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Our View

The US nuclear industry is undergoing its most significant 
shift in decades. This rapidly changing environment will 
likely generate a broad set of opportunities for investors 
including the contracting of existing nuclear facilities, 
restarts, traditional development, and small modular 
reactor development. These opportunities have widely 
different risk profiles, and their inclusion in our portfolios 
will be largely dependent on the investment objective of 
the portfolio.

We have long favored companies with well estab-
lished earnings profiles, sustainable cash flow streams, 
and high-quality balance sheets. Accordingly, we view 
companies with existing nuclear assets and/or plans to 
restart existing facilities as ideal ways to invest in these 
opportunities with an attractive risk/reward profile. We 
believe our portfolios provide exposure to growing elec-
tricity demand trends, including nuclear generation, 
through mature, dividend-oriented companies. Looking 
ahead, as emerging technologies demonstrate their 
technical and commercial viability, we expect to add 
them to our investible universe.

Assessing the Nuclear Landscape

After a rapid expansion of US nuclear power capacity in 
the 1970s and 1980s, the industry has seen limited new 
development over the last 30 years. Since 1990, the US 
nuclear industry has supplied ~20% of total US elec-
tricity. This could be changing as the US finds itself on 
the cusp of a nuclear renaissance. The combination of 
rising electricity demand, policy support, desire for clean 
energy solutions, and emerging nuclear technologies is 
creating the foundation for a long-term expansion of 
nuclear capacity. While the sector has been gathering 
momentum, regulatory, economic, and execution risks 
leave many key questions unresolved.

Rising Electricity Demand

US electricity demand—which has been flat for 20 years 
due in large part to efficiency gains—is expected to 
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return to growth, driven by data centers, reshoring of manu-
facturing, and electrification trends.

The EIA expects US electricity generation to grow by 1.7% in 
2026. Electricity system planning reports suggest growth is 
expected to continue, and even accelerate, over the next 15 
years. North American Electric Reliability Corp’s (NERC) Long-
Term Reliability Assessment, published in December 2024, 
noted, “Electricity peak demand and energy growth fore-
casts over the 10-year assessment period continue to climb; 
demand growth is now higher than at any point in the past 
two decades.” NERC expects peak demand to rise by 15% to 
20% over the 10-year period. National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory’s (NREL) mid-case scenario report suggests gener-
ation will need to increase by ~25% over the next 10 years.

As demand marches higher, traditional dispatchable energy 
is simultaneously facing headwinds to growth. For most 
of the last two decades, coal-fired power generation has 
declined as plants have been retired. This trend seems likely 
to continue. Through 2030, the EIA has identified over 25 GW 
of coal-fired plant retirements. While the political landscape 
has become more supportive of coal, we expect support to 
be focused on extending the life of existing plants rather 
than undertaking significant new builds. For many years, 
natural gas-fired generation has been the primary replace-
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ment for declining coal-fired generation. Recent electricity 
demand trends have added yet another growth driver for 
natural gas generation. However, natural gas turbine manu-
facturers (OEMs) are currently reporting over three-year lead 
times until delivery. Expanding development timelines could 
encourage developers to explore nuclear alternatives, partic-
ularly at a time when data centers have been willing to sign 
agreements at premium prices for nuclear generation.

Policy and Public Support

There is renewed public support for nuclear development—a 
shift that was once considered unthinkable in the wake of 
incidents at Three Mile Island, Chernobyl, and Fukushima. 
According to a survey by the Pew Research Center, support 
for nuclear generation has steadily increased over the last 
10 years with 59% of adults now favoring the use of more 
nuclear power. The survey also suggested that a majority of 
adults favored nuclear development regardless of political 
affiliation. Nuclear energy can also contribute to a shift away 
from high-carbon-intensity electricity generation. Pew also 
states, “Among those who favor more nuclear power, the 
most common reason why [40% of respondents] is that it is a 
clean or low-carbon way of producing energy.” To this point, 
nuclear development has received regulatory and legislative 
support under the last two administrations.

Initially, support was largely economic as nuclear power 
plants faced pressure from low electricity prices driven by 
low natural gas prices and renewable energy. In November 
2021, the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) was 
passed. The bill included a nuclear credit program intended 
to provide financial support to economically stressed 
plants. The program was similar in many ways to previous 
state zero-emission credit programs, but it expanded their 
reach to the federal level. The bill also included funds for 
the Advanced Reactor Demonstration Program (ARDP) that 
was designed to help finance development of advanced 
reactors (e.g., the TerraPower project in Wyoming). The Infla-
tion Reduction Act (IRA), passed in 2022, further altered 
the economics of nuclear development and put it on level 
ground with wind and solar. In addition to providing credits 
for new developments, the bill provided a production tax 
credit for existing reactors that helped to create a floor and 
preserve the existing nuclear fleet. The One Big Beautiful Bill 
Act ultimately accelerated the phase out of tax credits for 
solar and wind, but nuclear credits were largely maintained.

More recently, emphasis has shifted toward accelerating and 
streamlining development. The ADVANCE Act, passed in 2024, 
sought to reduce regulatory friction and speed up licensing. 
The bill directed the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) to provide regulatory guidance on new technologies 
and on repowering coal sites, to reduce licensing application 
fees, and to authorize increased staffing. In 2025, a series of 
executive orders expanded on these nuclear ambitions and 
targeted a quadrupling of US capacity by 2050 (+300 GW). 
This incredibly ambitious target implies capacity additions of 
~12 GW/year, well above the historic peaks achieved in the 
1970s and 1980s. To enable such a rapid expansion, orders 

focused on expedited approval, faster testing, strengthening 
the domestic fuel cycle, and military installations.

Support for nuclear generation is beginning to translate into 
tangible results. After over a decade of decommissioning 
(US nuclear generating capacity peaked in 2012), nuclear 
plants are delaying closings and shuttered plants are being 
restarted. After being closed because of economic pressure, 
the Palisades Nuclear Plant (MI), Crane Clean Energy Center 
(PA), and Duane Arnold Energy Center (IA) are all expected 
to restart before the end of the decade; the Palisades Plant 
is currently expected to be the first previously retired 
nuclear plant in the US to return to operating status. While 
other plants are also being evaluated for restarts, there is a 
limited opportunity set. These restarts are low hanging fruit 
in a nuclear acceleration, however long-term growth will be 
predicated on new builds.

Small Modular Reactors

The completion of Units 3 & 4 at the Vogtle Nuclear Plant in 
2023 and 2024, respectively, accounted for two of the three 
US nuclear units completed in the last 30 years. The third, 
the Watts Bar Unit 2, was completed in 2016 after being 
halted in 1985. The two Vogtle units had a combined name-
plate capacity of over 2 GW, making it the largest in the US. 
Construction at the reactor sites commenced in 2009. After 
a series of construction delays and cost overruns, the units 
were completed seven years behind schedule and at a total 
capital cost of over $30bil—over double the project’s original 
estimate.

Majority of Americans Continue to  
Support More Nuclear Power in the US
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Due in part to the challenges experienced in constructing 
large scale nuclear reactors, focus is shifting to emerging 
technologies such as small modular reactors (SMRs, a class of 
small nuclear reactors). As the name implies, these reactors 
are modularly constructed and smaller in physical size and 
capacity. Commercial SMRs have been designed to deliver 
5MW to 300MW; many SMRs work in the range of ~75 MW 
which is enough to power ~60,000 US homes. For context, 
each of the units at the Vogtle plant generates ~1,100MW. 
SMRs also utilize passive safety systems which enables them 
to cool themselves without power or human action.

SMRs provide multiple advantages compared to large-scale 
reactors. Due to their size and design, SMRs can be installed 
onto the grid or utilized independently off the grid, and 
they can be sited on locations that are not suitable for larger 
nuclear power plants. Siting flexibility took a major step 
forward when the NRC issued a rule effectively reducing the 
size of the Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ) for SMRs. This 
allows SMRs to be built next to data centers or on existing 
coal plant footprints (utilizing existing electric infrastruc-
ture) without the need for emergency planning consider-
ations. Their scale and flexibility also match the needs of data 
centers. Recent data center announcements have power 
demands ranging from 50 MW to 2 GW. Given the wide range 
of potential outcomes, developers could potentially stack the 
required number of SMRs to service their design. The prefab-
ricated units can be factory-assembled and transported to a 
location for installation. As a result of the scale and produc-
tion benefits, SMRs have lower capital costs for developers 
and accelerated deployments. SMRs are expected to have 
development timelines of five to seven years (including a 
~36-month licensing timeline and 18- to 36-month construc-
tion timeline). This compares favorably to the 10+ year time 
frame to build a traditional reactor.

Interest in SMRs has been accelerating and has culminated in 
a wide range of transactions. Hyperscalers have been among 
the most active, signing multiple power purchase agree-
ments for SMR offtake. Utilities and industrial manufacturers 
have also announced plans to pursue SMR development.

Questions Remain

The most obvious impediment to SMR proliferation is 
the lack of proof of concept. SMRs are still very much an 
emerging technology, and regulatory, manufacturing, and 
installation timelines are still evolving. While there are SMRs 
operating in Russia and China, no US SMR has achieved 
commercial operation. Within the US, most of the SMRs 
under evaluation or development are targeting commercial 
operation near the end of the decade.

Like their larger peers, SMR developments have not been 
immune to cost overruns. Cost overruns have plagued 
early SMR development. The previously mentioned SMRs 
in Russia and China were completed at over 300% of their 
original cost estimates. Within the US, NuScale’s Carbon 
Free Power Project (SMRs) was terminated in 2023 after 
project costs rose to $9.3 billion from an earlier estimate 
of $5.3bil; the project’s final estimate of the levelized cost 
of electricity (LCOE) jumped to $89/ MWh from $58/MWh. 
This is to be expected with a first-of-its-kind development, 
further demonstrating that the industry is in an early stage 
of development.

Nuclear development in the US will likely be influenced by 
the cost trajectory of SMRs. The EIA’s Levelized Cost of Energy 
(LCEO) estimates (including tax credits) for new resources 
entering service in 2030 put nuclear at the high end of the 
cost curve at $81.45/MWh.

Annual US Nuclear Power Capacity Additions
by Year of Initial Operations (1960 - 2024)
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While LCOE does not capture all factors contributing 
to investment decisions—system reliability chief 
among them—it is useful in evaluating trends. A 
Department of Energy (DOE) study estimated a 2030 
LCOE for SMRs and large nuclear reactors of $118/
MWh and $104/MWh, respectively (excluding tax 
credits). By 2050, the report suggests the LCOE for 
SMRs and large reactors will drop to $74/MWh and 
$80/MWh, respectively. The change is driven by a 
reduction in the “overnight capital cost” (a method of 
comparing capex for power plants) as SMR builders 
incorporate learnings over time. If SMR construc-
tion timelines were to fall to 24 months, from the 
DOE’s assumption of 55 months, we believe SMR 
LCOEs would be below $70/MWh and, importantly, 
competitive with natural-gas combined-cycle 
turbines.

We view nuclear power generation as an exciting and 
growing opportunity set within the essential services 
space. We will continue to assess the risks and oppor-
tunities as the industry continues to develop. ∎
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Nuclear is at the High End of the Cost Curve
Levelized Cost of Energy by Source
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