a PoweT plant of the nosur.
Vo location showrn as Scheme 7 can be safcly built ¢ withstand
~arthguaie in this arec if the design and construction are done 4
atcordanuce with Froper seismdc specifications, (Tab 13.)

Strangely, however, Tab 12 the Teport immecdiately preceds
ing Tab 13 g¢ unlike every other Catel docament and merely gptatesg

Jercary 1561 « the cay of the mortl beirg omitted. in this report

.

Jaoeled "Janaacy 1961 Professor Housrcr faye thls: "Since 1t is
quite dmpossible Lo CELign @ powes plant to survive withous dancge
the large permanernt Bround murfgce displacements thet mizht occur
if the earthquake faulr slippage occurred on the site, thie possi-
bility muot be Biven special consideration,"

I cer only fpeculate what Cross~exauniretior gight have been
done with thege twe Ferorts, laying 40 Exnibie 46 mext to each other.
was Teb 12 nme cly dated January 1961 rendered before or after the
written opinion ~f Frofessor kevener on 3 Januery 1961, wherein he
opined that a pow.r piart could be safely buile?

Why war the Tab 12 Teport merely dated Janvaery 19617 The
wealth of quertlons which OCCuUrs to ome when confrontes with thie
date dilcze}aucy need not be discussed in detadl, put I azx intrgpuco
with the pursinle veasone for the 8.arp change in prof. Hougner '«
endnfons from Januers 1361 go '3 Jaruury 1961, (% buppore Lie

“Jaruery 19517 TeLML wer written atter ta "3 January 1041 Te, .

«Cu



I remind the resdsr that Exhibit 46 represents an accum.ls-

tion of independent expert “panions, each opinion servivg as thre
fr.mdstion of subsequent opinions. Dames and Moore, consultants 4in
arc:led earth sciences, rendered Feports on Jenuswy 2%, 1%692 (Ts- 5,

ard on December 2, 1960 (7ab 10) in which they ventured the epinion:

that tne site waes safe as & building location and tha: "The prode~

Lility of significant structural dazage frow the San Andress Fault
System Le remote during the life of the proposed congtruction.' Ku:
then, as Tedb 17 discloses, on 4pril 39, 1562 Dames and Moore
teported to F.C.6 E.: "Wwe do not knov of any sound method of inter-
precation for thie case, therefore w conclude that at this site ti

resuite of the seignic studies ghould be dicrejarced."

Thie revised opindon, of course, cam: wore than & year
efter the opinion of Professor Housner, rendered on 3 January 1961,
in which he sald thet & Flant could safely be built - "in accordan:s

with proser seismic ;pccifiu:ton.\' But now sey Dames and Moore

"The results of the seismic studier should be disreperded.' What

change in position would have resulted on the part of Professor
Housner in view of the change of position by Dames and Moore?! We do
not know and we are entitled to know,

It must be apparent by now that the failure to test
Exhibit &E by crovs-ersuinstion, and, in particular, the specific
deficienciae 1 have pointec out, vesulted in an approval whidch
should tot heve been issued in the first inetance, considering the
state of the record,

1 cax only speiulate ar to how flin the opinions of the

EXpCris would be after exposure to keen Gueetioning, Even without

Croge~xarination the opirions and reports cf the expertn are con-

tradictory and eon

fusing. They leave mich to he derirod end dou net



satisfy my concern s to the future safety of the proprsed plais At

stards out dn Cxldbic 48 tlut there is lacking any clear and quili-
‘led expert fudgnent that thie plant can be built with safety an, cof
tourer, tols Comiission 45 entitled to 1o lees an opindon thay ther.
EXHIT Y _4_8__@_1‘_1;___‘@:’.15510:4 OI ILI0N
That Ixhibit 4¢ played e decieive role in the decision of

the Comuission 1s evident. In that portion of the opinion gtyled

Safery”’ at Page 19, the Coaniccion seeks to alley public concern ¢
tc quake activity by citing by way of rebuttal "applicert's civil
enginecring witness” - Worthington == whe Bave the opinior of the
consulting geclogist =- hearsey! snd chen to buttross the heersas
the Comaisefon feund: “Thds tectimony was supplemented and sul -
ftantisted by applicant's late-filed Exhibit 48" (Page 20 of
Opinion,)

The reliability of Exhibis 46 has been ciscussed above.
This Le hardly the Wiy te make a complete record and the enoreity
of thinps left untested and unpr:ven leaves & recerd which in m
opinion cannce possibly furnish the besis for the authority
srevioassly granted,

WHY TAV™ THE Rl§l"?

We are met here with &pplicant's assertion as to the need
for this unit. P.C.&6 E. spelled out such need. It {p not uecessery
to dispute the epplicant's contention as to its future energy
Tequircoents to' judge the merits of the proposal here offered, we
&re here dealing o> fa; ge selomic activity {s concerned with o
voluntary exposure to risk. It s obvious that a few ventures a:.
entirvely risk froe but this is not to say that risk ehould be courtec
unnecessardily, In thic case, fortunately, we are net feced with

teetdng future power requirements of P.G.4 E. by plecing & plant gt

o1l e

~



t.ids tite or in the alternative failirs to meet such pover recul

This 1s not tne only

e~

T it e, sile availatle to nprlicanl,
2tier areas In the nocthern

Tocre
N

dvin’ «% anstioant wisaes but which contain peclogical festures

“velttd Lo tihc muilding of @ faciidity such as this.

It {s quice
wossille for applicait to relocate thie facility, rewoving it pro-
v-8€ plant from such close proximity teo the San Andreas Fault Line

an? at the sane time thue Freserving the naturel beausy of Eodega

bay. Only blind compuleion would fneist wpon placing th

1s plant in

the heart of one of nature's choicest areas and in frefishrentng

Proxinity to an gctive fault 1fac,

Both Californie history and tne opinions ir th

is recoro
nake plain the reality of fue

ure earthqualie activity,
of Prof. Kousner speak cof future large quakees,

€xpert opinion place no limit upor

The report:
Coumun sense and
the potential severity of a future

Thus all of the opiniore as to safety and design
recessarily qualified.

quace. arc
Even the best opinion of the best
acknowledze that seismology has been
the beginning of the nineteenth cer

@ in the early Btages

expert must
developed almog: whelly since
tury and must still be regarded

of its progress,

In this case approval

wis given upon such assurances ar gr
frexact gcience might furnish an

¢ upon urexarined opinions,
view the risk Which inhcres in the

Lpoi such & dutdous showing,

In oy
8 project is not to be assume 4

NUCLEAR PLANT- IN CALIFOLN
N

This ord . ion 1s not teo be construed ag o P

eition wpon my
P&rt of opposition te nucleer

plants, Obviously, theisr Uee vill be

loreprecd and they will take an importent place

more and mvie w

e12-

Coaet territory which may not be a:



i N pcwnimy. . Indeel, £.0. 5 8. 1 to be corewnded for keepin;

reast of the lacent technological cevelopments in the energy
iield

1 am addrcusing, myself ~nly and to this particular pro-
2 1. U we were confronted with & power shortage, present or
imminent, somewhat in the nature of a crisis or an emergency, ther,
of coursc, such wight pos:z other and difierent facts. My experience,
liowover, dicLates that there is no power crisis and that other sites
exist. This is a rea! factor in judging the neceseity for this
project at this location.

SOML RELEVANT OB3ERVATIONS

Obviously there is a highest and a best use of land. &
myopic business judgment has missed it here. In the pursuit of {fte¢
public utility function alone, P.G.&6 E. has overlooked so much!

As one Commissioner, and a Californian, I am of the firm
opinion that we should keep for ourselves and our grandchildren all
of the natural grandeur of Bodega Bay. As the population grows and
as life becomes ever more complex, Californians will have é keen
need for some escape from the quiet desperations of tomorrow.

Bodega 3ay 1s being lost to future generations and by
virtue of a private decision made with none of the checks and
balances of Bovernmental action, The land acjuisition, the use
permit acquisition, the authority previously granted by this
Commission «= all of these werc done separately and unrelated.
Plccemeal decisions, none of which in my opinion looked at the
total public interest, have now permitted P.G.& E. to change the
land at Bodega Bey, And this despite the fact that the ultimate
necensary autliority from the Atomic Energy Commission has not yet
been obtained. The access road at Bodega Bay, now in the process

of construction, has &lready wrought harm to the natural beauty of




A.bs8C0 Dissent I

the ares and has urdoudtedly had a devastating effect upon the com-
1unity ecology of the Bay.

1 an unavare of eny persuwsive ghowing here ar anyplace
26 to the public safety so far as future radiastion effects are
converned. There 15 & reletionship emong ell producers of radia-
tion so far ar public safety is concerned. When it is realized
that & significant portion of total utility capacity will be nuclear
in the future, then it is imperative that the total cumulative
radiation impact be measured with some precision. The total radia-
tion contribution of this plant, ae well as those in being and
those to be constructed, must be measured by sowe adequate
stendards and not upon a pilecemcal basis. Speaking &s one indi-
vidual, this case and others to follow demonstrate the necessity
of adequate standards frow the Federal Radiation Council or other
competent agencies whereby an individual state Commissioner may
know the permissible limits of tctal cumulative radiation. Confess-
ing my personal inability to render & judgment upon this question,
I am quick to point out that it is imperative for total national
public safety that the Atomic Energy Commission meet this responsi~
bility.

I ax als> cozpelled to point out that these proceedings
point to the necessity for active participation lerein by represen-
tatives of other stace agencies concerned with questions of con-
servation and heslth so that this Comcission may render a judgment
which tekes tnt; account broad socisl values rather than the

conventionally narrow irsues which might otherwise be encountered

heve,

o1k



