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Is California dreaming of no nukes? 
A California ballot initiative 'Nuclear Waste Act' could force the closure of 
4.4GW of nuclear plant in California if approved by voters on 6 November 2012. 
The unpredictability of the state's politics means it is difficult to gauge whether 
the initiative, inspired by the 11 March 2011 Great East Japan earthquake and 
subsequent Fukushima drama, will win voter support. California analysts fear 
passage could jeopardise electricity supply, prompt “tens of billions of dollars” of 
economic losses and increase electricity prices. Clean energy and natural gas 
projects, however, could blossom. Bloomberg New Energy Finance assesses 
the prospects for this ballot initiative.   

● Two nuclear plants – Diablo Canyon and the San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station 
(SONGS) – operated by investor-owned utilities provide 15.7% of the electricity generated in 
California. A grassroots initiative is challenging the ongoing operation of these plants until the 
California Energy Commission affirms that the US government has resolved spent fuel 
disposal through either a permanent repository or reprocessing.  

● California law currently prohibits new nuclear construction until a spent fuel reprocessing plant 
or a permanent repository is operating, with the existing Diablo Canyon and SONGS plants 
'grandfathered'. If approved, the ballot initiative would immediately shut down both facilities 
until the waste disposal issues are resolved.  

● The Nuclear Waste Act is currently at the signature collection phase. To get on the November 
ballot, supporters need to collect 505,000 signatures by 16 April 2012 – 5% of the voting 
population. If successful, the initiative would go to California voters on 6 November 2012. 

● In 1989, California voters shut the Sacramento Municipal Utility District’s (SMUD) Rancho 
Seco nuclear power plant after only 14 years of operation. That 963MW reactor – similar to 
the Three Mile Island reactor that melted down in 1979 – was plagued by operational 
problems. The current leader of the 2012 initiative is Ben Davis, an activist who participated in 
the closure of the SMUD Rancho Seco plant.  

● If canvassing of signatures succeed and voters pass the ballot initiative, federal or state court 
could prevent the measure’s required shutdown as that may constitute “unconstitutional taking 
of private property without just compensation”. Lawsuits would then fly.  

● Shutting down both facilities could create uncertainty, if not chaos, regarding the eventual 
delivery of replacement power. California and federal air-quality and environmental laws as 
well as NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard) concerns make the siting of new power plants in the 
state a challenging, expensive and lengthy process.  

● California politics are always difficult to comprehend and impossible to predict. The current 
initiative pits the entrenched electrical power infrastructure and financial wherewithal of the 
state’s three largest utilities against a grassroots coalition pumped up on anti-nuclear fears 
fuelled by the Fukushima disaster. It may be impossible to pick a winner for now but the first 
indicator will be the success of the coalition’s signature canvassing efforts.  

1 February 2012 NUCLEAR – RESEARCH NOTE 

Contents 
1. CALIFORNIA’S 

NUCLEAR PLANT 2 
2. STATE BALLOT 

INITIATIVE 
PROPOSED 3 

3. ANATOMY OF A 
GRASSROOTS 
CAMPAIGN 3 

4. PRECEDENTS – 
VOTING AWAY 
NUCLEAR 4 

5. PROS AND CONS 5 

6. ENOUGH 
SIGNATURES...THEN 
WHAT? 8 

 

Chris Gadomski 
+415 617 7224 
cgadomski2@bloomberg.
net 



 

 

 NUCLEAR – RESEARCH NOTE 1 February 2012 
 

© Bloomberg New Energy Finance 2012 

Strictly no copying, forwarding, shared passwords or redistribution allowed without prior written permission 
of Bloomberg New Energy Finance.  For more information on terms of use, please contact 
sales.bnef@bloomberg.net. Copyright and Disclaimer notice on page 9 applies throughout. Page 2 of 9 

   

1. CALIFORNIA’S NUCLEAR PLANT 
Nuclear power provides 16% of California’s in-state generation from the San Onofre and the 
Diablo Canyon nuclear power plants. The state also relies heavily on Arizona’s 3,800MW Palo 
Verde nuclear power plant, the largest nuclear facility in the US. The latter is partially owned by 
Southern California Edison (15.7%), the Southern California Power Authority (5.9%), and the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (5.7%). When including all electricity imports, in-state 
nuclear power provides 11.1% of California’s electricity mix.  

1.1. Diablo Canyon 
The Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant is located in a comparatively sparsely populated region 
of San Luis Obispo County (with only 850,000 residents within a 50-mile radius) and sits 85 feet 
above sea level on a 9,000-acre parcel of land extending over 14 miles along the central coast of 
California. The two unit pressurised water reactor (PWR) facility is owned by Pacific Gas & 
Electric (PG&E), one of the largest combined natural gas and electric utilities in the US, serving 
15m residents of Northern and Central California. In 2009, nuclear represented 20% of PGE’s 
portfolio mix. (Figure 1) 

Unit #1, a 1,073 MW PWR designed by Westinghouse, started operating in May 1985. Unit #2, a 
similar 1,087MW PWR, started operating in March 1986. Together they produce about 
18,000GWh – 20% of the power that PG&E provides – enough for 3m California homes. Each 
year, PG&E says the plant avoids 6-7Mt of greenhouse gas emissions. The plants are currently 
licensed to operate through 2024 and 2025.  

In November 2009, PG&E submitted a licence renewal application for the facility to continue 
operations through 2044 and 2045. The US NRC has postponed the licence renewal proceeding 
by 52 months in order for PG&E to complete additional seismic studies on the southern end of the 
Shoreline Fault line that reportedly runs within one kilometre of the facility. (See Seismic 
Concerns.) 

Figure 1:  PGE 2009 portfolio mix Figure 2:  SCE 2010 portfolio mix 

  
Source: PGE Source: SCE 

1.2. San Onofre 
The San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station is located on 84 acres of US military-owned property 
just south of the San Clemente midway between Los Angeles and San Diego. Approximately 
7.4m people live within 50 miles of the facility and 185,000 within the 13-mile Emergency 
Planning Zone. Southern California Edison (78.2%), San Diego Gas & Electric (20%) and the City 
of Riverside (1.8%) own the facility. In 2010, nuclear represented 19% of SCE’s portfolio mix. 
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Unit 2 is a 1,172MW Combustion Engineering PWR that began commercial operation in August 
1983, while Unit 3 is a similar 1,178MW PWR that began commercial operation in April 1984. Unit 
1, a Westinghouse reactor that closed in 1992, is now being used to store spent fuel. San 
Onofre's operation licence expires in 2022.   

SCE executives advised Bloomberg New Energy Finance that the company will file a request with 
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to fund a licence renewal application with the 
NRC for which it is in the final stages of doing the economic, engineering and environmental 
assessments. A CPUC filing will include a cost-effectiveness analysis of alternative power 
generation that will allow the regulator to determine whether the extended operation of SONGS 2 
& 3 would be beneficial for SCE’s customers and the state.  

2. STATE BALLOT INITIATIVE PROPOSED 

2.1. Nuclear Waste Act of 2012 
A state ballot initiative proposed for November 2012, the Nuclear Waste Act of 2012, would 
prohibit nuclear power generation in California until the US federal government approves a 
permanent spent-fuel disposal solution. New nuclear construction is also banned in the state for 
the same reason and the ballot proposition now in the 'signature collection' phase would remove 
the 'grandfather' exemption that allows the Diablo Canyon and San Onofre nuclear plants to 
continue operating. Passage of the proposition by the California voters would force immediate 
plant shutdown...unless of course lawsuits follow.  

Documents from the California Attorney General’s office summarise the chief purpose and points 
of the initiative:  

Extends statutory preconditions, currently applicable to new operation of any nuclear 
powerplant to existing Diablo Canyon and San Onofre operations. Before further electricity 
production at these plants, requires California Energy Commission to find federal government 
has approved technology for permanent disposal of high-level nuclear waste. For nuclear 
powerplants requiring reprocessing of fuel rods, requires Commission to find federal 
government has approved technology for nuclear fuel rod reprocessing plants. Both findings 
are subject to Legislature's rejection. Further requires Commission to find on case-by-case 
basis facilities will be available with adequate capacity to reprocess or store power plant's fuel 
rods.1 

Under the California constitution, supporters have until 16 April 2012 to collect 504,760 
signatures, which then must be qualified and sent to the California Secretary of State by 18 June 
2012. Depending on the number of signatures submitted and the subsequent need to 'qualify' the 
validity of all the signatures using random sampling techniques, the California Secretary of State 
will certify whether the petition has been signed by a sufficient number of voters by 14 August 
2012. 

3. ANATOMY OF A GRASSROOTS CAMPAIGN 
The present California Nuclear Initiative is the result of efforts by Ben Davis Jr, a community 
activist that also helped lead community opposition that resulted in the closure of the Rancho 
Seco nuclear plant then owned and operated by the Sacramento Municipal Utility District. SMUD 
closed the 963MW reactor in 1989 after only 14 years of operation and well before its design 
lifetime. Safety and rising utility rates prompted local opposition to the plant. 

Ben Davis first submitted his ballot initiative to the California election authorities following the 11 
March 2011 Great East Japanese earthquake and tsunami that triggered the Fukushima event. 

 
1  Attachment to Dawn McFarland’s, Acting Initiative Coordinator, Office of Attorney General letter to Debra 

Bowen, Secretary of State, 18 November 2011.  

Can California 
environmental groups 
and their members get 
enough signatures for 
the ballot initiative?  

http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/ccrov/pdf/2011/november/11117km.pdf
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Davis again requested a state-wide initiative petition pursuant to California Election Code on 28 
September 2011 to place the proposition on the Presidential election ballot. In late November 
2011, the Attorney General’s office of the State of California, Department of Justice submitted the 
title and summary to the California Secretary of State.  

Both the San Onofre and Diablo Canyon nuclear plants sit perched near or above the Pacific 
Ocean and safety, seismic and tsunami concerns continue to be discussed for both facilities. 
Several organised anti-nuclear groups have at times been vocal about their opposition to 
continued operation of the nuclear plants. How effective they, or their members, are in garnering 
the required signatures could literally be a billion-dollar question. 

As an example, the organisations interested in closing California nuclear plants and/or supporting 
the current California Nuclear Initiative as indicated on the decommission.sanonofre.com website 
include: Abalone Alliance Clearinghouse, San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace, Redwood Alliance, 
Progressive Democrats of Los Angeles, Green Leap Forward, Women's Energy Matters, Peace 
and Freedom Party, Los Angeles Greens, Alliance for Survival, Sacred Sites Peacewalk For a 
Nuclear Free World, No Nukes on Fault's, Coalition For Responsible Ethical Environmental 
Decisions (CREED), San Clemente Green, Residents Organized for a Safe Environment (ROSE) 
Veterans for Peace Chapter 162 East Bay San Francisco, No Nukes Caucus Veterans for Peace, 
Ecological Options Network (EON), & Greenpeace. 

Other important groups questioning the future of nuclear in California include, but are not limited 
to: Environment California, Sierra Club, Change.org, Friends of the Earth, Alliance for Nuclear 
Responsibility, CALPIRG (California Public Interest Research Group) and Environment California 
Research and Policy. 

4. PRECEDENTS – VOTING AWAY NUCLEAR 

4.1. Rancho Seco, US 
In a public referendum on 6 June 1989, 111,867 Sacramento County residents voted (53.4%) to 
decommission Rancho Seco Nuclear Plant, owned by SMUD in Herald, California. After only 14 
years of operation, the Babcock & Wilcox (B&W) designed 963MW PWR was shut down the 
following day. B&W also designed the Three Mile Island reactor which suffered a partial core 
meltdown in 1979. 

The Rancho Seco plant, which began commercial operation in April 1975, was plagued by 
operating problems, most notably a steam generator dry-out in 1978 following the loss of power to 
the Integrated Control System (ICS). Loss of power to the ICS was a known – and for Rancho 
Seco, a recurring – problem due to design flaws and weaknesses. The plant suffered more than 
100 emergency shutdowns in 14 years, which contributed to an operating lifetime capacity factor 
of less than 40%.  

A control circuitry malfunction on 26 December 1985, which caused an emergency shutdown and 
severe overcooling of the reactor, led to a 27-month, $400m outage. Such erratic performance 
had forced SMUD to increase electrical rates by 30% in 1985 and 184% over 10 years, and led to 
a precarious financial condition which sank its bond ratings to one level above corporate junk 
level. 

Following its 1989 shutdown, SMUD and the US NRC have worked to decommission the plant. 
Between 2001 and 2002, 493 spent-fuel assemblies at the facility were moved from wet to dry 
storage where they now remain in sealed transportable steel canisters housed in concrete 
shielded bunkers. The fuel canisters, filled with inert helium gas to protect from corrosion, are 
designed for future rail shipment to a federal facility and will not require additional handling. 

Rancho Seco suffered 
100 emergency 
shutdowns in 14 years 
contributing to a 
capacity factor of less 
than 40%. 
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Proponent of the current California Initiative, Ben Davis Jr, told Bloomberg New Energy Finance 
that he was actively involved in the grassroots organisation, Sacramentans for Safe Energy 
(SAFE), that was committed to the oversight and eventual closure of Rancho Seco.   

4.2. Italy  
Italian citizens have gone to the polls not once, but twice, to vote on nuclear power. Both times 
they have rejected the technology. In 1988, Italy said no in the wake of the Chernobyl disaster 
and at the time shuttered four nuclear reactors totalling 1.4GW of capacity – a move later qualified 
by the Italian economic development minister as a "terrible €50bn mistake". Today, Italy is the 
only large European country with no nuclear power and has among the highest electricity prices in 
the region – approximately twice the price of electricity in nuclear-powered France from which 
Italy is a substantial importer.  

Italy had planned to begin new nuclear power construction in 2013 and energy giants Enel and 
EDF formed a joint venture – Sviluppo Nucleare Italia – to develop at least four Areva EPR 
1.6GW reactors with a target of 25% of electricity consumption to be generated by nuclear by 
2030. In the wake of Fukushima, however, Italians again voted against the technology. Turnout 
for the June 2011 election was 57%, with 94% of those voting rejecting the nation’s return to 
nuclear energy. Analysts contend that the Fukushima disaster had an impact on residents of 
earthquake-prone Italy, which imports more than 80% of its energy.  

5. PROS AND CONS 

5.1. Technical and political challenges 
The Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) of the State of California provides nonpartisan fiscal and 
policy analysis for the California Legislature and is tasked with ensuring that the executive branch 
implements policy in a cost-efficient and -effective manner. In a 3 November 2011 letter to 
California Attorney General Kamala Harris, the LAO raised several technical and political issues 
relating to the ballot initiative.  For example:  

• Federal energy authorities could pre-empt this initiative and require continued plant operation 
to ensure reliable electricity access until replacement power is built. 

• Federal or state courts could prevent the measure from going into effect on the basis of an 
unconstitutional 'taking' of private property without just compensation. 

• Current statutory and regulatory provisions for siting power plants and transmission lines 
would take many years to replace the electricity generating capacity of the nuclear plants 

• The California independent system operator, the independent, public-benefit corporation that 
manages a large part of the state's electricity grid, suggests closing the two nuclear facilities 
would impede reliable access to electricity in the state. 

5.2. Electricity economics 
In addition to putting pressure on wholesale electricity prices, the LAO asserts that electricity rates 
will increase as PG&E, SCE and SDG&E continue to recover their investment in these nuclear 
assets as well as to recover the cost for new investments to develop replacement electricity. The 
LAO has said that the economic disruptions and costs increases could by “very significant” and 
“would potentially be in the billions of dollars annually”. 

Although California’s potential liability in this area is highly uncertain, the LAO analysis suggests 
that the state – rather that utility ratepayers – would be on the hook to compensate the utilities for 
up to $4bn. 

Proponent Ben Davis Jr described the legislative analyst’s projections to Bloomberg New Energy 
Finance as an inaccurate analysis that was not very realistic.   

Will federal energy 
authorities pre-empt this 
ballot initiative and 
require continued 
nuclear plant operation?  
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Instead he refers to the California Energy Commission’s An assessment of California’s nuclear 
power plants: AB 1632 report, which suggests a less disruptive outcome in the event of a 
prolonged year-plus outage at either of the nuclear plant facilities under a “west-wide resource 
adequacy scenario”. The assessment suggests:  

• Replacement power would be mostly supplied by combined-cycle natural gas plants, 
approximately 55-62% of which would come from in-state sources with the balance imported. 
A small increase in coal consumption would occur as well. 

• Consultant computer simulations signal that a year-long loss of a nuclear power would result 
in a $470m cost increase, adding approximately a half a cent per kilowatt hour to the average 
rates paid by PG&E, SCE and SDG&E customers. The assumed cost of repairs to the facility 
would also add to the bill for ratepayers.  

• In addition to out-of-state emission increases (California is a large importer of electricity), in-
state greenhouse gas emissions would jump 7-8%. Losing one nuclear plant would add a total 
of 7Mt of CO2 to the atmosphere each year.2  

5.3. Jobs, taxes and value added 
SCE assessed the economic impact of the San Onofre facility, over 2010-14 using estimates of 
SONGS 2 & 3 expenditures. 3 The report indicated that the operation of SONGS 2 & 3 provides: 

• 3,751 direct jobs and nearly 5,700 more indirect jobs 

• More than $3.3bn a year to the California economy  

• Annual average wages at the plant in 2010 of $84,000 and a value added per employee of 
over $243,000 per year. This is 1.5 and 1.8 times higher than the average in California 

• State tax revenue of $246m annually  

• For each dollar spent in the California economy, $4.30 in output. 

Data from PG&E suggests that Diablo Canyon, if its licence is renewed, will have a total economic 
impact of $42.5bn over 20 years. The facility is now the largest private employer in the region with 
1,500 employees and a payroll of $109m in 2009. Diablo Canyon contributed $966m to the region 
in 2009 and paid $24m in property taxes for fiscal 2009/10.  

5.4. Seismic risk 
The California Energy Commission's 2008 report also analysed the seismic hazards and plant 
vulnerabilities facing the Diablo Canyon and San Onofre facilities. While the risk at SONGS had 
not changed, further study continues at Diablo Canyon,   

Prior to Fukushima, SCE updated the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) for San 
Onofre. In its February 2011 report, it advised the California Energy Commission that according to 
the Uniform California Earthquake Rupture Forecast, the National Seismic Hazard Mapping 
Program, and current United States Geological Survey (USGS) data indicated that the 
assessment of SONGS seismic hazard risk had not changed from previous PSHA assessments 
conducted in 1995. An advisory board of seismic experts reviews seismic information and advises 
the NRC as part of the regulatory process.  

At Diablo Canyon the discovery of a faultline less than 1km from the reactors has delayed the 
licence renewal application by 52 months until further detailed 3-D high energy seismic imaging 
studies can be conducted. The Shoreline fault is one of several faults that PG&E is studying 
through its Onshore Central Coastal California Seismic Imaging Project. The Hosgri, Los Osos, 
 
2  California Energy Commission, An assessment of California’s nuclear power plants: AB 1632 report, 

CEC-100-2008-009-CMF, p 21, November 2008 
3  Southern California Edison, Evaluation of California Energy Commission AB 1632 report 

recommendations, pp 37-39, February 2011 

Ongoing investigation of 
fault lines near Diablo 
Canyon continues. 
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Santa Maria River and Cambria faults are nearby faults of interest to PG&E, Californian 
authorities and surrounding residents. 

Figure 3: Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant and 
nearby fault lines 

Figure 4: San Onfre Nuclear Plant and 
nearby fault lines 

  
Source: United States Geological Service, California-Nevada Fault Maps. Note: Faults indicated in red and 
gold. 

5.5. Tsunami risk 
While the Fukushima nuclear plant survived the 9.0 earthquake, inundation by a much higher-
than-anticipated tsunami 40 minutes later undid the emergency cooling systems at the facility and 
led to eventual core meltdowns at three of the six reactors. Seismic and tsunami threat evaluation 
along the California coast continues.  

According to the SCE report, the maximum tsunami inundation elevation at the San Onofre 
nuclear plant is 17-20ft above sea level at mean low tide. SCE says that SONGS is protected 
from tsunamis as the top of its tsunami seawall (30ft above mean low tide) is 7-10 feet higher than 
the credible upper-bound elevation of tsunami inundation. The adjacent North Industrial Area is 
protected by a seawall 5.3-8.3ft higher than the inundation elevation.  

PG&E says Diablo Canyon’s design basis for a combined tsunami, storm wave and tidal wave is 
35ft. Perched at 85ft above sea level atop a coastal bluff, it appears situated beyond any tsunami 
inundation zone according to Tsunami Inundation Maps prepared by the California Emergency 
Management Agency, California Geological Survey and University of Southern California.  

5.6. Strategic location 
According to SCE, SONGS lies strategically between two major load centres – Los Angeles and 
San Diego. In its 2011 Integrated Energy Policy Report released in January 2012, the California 
Energy Commission says that the facility in an integral part of the southern California transmission 
system. Shutting it down would restrict power flows from adjoining states. Short of major 
investment in the southern California’s transmission system, the Commission argues a long-term 
shutdown would erode system reliability in the SDG&E and SCE service territories, possibly 
forcing the implementation of “controlled rolling blackouts”. SCE also adds that shutting the facility 
would require significant investment in new generation – a costly and lengthy proposition.  

SCE says SONGS is considered an integral part of the southern California transmission system 
and, therefore, necessary to ensure access to reliable electricity for a majority of the state's 
citizens. 

Replacement power and grid stability are less of a concern for Diablo Canyon, according to PG&E 
prepared testimony. A long-term power outage would not require additional transmission lines to 
maintain voltage support or system reliability. The company suggests that natural gas, energy 

SONGS strategically lies 
between two major load 
centres. Shutting it 
down would present grid 
stability issues. 
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efficiency, renewable technologies and integrated coal gasification with carbon capture and 
storage could replace the 2,200MW of nuclear power.4  

5.7. Spent fuel 
Both nuclear power plants will generate about 4,228 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel during their 
initial 40 years of operation. Extending the operation for another 20 years pushes that number up 
to 6,368 metric tons. Without a repository or a US reprocessing facility, this spent fuel will 
accumulate onsite at each of the reactor campuses, and at least on paper, is the strategic issue 
underlying the California ballot initiative Nuclear Waste Act (#11-0042). 

6.  ENOUGH SIGNATURES...THEN WHAT? 
The California LAO states that the passage of the Nuclear Waste Act would likely cost California 
billions of dollars annually as a result of “decreased revenues and increased costs due to 
disruptions in the state's electricity system and electricity price increases”. Also costly would be 
compensation payment to the utilities for investment losses resulting from the mandated 
shutdown of their nuclear power plants.  

Proponent Ben Davis disagrees, arguing that if the proposition succeeds, the state could be 
spared massive clean-up costs if an accident should occur. Estimates of the Japanese effort to 
clean up Fukushima run as high as $250bn.  

The fiscal discussion, however, is probably premature at this stage of the process. Many 
Californians are likely to sign the petition not because of the potential financial impact of closing 
the plants, but rather on the basis of a more fundamental level of concern for operating 'aging' 
nuclear plants along a densely populated coastline with a lot of seismic activity. This may be 
especially true in the wake of media coverage of Fukushima, which coming up to its first 
anniversary a month before signatures are due.  

Many residents of sunny California also place tremendous faith in the promise of renewable 
technologies to generate enough electricity to avoid any discomfort. Construction started in 
November 2011 on the 250MW California Solar Valley project approximately 75 miles east in San 
Luis Obispo County from the Diablo Canyon facility. Nearby is also the $2bn 550MW Topaz Solar 
Farm, recently acquired by Warren Buffet’s MidAmerica Energy Holdings, on which construction 
also started in November 2011. 

The San Onofre plant is located in the northwestern corner of San Diego County adjacent to the 
Orange County line. Orange County, a traditional conservative stronghold, voted 59.7% and 
50.4% for GOP candidates in the 2004 and 2008 elections. 53.6% of voters support the initiative 
to close the state's nuclear facilities, according to an ongoing online poll by the Orange County 
Registrar as of 20 January 2012.  

At this emotional stage, safety and environmental concerns as well as interest in renewable 
solutions may be enough to push 5% of voters to petition for no nukes in California. If the required 
signatures are collected and the proposition moves to the ballot for November, Bloomberg New 
Energy Finance anticipates that the technical grid stability issues and potential cost of successful 
passage of the proposition on California voters’ wallets may then dominate the debate.  

Sometime between 16 April and mid-August 2012, California will learn whether enough signatures 
have been presented and qualified for placement of the proposition on the ballot. If the numbers 
are there, Bloomberg New Energy Finance will revisit the issue with a deeper analysis of the 
prospects for voter acceptance and the potential impact on the nuclear, renewable and gas 
industries in the state. 

 
4  PG&E, Diablo Canyon power plant license renewal prepared testimony, Chapter 4, 'Replacement energy 

costs', Volume 1 of 3, 29 January 2010.  

Many Californians worry 
about operating aging 
nuclear plants along a 
densely populated coast 
in an active seismic 
area. 
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