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KEY TAKEAWAYS
•	 Nuclear energy currently provides nearly 20% of total 

U.S. electricity generation. However, the rate of new 
nuclear construction has slowed since the 1990s. 

•	 After a decade-plus of stability, electricity demand is 
once again on the rise. The increase is being driven 
by data centers, artificial intelligence, and industrial 
manufacturing.

•	 Missouri is well positioned to capitalize on an 
American nuclear energy resurgence.

•	 To set the stage for advanced nuclear development, the 
Show-Me State should consider forming a Missouri 
nuclear advisory council and exploring consumer-
regulated energy (CRE).

A POTENTIAL RESURGENCE FOR 
AMERICAN NUCLEAR ENERGY
At the height of World War II, hidden beneath the stands 
of Stagg Field in Chicago, America’s best and brightest 
engineered the world’s first self-sustaining, controlled 
nuclear reaction. This breakthrough in 1942 paved the 
way for the emergence of a new energy source in the 
United States: nuclear energy. From early use in nuclear 
submarines to its debut as a commercial power source in 
Shippingport, Pennsylvania, nuclear energy has powered 
American endeavors for generations.1 Today, it remains 
a key player among the various sources used to generate 
electricity. In 2024, 94 operable reactors made up around 
19% of the United States’ total electricity generation.2

Nuclear energy’s popularity is easily explained; it is 
powerful, consistent, and efficient. In terms of output, 
the Callaway Energy Center (Missouri’s only nuclear 
power plant) alone makes up 26% of Ameren Missouri’s 
electricity generation—enough to power 800,000 
households.3 Contributing to this high output is the fact 
that nuclear has the highest capacity factor of all energy 
sources, meaning that nuclear plants most consistently 
operate at maximum output, whereas coal, gas, solar, and 
wind plants often produce much less energy than their 
stated maximums. This is important to note as power 
plants are commonly classified in terms of their maximum, 
or “nameplate,” capacity.

In 2024, nuclear energy had a capacity factor of 92%, 
significantly outperforming coal (43%), combined-cycle 
natural gas (60%), solar (23%), and wind (34%).4 In 
addition to being powerful, consistent, and efficient, 
nuclear energy is also clean, as it does not emit any criteria 
pollutants (nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, particulate 
matter, carbon monoxide, and lead) as defined by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).5 

Despite all of these strengths, nuclear construction has 
dwindled to a trickle compared to the surge during the 
Cold War Era, with net capacity actually decreasing in 
recent years.6 Of the 94 total operating nuclear reactors in 
the United States, only seven were constructed after 1990: 
Seabrook-1 in New Hampshire (1990), Comanche Peak 
Units 1 & 2 in Texas (1990 & 1993), Watts Bar Units 1 & 
2 in Tennessee (1996 & 2016), and Vogtle Units 3 & 4 in 
Georgia (2023 & 2024).7 

Public fear stemming from incidents like the accidents at 
Three Mile Island and Chernobyl, coupled with severe 
regulation from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC), has contributed to stagnation in the development 
of new nuclear plants. However, in an era of growing 
electricity need, the American nuclear industry may 
rebound. According to the Department of Energy (DOE), 
electricity demand is expected to grow by between 15% 
and 20% over the next decade, and double by 2050.8 
The ICF (and independent consulting firm) predicts 
similar growth, with a 25% increase by 2030 and a 78% 
increase by 2050. Responding to these forecasts, the 
Biden administration in 2024 set a target of tripling U.S. 
nuclear capacity by 2050.9 The Trump administration, 
through a 2025 executive order, set an even higher goal of 
quadrupling nuclear capacity by 2050.10

Driving much of this growth is an increasing need for 
always-available and powerful sources of electricity, 
particularly for powering data centers and artificial 
intelligence. In April 2024, Goldman Sachs forecasted 
that data centers would rise from 2.5% to 8% of all U.S. 
electricity usage by 2030.11 A few months later, McKinsey 
& Company upped the ante, forecasting that data centers 
would capture 11% to 12% of total U.S. power demand 
by 2030.12 While it is difficult to forecast load growth, 
rising demand is raising concerns about grid reliability. 
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Closures of existing assets, as nearly 30% of U.S. coal-
fired power plants are projected to retire by 2035, also 
contribute to these concerns.13 Missouri is no exception 
to the trend. Ameren Missouri, the Show-Me State’s 
largest electric utility, relied on coal for 66% of its 
electricity generation in 2022. However, by 2045, Ameren 
plans to eliminate coal from its energy mix altogether,14 
although recent federal actions, such as the declaration 
of a "national energy emergency" and the EPA's 31-part 
deregulation effort by the Trump administration could 
alter these plans.15 

Further, in May 2025, the Trump administration released 
numerous executive orders detailing the need to expand 
nuclear energy capacity in the interest of national security. 
Two excerpts from these orders capture the new urgency:

The United States originally pioneered nuclear 
energy technology during a time of great peril. 
We now face a new set of challenges, including a 
global race to dominate in artificial intelligence, a 
growing need for energy independence, and access 
to uninterruptible power supplies for national 
security.

*  *  *

The Federal Government must utilize its full 
authority to accelerate the secure and responsible 
development, demonstration, deployment, and 
export of United States designed advanced nuclear 
technologies to bolster readiness and enhance 
American technological superiority. Additionally, 
the United States must further enhance our ability 
to export our nuclear technology to our allies and 
commercial partners, strengthening our shared 
ability to combat reliance on foreign adversaries 
through the use of safe, secure, and safeguarded 
nuclear technologies. Therefore, we must unleash 
the domestic nuclear industrial base and position 
American nuclear companies as the partners of 
choice for future energy growth throughout the 
world.16

In the midst of increasing energy demand and a potential 
global AI arms race, nuclear power is once again in 
headlines. National momentum is building, and Missouri 

is well positioned to take part in the resurgence. The 
Callaway Energy Center has operated reliably since 1984 
and already generates 14% of the entire state’s electricity.17 
Missouri University of Science and Technology ranks 
among the nation’s top producers of nuclear engineers, and 
the University of Missouri’s Research Reactor (MURR) is 
a global leader in nuclear research.18 Moreover, the state’s 
large number of existing and retired coal power plants 
offer cost-effective sites for advanced nuclear retrofits, with 
potential savings of up to 35% on construction costs.19 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory has highlighted numerous 
suitable sites in Missouri for new nuclear plants that could 
reliably power Missouri and its endeavors for decades.20

COMMON MISCONCEPTIONS 
SURROUNDING NUCLEAR ENERGY
It is important to address misconceptions related to 
nuclear power. Bisconti Research Inc.’s annual public 
opinion survey found an interesting correlation between 
knowledge of nuclear energy and support for its use. The 
survey presented a 10-question quiz on nuclear power and 
categorized respondents based on the number of correct 
answers. As shown in Table 1, higher knowledge was 
associated with greater support for nuclear energy.21 

The following section discusses some of the more common 
misconceptions, many of which influence public opinion 
on nuclear energy: 

Misconception 1: “Nuclear energy is dangerous, and 
plants can explode like an atomic bomb.”

While it is understandable to worry about the safety 
of nuclear energy, nuclear power plants are much safer 
than most people realize. First, nuclear plants cannot 
explode like nuclear warheads. Arjun Makhijani, nuclear 
engineer and president of the Institute for Energy and 
Environmental Research, stated that “commercial reactors 
have just a few percent fissile material in them, and 
bombs have more than 90% [Uranium-235].” A bomb, 
Makhijani explained, needs nearly pure fissile material.22

Nuclear energy has shown itself to be extremely safe, 
especially in the United States. When comparing the 
ratio of deaths per unit of energy generated across various 
power sources, nuclear power is the safest source.23 A few 
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high-profile disasters have left the impression that nuclear 
energy is dangerous. Readers have undoubtedly heard of 
Chernobyl, Fukushima, and Three Mile Island. These 
names stand out in part because of how rare these events 
are.

Of the three, Chernobyl was by far the most severe, and 
the primary causes were a flawed Soviet reactor design and 
operator error. Its effects are still felt today and many lives 
were lost. Fukushima’s accident was related to a historic 
earthquake and tsunami, and its negative effects were 
nevertheless largely controlled. 
 
In the case of Three Mile Island (the only of the three 
incidents to occur in the United States), there were no 
deaths. In fact, epidemiological studies of the population 
in the region surrounding the plant did not find any 
increase in cancer in the 20 years following the accident. 
Similarly, there were no findings of adverse effects on 
animal or plant life in the Three Mile Island area.24 More 
detailed accounts of all three incidents can be found in 
Appendix A.

Misconception 2: “Nuclear energy is bad for the 
environment.”

For some, nuclear energy conjures images of toxic waste. 
However, this view has more to do with 1980s horror 

movies than with reality; the truth 
is that nuclear energy is a zero-(or 
near-zero) emissions energy source, 
in terms of both pollutants and 
greenhouse gases.

Nuclear energy also requires less 
land to provide equivalent levels of 
power. To produce the same level of 
electricity, solar farms need 31 times 
more land, while onshore wind farms 
need 173 times more land.25 Lovering 
et al. note in their study that, looking 
at total direct and indirect land 
use (which takes into account such 
factors as the amount of land used in 
mining, drilling, and siting), nuclear 
is by far the most efficient.26 

Misconception 3: “Nuclear plants 
expose the public to dangerous 
amounts of radiation.” 

Nuclear plants are designed to prevent radiation from 
escaping the facility and entering the environment. 
Argonne National Laboratory notes that only 0.005% of 
the average American’s yearly radiation dose comes from 
nuclear power. This is 100 times less than we get from coal 
(on average), 200 times less than the amount of radiation 
absorbed on a cross-country flight, and almost equivalent 
to eating one banana a year.27 

The DOE notes that U.S. commercial reactors have 
generated more than 90,000 metric tons of spent fuel 
since the 1950s. Remarkably, all of this used fuel could 
fit on a single football field at a depth of approximately 
10 yards, which illustrates the compact nature of nuclear 
waste. Additionally, the United States could reduce waste 
in terms of both volume and radioactivity if the industry 
recycled used fuel. Some claim that the United States 
could be powered exclusively by used nuclear fuel for 100 
years if it were used to its fullest potential. This is due to 
the immense energy still stored in spent fuel that could be 
accessed by recycling for use in advanced reactors.28 Only a 
small percentage of these fuels, about 4%, is truly unusable 
after each use.29

The absence of nuclear recycling in the United States is 
due to both historical and practical challenges stemming 

Table 1:  National Survey of Nuclear Energy, Knowledge 
and Support, 2024

Strongly 
Favor

Somewhat 
Favor

Somewhat 
Oppose

Strongly 
Oppose

Number of 
Individuals

Low Knowledge 
(0–1 Correct) 14% 50% 25% 11% 347

Somewhat Low 
(2–3) 27% 51% 17% 5% 331

Somewhat High 
(4–5) 50% 39% 8% 2% 248

High Knowledge 
(6+) 70% 18% 11% 1% 74

Source: Bisconti Research Inc.
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from Cold War–era fears of nuclear proliferation. In the 
1970s, concerns grew over the possibility that the recycling 
process could be used to extract weapons-grade plutonium. 
To combat proliferation, President Carter halted the 
practice in 1977. By the time President Reagan lifted the 
ban in 1981, the United States had committed to light-
water reactor designs that are not as conducive to using 
recycled fuel. However, momentum has been building 
again. Currently, the practical challenges associated with 
recycling spent fuel still render the process less economical 
than extracting new uranium.30

In the absence of recycling, spent fuel is currently being 
stored safely on-site at reactor facilities. There is still a need 
to secure a long-term solution for spent fuels.31 Advances 
or changes to recycling practices could significantly reduce 
the amount of waste produced.

With common misconceptions addressed, the next section 
will provide an overview of how the American nuclear 
industry has evolved to its current state.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF AMERICAN 
NUCLEAR POWER
Less than a year after World War II ended, the United 
States began research into harnessing nuclear fission for 
peaceful purposes. To facilitate this transition, Congress 
established the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) in 
1946 to “foster and control the peacetime development 
of atomic science and technology.”32 The AEC became a 
staunch advocate of market-driven growth, stating, “our 
great hazard is that this great benefit to mankind will be 
killed aborning by unnecessary regulation.”33 

In the early years, optimism, favorable regulations, and a 
supportive AEC drove progress. However, with weapons 
testing in the Pacific, along with public alarm from the 
Castle Bravo Detonation (a 1954 U.S. thermonuclear test 
that caused unexpected fallout and civilian casualties), 
protests began forming at nuclear construction projects.34 
Public support has always been crucial for nuclear 
development, yet doubt and fear have been present since 
the industry’s inception.

In the 1960s, the nuclear industry was expanding rapidly, 
and the AEC struggled to keep pace with the surge in 
licensing applications for larger, more complex reactor 
designs. At the same time, environmental concerns, 
particularly over thermal pollution (the heating of water 
sources) and radiation, began to make headlines. Even 
Sports Illustrated took aim at the AEC, criticizing its failure 
to address thermal pollution: 

What literally may become the “hottest” 
conservation fight in the history of the U.S. has 
begun. The fight is over nuclear power plants 
and the damage they can inflict on the natural 
environment. The opponents are the Atomic 
Energy Commission and utilities versus aroused 
fishermen, sailors, swimmers, homeowners and a 
growing number of scientists.35

Public support for the industry waned, especially among 
environmentalists. More conflict arose with the passage 
of one of the most impactful policies on American 
nuclear regulation, the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). In 1970, NEPA introduced rigorous 
environmental review requirements, forcing the AEC 
and license applicants to evaluate the total environmental 
impact of proposed plants. In the nuclear industry, time 
is money; delays and billable hours from the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) can translate into 
substantial upfront costs for developers, often before a 
single shovel hits the ground.36 The level of detail required 
under NEPA has contributed to environmental reports 
that can span thousands of pages, adding significant time 
and complexity to the permitting process. Lawsuits, or 
even the threat of litigation and project delays from certain 
green groups, have also had a key role in the expanded 
scope and cost of NEPA compliance.37 There have been 
numerous attempts to reform NEPA in recent years.38 
Most recently, in May 2025, the Trump administration 
issued two executive orders aimed at streamlining and 
reforming NEPA policies for nuclear projects, including 
provisions for categorical exclusions on certain federal sites 
(military and DOE) when justified by national security.39

The AEC resisted full implementation of NEPA, warning 
it would drastically lengthen the review process,40 and 
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the conflict came to a head in a 1971 environmental 
lawsuit over the Calvert Cliffs Nuclear Power Plant. That 
case resulted in a resounding defeat for the AEC, as the 
court ruled that the agency must fully implement NEPA. 
Ted Nordhaus, founder of the Breakthrough Institute, 
noted the impact that the Calvert Cliffs decision had on 
construction costs: 

But its [the Calvert Cliffs decision’s] consequences 
for the U.S. nuclear industry were dramatic and 
immediate. . . . On average, reactors completed 
after the new rules were established took more 
than two years longer to complete and cost about 
25% more than the reactors completed prior to the 
Calvert Cliffs decision.41

Public distrust and criticism of the AEC’s resistance led 
to the passage of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, 
which split the AEC into the U.S. Energy Research and 
Development Administration and the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC).42 

In the wake of this restructuring, the NRC adopted 
a stricter regulatory stance, thereby increasing costs 
and construction time and deepening the challenges 
facing nuclear development in the United States. The 
formation of the NRC was driven largely by allegations 
of “regulatory capture” within the AEC, which was 
accused of prioritizing the interests of the nuclear industry 
over public safety. Many today argue that the NRC has 
overcompensated to avoid similar accusations. At the 
2023 American Nuclear Society annual meeting, Jeffrey 
Merrifield, former NRC commissioner, discussed this 
exact idea.

He emphasized that Congress to this day wants nuclear 
power because it’s good for our country. There is an 
expectation that the agency is supposed to enable the 
technologies as long as they can be considered safe. 
However, he further discusses how the NRC holds itself 
remote from applicants, in the name of independence and 
to insulate itself from the charge of regulatory capture—
that is, being unduly influenced by those it regulates. 
Merrifield continued that the NRC will always be 
independent, because it makes the final decision—but in 
general, “the agency does not know when to stop.” 43

With the NRC’s strict oversight, barriers to nuclear plant 
construction grew. Further, as fear and distrust of nuclear 
energy continued to increase, two incidents brought 
nuclear energy to a breaking point—the crises at Three 
Mile Island (1979) and Chernobyl (1986). 

Three-Mile Island is regarded as “the most serious accident 
in U.S. commercial nuclear power plant operating history” 
and it left a lasting impression.44 

On March 28, 1979, theoretical fears about a large-scale 
accident became a reality. In Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, 
Unit 2 at the Three Mile Island (TMI) Nuclear Station 
began to experience a partial meltdown (meaning the 
reactor core was literally melting from being too hot) 
due to a combination of mechanical malfunctions and 
human error. As mentioned earlier, a detailed account 
of the incident appears in Appendix A. While there was 
no loss of life or adverse effects on the environment, the 
event focused attention on the possibility of a catastrophic 
nuclear accident. 

The NRC responded to TMI by ordering a shutdown and 
investigation into certain pressurized water reactors and 
created a task force that wrote the “TMI Action Plan,” 
focusing heavily on nuclear safety requirements. These 
new regulations, which applied to currently operating 
plants and those that were under construction, included 
“hundreds of new regulations covering everything 
from containment to fire protection to backup cooling 
to systems for shutting plants down.” The NRC also 
mandated new training, control room changes, emergency 
preparedness requirements (to coordinate with government 
authorities), and full-time inspectors at each plant.45

Lovering, Yip, and Nordhaus (2016) observe an enormous 
increase in overnight construction costs (as if construction 
of the plant were completed in one night—without 
financing, interest, or inflation costs that would be 
associated with delays) following the implementation of 
these regulations. They note in their study:

When the full cost experience of US nuclear power 
is shown with construction duration experience, 
we observe distinctive trends that change after the 
Three Mile Island accident. . . . [F]or reactors that 
were under construction during Three Mile Island 
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and eventually completed afterwards. . . . median 
costs are 2.8 times higher than pre-TMI costs and 
median durations are 2.2 times higher than pre-
TMI durations.46

While the nuclear industry was still reeling from the 
damage the TMI incident caused, a much more serious 
accident occurred on the other side of the world. On April 
25, 1986, the Soviet Chernobyl-4 reactor underwent a 
serious meltdown and release of radiation that harmed 
human life and the environment surrounding the 
reactor.47 The short and long-term effects on health 
and the environment were significant and unique. 
Following the disaster, U.S. public opposition to nuclear 
power intensified. A May 1986 poll found that 78% of 
respondents opposed the construction of more nuclear 
plants in the United States.48 Public trust has taken 
decades to recover.

TMI and Chernobyl strongly impacted the trajectory of 
the American nuclear industry, but it is still necessary to 
discuss the most recent large-scale accident, Fukushima. 
On March 11, 2011, Japan was hit by a 9.0 magnitude 
earthquake—the fourth largest in the world since 1900. 
The disaster escalated as a 15-metre (nearly 50-foot) 
tsunami struck Japan, flooded the site, and disabled the 
power supply and cooling of three Fukushima Daiichi 
reactors.49 This led to core meltdowns and a release 
of radiation in the environment. Unlike Chernobyl, 
Fukushima’s containment structures limited the release of 
the most long-lived isotopes. Radiation levels were initially 
elevated, but these levels declined in the following years.50

A detailed breakdown of the TMI, Chernobyl, and 
Fukushima events is presented in Appendix A. These 
accidents still weigh heavily on the American nuclear 
industry, and legacy regulations have limited the expansion 
of nuclear energy. 

In 2023 and 2024, two large-scale nuclear reactors in 
Georgia were completed—Vogtle Units 3 and 4. These 
were America’s first newly built reactors in decades.51 Yet 
even amid this success, overregulation caused problems.

One example of the problems relates to the plants’ rebar 
installation (part of setting the foundation). Jeffrey 

Merrifield, former commissioner of the NRC, noted 
that the rebar process, although important, does not 
require perfect precision, as it will be buried under three 
feet of concrete.52 However, the NRC required precise 
measurements between each piece of rebar and ordered 
the destruction of completed concrete by sledgehammer to 
ensure that the rebuilt structure met exact specifications. 
According to Merrifield, “[There was] no safety value 
whatsoever and it was totally non–risk informed.” 
Onerous regulations that do not improve safety need 
to be eliminated, and the enforcement attitude should 
be reevaluated to ensure it is reasonable and serves its 
intended purpose.53 

The history of nuclear energy in the United States is 
marked by significant strides alternating with setbacks 
related to regulatory hurdles, controversies, and public 
fear. From the early days of optimism to the deep scars 
left by TMI and Chernobyl, these pivotal moments have 
shaped the American nuclear industry and continue to 
inform policy and practice today.

FAVORABLE CURRENT TRENDS
In the 20th century and into the early 21st century, the 
United States saw tremendous growth in gross domestic 
product, population, and electricity demand. In the period 
between 1920 and 2007, electricity consumption steadily 
increased more than a hundred-fold. However, from 2008 
to the present day, electricity consumption remained 
stable (primarily because of increased energy efficiency for 
everything from appliances to buildings), but new growth 
is on the horizon.54

As mentioned earlier, the DOE forecasts 15% to 20% 
growth in energy demand over the next decade, with 
potential demand doubling by 2050. Meeting this demand 
will likely require a significant buildout, which may 
include replacing shuttered coal plants that had provided 
round-the-clock energy. Examples of this are already 
emerging, such as the replacement of the Duke Belews 
Creek Plant in North Carolina with two SMRs.55 Nuclear 
is a reliable, clean, and proven option, and favorable trends 
point to an opportunity for nuclear resurgence in the 
United States in which Missouri could take part. 
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Public Support

Nuclear reactors have reliably, cleanly, and safely powered 
American progress for decades, and this consistency is 
helping reshape public perception. According to Pew 
Research Center, since 2020, the share of U.S. adults who 
support more nuclear construction has risen from 43% 
to 57% in 2023 (with the share of Republicans rising 
from 54% to 67%).56 Bisconti Research has also seen 
favorability for nuclear energy jump from 49% in 1983 
to 77% in 2024.57 Further, 71% of Americans agree that 
the United States should “definitely build more nuclear 
power plants in the future,” up from 47% in 1998. Strong 
opposition is starting to diminish, and this is reflected not 
only in citizen surveys, but also in Washington, D.C.

Nuclear energy has emerged as a rare point of political 
agreement, as both the Biden and Trump administrations 
have endorsed more nuclear power. The Biden 
administration’s recent “U.S. Nuclear Energy Deployment 
Framework” regards nuclear power as essential for 
combating climate change and achieving net-zero 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2050:

Expanding domestic nuclear energy production 
has a key role to play in helping to avoid the worst 
impacts of climate change by enabling the nation 
to achieve a net-zero greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emission economy no later than 2050. Nuclear 
power delivers safe, clean, reliable, and affordable 
electricity.58

Meanwhile, the Trump administration’s endorsement 
of nuclear power focuses on its reliability, capacity, 
and contribution to national security. In his first term, 
President Trump advocated keeping plants open, investing 
in SMRs, and continuing to modernize the NRC. This 
support has expanded in Trump’s second term, with the 
administration calling for vast nuclear deployment to 
secure American energy dominance and national security.59 

President Trump’s Secretary of Energy, Chris Wright, 
signed his first secretarial order in February 2025, which 
stated: 

The long-awaited American nuclear renaissance 
must launch during President Trump’s 
administration. As global energy demand 

continues to grow, America must lead the 
commercialization of affordable and abundant 
nuclear energy. As such, the Department will 
work diligently and creatively to enable the rapid 
deployment and export of next-generation nuclear 
technology.60

These two administrations have differing reasons for 
supporting nuclear power, but they agree on the need. 
Outside the Oval Office, the passage of the ADVANCE 
Act is intended to spur advanced nuclear construction 
and streamline regulations. This bill flew through the 
U.S. Congress in June 2024, with an 88–2 vote in the 
Senate and a 393–13 vote in the House of Representatives 
before being signed by President Biden.61 Even private 
corporations such as Microsoft, Google, Amazon, and 
Meta have identified nuclear power as a potential way to 
meet their energy needs.62

Lastly, as mentioned earlier, the need for nuclear energy 
has been magnified by a potential global AI arms 
race. If justified for national security interests, reform, 
construction, and deployment may happen at a more rapid 
pace. 

Regulation

Many of the regulations governing nuclear energy were put 
in place between 1970 and 1990, as public concern about 
the dangers of radiation—including potential accidents 
and thermal pollution—grew. Events such as the Calvert 
Cliffs Decision and the accident at TMI prompted the 
creation of a rigorous set of regulations. These regulations, 
often fueled by fear, contributed to soaring costs and 
extended licensing timelines that stifled new development. 
Importantly, construction costs in countries such as France 
and South Korea—which do not have such stringent 
regulataions—have not increased as they have in the 
United States, suggesting that regulatory reform could 
lower costs in the United States.63

Despite these challenges, a recent trend toward reducing 
regulations has been encouraging. Four developments—
the ADVANCE Act, executive orders from the second 
Trump administration, Rule 53, and the passage of Senate 
Bill 4 in Missouri—could spur development of nuclear 
energy in the state. The ADVANCE Act, President 
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Trump’s executive orders, and Rule 53 each represent 
distinct federal approaches to reforming nuclear regulation 
through the U.S. Congress, the executive branch, and the 
NRC, respectively. Senate Bill 4, meanwhile, passed in 
Missouri with the goal of providing financial flexibility for 
new large-scale energy projects. 

The Accelerating Deployment of Versatile, Advanced 
Nuclear for Clean Energy (ADVANCE) Act, signed into 
law in July 2024, contains provisions designed to address 
some of the regulatory challenges facing nuclear energy 
development. The ADVANCE Act includes the following 
provisions:

1.	 Limiting costs for licensee reviews: The act limits 
NRC billing so that it covers only “mission-direct” 
program salaries and benefits, excluding indirect 
costs like travel, support, and administrative 
expenses. These indirect costs currently fall on 
nuclear developers, but under the new framework, 
the federal government would absorb these 
costs for advanced reactors. While concerns over 
taxpayer dollars are valid, this measure defrays the 
expenses from a truly burdensome set of federal 
regulations.

2.	 Establishing an award program for nuclear pioneers: 
Establishes an award program for pioneers in the 
advanced nuclear field, including those who are 
the first developers to receive an operating license 
for an advanced nuclear reactor or the first to use 
spent nuclear fuel to power their advanced nuclear 
reactor.

3.	 Streamlining the licensing process for transitioning 
covered sites: Directs the NRC to develop 
and implement strategies (or at least to begin 
rulemaking within two years) to enable efficient, 
timely, and predictable licensing reviews for 
converting “covered sites” (such as land formerly 
used for coal plants or industry) into nuclear 
reactor sites.

4.	 Expediting licensing for applicants using an existing 
design or existing/former nuclear site: Mandate that 
the NRC establish and carry out an expedited 
procedure for issuing a “combined license”—
meaning an applicant who is using a previously 

approved design or is applying to be sited at or 
adjacent to a location where a licensed commercial 
nuclear reactor operates or previously operated.

5.	 Increasing the NRC’s workforce: Establish 
traineeship and apprenticeship programs and 
increase flexibility in recruitment (particularly for 
those in critical and highly specialized licensing 
and regulatory oversight positions) to target 
staffing issues.

6.	 Updating the NRC mission statement: The NRC’s 
mission will now explicitly emphasize the need to 
create efficient licensing and regulations that can 
facilitate the construction and deployment of new 
nuclear reactors.64

These provisions are intended to mitigate delays, reduce 
costs, and accelerate the construction of new reactors. 
One of President Trump’s new executive orders directly 
reinforces the policy shift from the ADVANCE Act, 
stating:

Just as the Congress directed, the NRC’s mission shall 
include facilitating nuclear power while ensuring reactor 
safety. When carrying out its licensing and related 
regulatory functions, the NRC shall consider the benefits 
of increased availability of, and innovation in, nuclear 
power to our economic and national security in addition 
to safety, health, and environmental considerations.65

This alignment between congressional intent and executive 
action was evident in May 2025 when the Trump 
administration issued four executive orders designed to 
accelerate American nuclear expansion—particularly 
through NEPA reform, NRC modernization, reevaluation 
of radiation exposure standards, and the justification of 
expedited deployment in the interest of national security.66 
These orders reflect a broader strategy to dramatically 
scale up nuclear energy, with President Trump calling for 
the United States to quadruple its nuclear construction 
over the next 25 years in pursuit of national security and 
“energy dominance.” Given their scope and potential 
impact, these executive orders warrant detailed discussion. 

There are four executive orders, all issued on May 23, 
2025.



SHOW-ME INSTITUTE  I   REPORT

10

1.	 Deploying Advanced Nuclear Reactor Technologies for 
National Security

2.	 Reinvigorating the Nuclear Industrial Base

3.	 Ordering the Reform of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission

4.	 Reforming Nuclear Reactor Testing at the Department 
of Energy

One of the many notable provisions is the directive to 
rapidly deploy advanced nuclear reactors at both military 
installations and DOE facilities. Specifically, the orders 
set a goal for the Department of Defense (DoD) to begin 
operating a nuclear reactor at a domestic military base 
by September 30, 2028, and for the DOE to deploy an 
advanced nuclear reactor at a designated site within 30 
months of the order’s issuance.67 

Both the DoD and DOE have extensive histories in the 
development and use of nuclear energy. The U.S. Navy’s 
Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, a joint effort between 
the Navy and DOE, has been essential in building this 
expertise. Over its 75-year history, the program has 
operated 273 reactor plants. As of 2023, the U.S. Navy 
operates 99 reactors and 79 nuclear-powered warships.68 

To facilitate these deployments, President Trump also 
directed the DoD and DOE to consult with the Council 
of Environmental Quality to apply existing and establish 
new categorical exclusions of NEPA for advanced nuclear 
reactor technologies on certain federal sites. Further, the 
Secretary of Energy shall, in consultation with the Chair 
of the Council on Environmental Quality, take action to 
reform DOE compliance with NEPA and use all available 
authorities to “eliminate or expedite the Department’s 
environmental reviews.”69 

If these entities can successfully collaborate to bring next-
generation reactors online, this could trigger a broader 
wave of nuclear construction across the country. Another 
executive order that reforms the NRC requires the 
commission to “establish an expedited pathway to approve 
reactor designs that the DoD or DOE have tested and 
demonstrated.” Importantly, regulatory review for these 
designs would focus solely on new risks, not previously 
addressed ones, eliminating redundant reviews and 

further accelerating deployment. If these projects make 
strong progress, perhaps Missouri could start considering 
potential locations for those designs.70

The same executive order details sweeping reforms of the 
NRC’s operations and regulations. Arguing that the NRC 
has historically overcorrected for “the most remote risks,” 
the order instructs the NRC to work with the Department 
of Government Efficiency (DOGE) to reorganize to better 
support innovation and expedite licensing. Key revisions 
include:

•	 Undertaking a wholesale review of regulations and 
guidance documents

•	 Establishing fixed deadlines for activities 

•	 Adopting science-based radiation limits (discussed 
later in this report)

•	 Establishing stringent thresholds for when the 
NRC can demand changes once construction has 
begun

•	 Reducing the Advisory Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards to the statutory minimum for 
membership and required reviews.71

Finally, the executive orders outline a broader agenda to 
support the nuclear fuel cycle and industrial base. This 
includes advancing nuclear waste management, expanding 
the procurement of uranium and related materials, 
prioritizing nuclear fuel recycling, strengthening workforce 
development, enhancing national lab testing capacity, 
supporting U.S. nuclear exports, and expanding loan 
access for new nuclear projects.72 

These changes, alongside the ADVANCE Act, 
demonstrate a resolve to revive the American nuclear 
industry through coordinated legislative and executive 
action.

Meanwhile, at the NRC, a new licensing process, Part 
53, is undergoing revisions and fine-tuning through 
public review as of this writing. In 2019, the Nuclear 
Energy Innovation and Modernization Act (NEIMA) 
mandated that the NRC create a new regulatory 
framework specifically aimed at advanced nuclear 
technologies (distinct from the existing Part 50 and Part 
52 processes). Part 53 is intended to be “technology-
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neutral,” meaning that it can be applied to different types 
of reactors. In addition, the new rules “are supposed to set 
requirements but not prescribe how they are met.”73 After 
internal review and edits, the proposed rule was posted 
for public comment. National laboratories, industry 
groups, developers, and policy organizations, such as 
the Breakthrough Institute have submitted proposed 
revisions.74 The final rule is required to be completed 
by December 2027, and has the potential to “reduce 
unnecessary regulatory burdens, and provide a clear 
pathway for innovative nuclear technologies.”75 

Improvement of all these regulations could facilitate the 
construction of small modular reactors (SMRs). An SMR 
is essentially a smaller (300 megawatts or fewer), more 
compact version of a nuclear reactor. SMRs require less 
space than traditional reactors; in fact, an SMR slated for 
construction in Tennessee will occupy an area roughly 
the size of a football field.76 Their modular design allows 
for prefabrication, meaning major components can be 
manufactured in a factory and shipped to the installation 
site, reducing costs and shortening construction 
timelines.77 At the federal level, continued regulatory 
reform is needed to create an efficient licensing process for 
these innovative technologies (such as with Rule 53). 

In Missouri, Senate Bill 4 was signed into law in 
2025. Senate Bill 4 is a large omnibus bill with many 
components, but arguably the biggest change is granting 
electric utility companies increased financial flexibility 
and predictability in exchange for stronger oversight from 
the Missouri Public Service Commission (MPSC). The 
construction-work-in-progress law (CWIP) was a key 
policy included in the omnibus.78 The CWIP provision 
will primarily apply to natural gas projects, but a pathway 
appears to be available for it to also apply to nuclear 
and other resources through the Missouri Public Service 
Commission (MPSC). If applicable to nuclear projects, 
this alternative financing strategy should be particularly 
useful for capital-intensive nuclear reactors, as it could 
reduce financial risk for utilities and potentially lower total 
project costs by allowing firms to rely more on revenue 
rather than loans. With the CWIP provision, ratepayers 
need to be protected in a monopoly utility market, and 
a deeper breakdown of consumer safeguards for CWIP 
appears in Appendix B. However, it should be emphasized 
that the applicability of Senate Bill 4 to nuclear projects is 
currently uncertain.

MISSOURI’S OPPORTUNITY TO LEAD 
IN NUCLEAR

Missouri is well positioned to participate in the emerging 
nuclear resurgence, with both the infrastructure and 
human capital to be a significant player in the field: 

•	 Missouri has a strong nuclear workforce pipeline, 
with the Missouri University of Science and 
Technology in Rolla ranking among the nation’s 
top producers of nuclear engineers (10th most).79 
This local talent pool could be a draw for 
developers, as it could provide a level of assurance 
that projects can consistently be staffed with skilled 
professionals. 

•	 The state also leads in nuclear research; the 
University of Missouri’s MURR is one of the 
world’s premier research reactors. Leading in 
research can foster innovation and attract top 
talent in the field. 

•	 There is existing, successful, and long-standing 
infrastructure present at the Callaway Energy 
Center, but our advantages in infrastructure go 
beyond Callaway. Missouri also has several retired 
or retiring coal plants that could be retrofitted into 
advanced nuclear reactors. The DOE has reported 
coal-to-nuclear transitions can save up to 35% on 
construction costs.80

Missouri’s longstanding advantages in nuclear 
infrastructure and human capital may be easier to leverage 
now that national policy is shifting in a direction that 
could make nuclear plant construction feasible again. 
However, progress on this front is still dependent on 
continued reform at the federal level.

Market Distortions in the Energy Sector

It is no secret that the federal government has a significant 
influence over the U.S. energy sector through subsidies, 
regulations, and taxes. One of the primary drawbacks of 
such heavy government involvement is that it distorts 
competition, diminishing the incentive to innovate 
and often leading to overinvestment in uneconomic or 
outdated technology. Subsidies can hinder private efforts 
to develop innovative solutions for spent fuel, high 
construction costs, and other challenges.
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In fact, part of the urgency behind energy policy is a 
result of subsidy-driven market distortions that have 
contributed to nearly 30% of U.S. coal-fired power 
plants being projected to retire by 2035, with Missouri 
being no exception to the trend.81 However, with the 
Trump administration’s declaration of a national energy 
emergency and implementation of a 31-part deregulation 
plan from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), this trend may be changing.82

Some coal plants may be approaching or have already 
passed their useful life. Others are shutting down 
prematurely due to pressure from the federal government 
and incentives to replace depreciated (paid off ) assets 
with brand-new, heavily subsidized equipment. In a 
regulated monopoly market, utilities generate profit 
through the creation and depreciation of new electricity 
infrastructure.83

For nuclear energy to compete on a level playing field, 
market-distorting subsidies must be addressed. In 2024, 
subsidies for wind and solar totaled $31.4 billion, 
exceeding all other energy sources combined.84 A repeal or 
strong paring back of the Inflation Reduction Act’s (IRA’s) 
energy subsidies is needed.85 For a breakdown of the 
distribution of total subsidies and support by the federal 
government in recent years, see Figure 1, which is based 
on data from a 2023 report by the Energy Information 
Administration (EIA).86

These excessive subsidies create significant distortions in 
the energy market. Federal subsidies for renewables during 
this period were more than three times the combined 
support given to natural gas, coal, and nuclear power. 
Expanding nuclear subsidies in response would not solve 
the problem; real market competition requires reducing 
subsidies across the board, especially in the heavily favored 
renewable sector. Until that happens, it will be difficult for 
a free market to function effectively in the energy sector. 

Government interference does not have to define 
American energy. The free market can bring innovation 
to a field, such as nuclear power plant construction, 
which has stagnated in recent years. Space travel is one 
good example of a fading industry that was revitalized by 
opening it up to market forces. SpaceX has outperformed 
NASA in a sector where few expected private endeavors 
to surpass a long-time government institution.87 A freer 
energy market could accelerate nuclear innovation, too.

Federal Reform on Radiation Standards

As the Institute for Energy Research notes, modern 
advancements should have made nuclear energy safer 
and more affordable; however, an outdated regulatory 
framework has had the opposite effect, driving costs higher 
and delaying projects.88 

The Calvert Cliffs Decision and TMI led to significantly 
increased regulatory burden on American nuclear power. 
The federal government needs to continue improving a 
regulatory system that is currently defined by uncertainty, 
setbacks, delays, and cost overruns. The ADVANCE Act 
and President Trump’s 2025 executive orders were key 
steps forward, and Rule 53 has the potential to establish 
a more balanced safety standard, easing regulatory 
compliance for developers.

Jack Spencer of the Heritage Foundation, in his book 
Nuclear Revolution, identifies two radiation standards 
that have added considerable difficulties in the licensing 
process. First, the EPA started basing its risk assessments 
on the linear no-threshold (LNT) model in 1975. 
According to Spencer:

LNT assumes that the risk of cancer due to a low-
dose exposure is proportional to a dose with no 
threshold. In other words, the LNT model assumes 
that ionizing radiation is always harmful and 
that there is no threshold below which radiation 
exposure is safe.89

Spencer notes that “countless studies and decades of 
experience show that LNT is wrong.” Further, LNT is also 
paired with a second concept, “as low as [is] reasonably 
achievable” (ALARA). This practice means “making 
every reasonable effort to maintain exposures to ionizing 
radiation as far below the dose limits as [is] practical” 
considering technological and other limitations.90 Such 
a subjective regulatory standard amounts to a seemingly 
nonexistent quantitative limit, where developers must 
continue to spend money or risk having their proposal 
rejected at the next step in the licensing process, even 
if it is safe for the public. These regulations should be 
revised to better align with actual risk assessments. This 
need is directly addressed in one of President Trump’s new 
executive orders, Ordering the Reform of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. Specifically, this order critiques 
the NRC’s longstanding reliance on this model, stating: 
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Figure 1 
Quantified Energy-Specific Subsidies and Support by 
Type, FY 2016-2022
Nearly half of all federal subsidies and support from 2016 to 2022 were directed towards 
renewables.

Source: Energy Information Administration (EIA).  End-use subsidies are largely comprised of subsidies 
to construct more energy-efficient residential buildings, along with subsidies for electric vehicles, fuel-
cell electric vehicles, and others. Conservation subsidies consisted mostly of credits for improving energy 
efficiency in existing homes.
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The NRC utilizes safety models that posit there is 
no safe threshold of radiation exposure and that 
harm is directly proportional to the amount of 
exposure. Those models lack sound scientific basis 
and produce irrational results, such as requiring 
that nuclear plants protect against radiation below 
naturally occurring levels.91

To address this concern, the order directs the NRC to act:

[The NRC shall] adopt science-based radiation 
limits. In particular, the NRC shall reconsider 
reliance on the linear no-threshold (LNT) 
model for radiation exposure and the “as low 
as reasonably achievable” standard, which 
is predicated on LNT. Those models are 
flawed, as discussed in section 1 of this order. 
In reconsidering those limits, the NRC shall 
specifically consider adopting determinate 
radiation limits, and in doing so shall consult 
with the Department of Defense (DoD), 
the Department of Energy (DOE), and the 
Environmental Protection Agency.92

This directive signals an intent to replace outdated and 
subjective models with fixed, predictable, and scientifically 
grounded exposure thresholds. If implemented effectively, 
it could help overcome a barrier that has historically 
constrained American nuclear expansion.

While federal reforms have already led to meaningful 
progress in improving the regulatory landscape, further 
improvements will only strengthen the case for nuclear 
investment. Missouri does not have to sit on its hands 
waiting for Washington to continue to act; the state can 
take proactive steps now to position itself as a competitive 
destination for nuclear energy. Below are two policies 
Missouri should consider at this time.

1.	A Missouri Nuclear Advisory Council

In 2023, Governor Bill Lee of Tennessee established a 
nuclear advisory council through executive order to inform 
legislative actions for addressing regulatory, education, and 
workforce barriers, and also to implement strategies for 
financing, waste storage, and development opportunities.93 

Tennessee’s advisory council has already helped attract 
major investments in advanced nuclear projects and 
provided actionable recommendations.

For example, the council recommended amending a 
regulatory statute to classify nuclear energy production 
facilities as Certified Green Energy Production Facilities, 
which appropriately acknowledges the emissions-free 
nature of nuclear energy.94 While Tennessee allocated $50 
million for grants and assistance, Missouri would not need 
to provide subsidies and could focus instead on removing 
regulatory and bureaucratic barriers to development. 

Missouri has attractive features for advanced nuclear 
development, and there is a need for more always-available 
(baseload) power. By forming an advisory council, the 
state could signal its openness to both domestic and 
international developers without relying on subsidies. 
Subsidies offer financial support and reduce risk for 
investors, but a council can provide accessible information 
(reducing costs and uncertainty) and signal the state’s 
resolve and intentions (reducing uncertainty) at no cost to 
taxpayers. 

The council could streamline the decision-making process 
for nuclear developers and utilities by centralizing and 
presenting critical information about Missouri’s energy 
landscape. By offering clear insights into state attitudes, 
potential bottlenecks, plant closures, tax burdens, unique 
opportunities, potential sites, regulation, fault lines, and 
other factors that can affect nuclear construction, the 
council could reduce the complexities of evaluating and 
comparing potential sites and partnerships in multiple 
states and even other countries. For example, Union 
Electric studied more than 70 sites in four states before the 
Callaway County site was selected. A council could help 
streamline this process in the future and make Missouri 
more attractive as a site for next-generation reactors.95 This 
transparency could ultimately help reduce the duplication 
of effort by interested parties. Providing all stakeholders 
with better information would help set the stage for 
competition, economic development, and market-driven 
decisions in Missouri.

Membership: Tennessee’s advisory council consisted of a 
diverse group of stakeholders from the public and private 
sectors. Missouri can build on this model, which includes:
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•	 Directors of interested state departments: 
Environment and Conservation, Economic 
Development, and Emergency Management

•	 Officials from the state legislature, congressional 
delegation, and local government

•	 Experts from higher education, utilities, workforce 
development, the energy production sector, and 
the nuclear industry

•	 Representation from the regional national 
laboratory

•	 Additional members, as determined necessary by 
the governor (Tennessee opted to include more 
experts and scientists)96

Rather than dictating policy, this council would serve as 
a platform for information sharing, bringing together the 
brightest minds to identify opportunities, help developers 
clear regulatory hurdles, and highlight Missouri’s strengths 
as a destination for nuclear investment. 

Providing Missouri-Specific Research: For instance, a 
nuclear advisory council could identify potential locations 
for large or small advanced reactors, with a focus on 
retrofitting coal plants and adding one or more new 
reactors at Callaway.

A DOE-sponsored study reviewed all retired and retiring 
coal plants in the country and found that 80% of the 
reviewed coal plants in the United States have the “basic 
characteristics” needed to host an advanced nuclear 
reactor.97 In Missouri specifically, Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory identified seven coal power plant sites as 
suitable for repurposing, with the potential to place 
multiple nuclear reactors ranging in output from 600 
megawatts (MW) to 1,117 MW.98

As noted earlier, coal-to-nuclear transitions can save up to 
35% on construction costs, and the federal government 
is prioritizing converting covered sites (such as land 
formerly used for coal plants or industry) into nuclear 
sites in the ADVANCE Act. Conducting Missouri-specific 
research on potential transition opportunities could attract 
developers to the state. 

Coal-to-nuclear transitions are already happening 
elsewhere. In Wyoming, a new TerraPower advanced 
nuclear reactor is currently being built in a coal-to-nuclear 
transition project.99 Additionally, the White House in its 
2024 “Nuclear Deployment Framework” has identified 
significant opportunities for siting SMRs at existing coal-
fired power plant and nuclear reactor locations. It notes:100 

Such coal-to-nuclear transitions are particularly 
compelling for the ability to re-use existing 
transmission, water, and land-based infrastructure 
to reduce costs and leverage the existing workforce, 
ensuring that good-paying jobs remain in 
communities as they transition to new, clean 
sources of power generation.

Lastly, Oak Ridge National Laboratory identified that 
Missouri also has space for an additional 600 MW at the 
Callaway Energy Center.101 Bringing an advanced reactor 
or an SMR to Missouri is a real possibility, and costs 
and construction times are likely to be reduced because 
the site is partially complete, a workforce is established, 
physical security already exists, and support from the local 
community is likely.

While a council would not dictate policy or provide 
financial incentives, it could help facilitate economic 
development without charging taxpayers.

Building Partnerships: The council could engage 
with national and international stakeholders, including 
reactor developers, supply chain companies, and research 
institutions.

The nuclear industry is complex and often requires 
partnerships beyond state and national borders. Countries 
such as South Korea and France have established supply 
chains and advanced reactor designs, and a council could 
help identify partners and provide a clear point of contact 
for nuclear projects.102 Appendix C includes deeper 
discussion on the international success of South Korean 
nuclear projects with the APR-1400 advanced nuclear 
reactor.

An advisory council is a straightforward strategy that could 
help inform development and regulatory reform and signal 
openness to bringing needed nuclear power to Missouri.
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2.	Consumer-Regulated Electricity

A complementary policy to Missouri’s energy landscape 
is consumer-regulated electricity (CRE). CRE, while still 
a developing policy area, would allow private investors 
to create new, independent electric power systems 
(encompassing both generation and transmission) using 
their own capital. These private grids would be scaled 
specifically to meet demand growth from large consumers. 
For a CRE entity to operate effectively, it would need to 
be free from restrictions imposed by the Missouri Public 
Service Commission (MPSC) (but it should be noted that 
they would still be subject to federal regulation from the 
NRC and other organizations). That means CRE entities 
would need to be unconnected to the regular grid and only 
serve new, large industrial and commercial customers. 

Much of the anxiety about grid reliability stems from 
the rapid growth of large energy consumers such as data 
centers and industrial manufacturers. However, it is 
difficult for utilities to accurately forecast the necessary 
supply to power future endeavors. Rather than relying 
solely on a single, unified grid to meet all customers’ 
demand, CRE would allow private investors to meet this 
need using their own capital.103 Further, since much of the 
demand growth is coming from specific, large customers, 
CRE could reduce the burden residential ratepayers may 
face in supporting new supply for these large customers.

As Travis Fisher (director of energy and environmental 
studies at the CATO Institute) argues, these private 
grids—disentangled from the massive regulatory red tape 
that ensnares public utilities—could be developed more 
quickly, infusing competition and innovation into the 
energy sector.104 By acting as “private energy islands” for 
new, large energy consumers, CRE could relieve strain on 
the primary grid and ratepayers while offering options for 
those new customers to secure reliable power tailored to 
their needs. 

This idea aligns with growing momentum in the private 
sector to pair SMRs with corporations seeking stable, 
carbon-free energy sources. Companies like Google and 
Microsoft have already scrambled to secure nuclear power 
through strategies such as power purchase agreements 

(PPAs). For example, a PPA allowed Microsoft to contract 
for the energy output from Three Mile Island over a 20-
year period.105 However, these agreements are still subject 
to state regulatory constraints. CRE would take this 
concept a step further,106 helping to more quickly match 
demand with supply.107

Further, if America is on the verge of a global AI arms race, 
then the rapid deployment of advanced nuclear power 
(free from as much regulation as possible) may prove 
critical for new projects. CRE could help facilitate this 
deployment and establish Missouri as an attractive location 
for advancing federal national security objectives.

Pairing this approach with a nuclear advisory council 
could provide useful insights into potential opportunities 
for these private developers. Importantly, this strategy 
would complement rather than disrupt the existing energy 
framework through private investment, without relying on 
taxpayer dollars. 

Bringing CRE to the Show-Me State would likely 
require a modification of state statute to declare that new 
private utilities—if they are not connected to existing 
infrastructure—not be subject to monopoly regulation. 
New Hampshire is one state that has moved forward with 
this idea.108 While further study is needed, CRE represents 
an opportunity to introduce competitive forces into 
Missouri’s energy sector and facilitate the deployment of 
next-generation nuclear technology.

CONCLUSION
This paper has examined both historical trends and 
current developments to assess Missouri’s potential to play 
a leading role in America’s nuclear resurgence.

Today, public support for nuclear energy is at a historic 
high, with key regulatory changes underway to expedite 
the industry’s growth. Federal entities, including the NRC, 
Congress, and the DOE, along with both the previous 
and current presidential administrations, have supported a 
strong nuclear buildout. The conditions are ripe for a true 
renaissance in American nuclear power, and Missouri has 
the infrastructure and intellectual capital necessary to take 
part.

To set the stage for nuclear development, Missouri should 
form a nuclear advisory council and explore the potential 
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of CRE to strengthen its energy grid and position itself as 
a hub for talent, jobs, and investment in an industry that 
will be crucial to the nation’s economic, environmental, 
and national security future. 

Avery Frank is a policy analyst
at the Show-Me Institute



SHOW-ME INSTITUTE  I   REPORT

18

APPENDIX A: THREE MILE ISLAND, 
CHERNOBYL, AND FUKUSHIMA
What Happened at Three Mile Island?

Below is a step-by-step walkthrough of the Three Mile 
Island (TMI) incident.109

1)	 As the reactor (Unit 2) was undergoing its normal 
routine, a mechanical/electrical issue occurred, 
which stopped the cooling pumps from sending 
water to the steam generators.

2)	 Immediately, the generator and reactor 
automatically shut down.

3)	 Since the reactor was still extremely hot (it was 
operating at almost maximum capacity), a pressure 
relief valve needed to be opened to relieve excess 
pressure. Once pressure returned to normal levels, 
it was supposed to close.

4)	 This is where the trouble began. The valve failed to 
close, but monitoring instruments indicated that 
the valve was closed.

5)	 As the valve remained “secretly” open, needed 
reactor coolant began to escape from the core, 
and it remained hot. This is known as a “loss-of-
coolant” accident.

6)	 Nevertheless, emergency core cooling systems 
were activated and began to cool down the reactor 
according to design. 

7)	 As the emergency cooling water began to fill 
the reactor core, there was uncertainty and fear 
from the operators. First, they feared that the 
water could fill up the pressurizer entirely, so they 
decreased the flow of emergency water. Second, 
due to lack of instrumentation, it was unclear 
whether or not the reactor was covered in water or 
not.

8)	 Because of this uncertainty, the operators decreased 
the flow of emergency cooling water, and 
eventually manually shut the pumps off.

9)	 However, the reactor was not covered in sufficient 
coolant or cooling water, and 45% of the reactor 
in TMI Unit 2 melted.

During efforts to cool down the reactor and clean up the 
mess, a hydrogen bubble formed that created great fear 
around the United States. Although the containment 
system had worked completely to this point, this hydrogen 
bubble in the core had the potential to become flammable, 
explode, blow open the containment system, and release 
large amounts of radiation into the outside world. 
Headlines warned of a potential “hydrogen explosion,” 
and in turn, 144,000 people evacuated the area over five 
days.110 

Nothing came of the hydrogen bubble, and the incident 
was cleaned up (at significant cost) with great care and 
effectiveness. Moreover, this accident was a testimony 
to the effectiveness of passive safeguards, as emergency 
systems and the containment prevented any significant 
radiation release or leakage into the ground.

What Happened at Chernobyl?

On April 25, 1986, the Soviet Chernobyl-4 reactor 
underwent a serious meltdown and release of radiation 
that affected human life and the surrounding 
environment.111

The Chernobyl Unit 4 reactor was a relatively new, but 
flawed, design, and the operators were conducting an 
unauthorized test (the exact reasoning for the test remains 
debated). During the test, most of the control rods were 
withdrawn to maintain power output, leading to an 
uncontrollable increase in the reactor’s power. As the 
power surged, the operators tried to tame the reaction 
with the control rods. However, due to flawed design, 
these control rods with graphite tips initially increased 
reactivity when inserted. After operators slammed all the 
controls rods in at once, the pressure in the reactor rose 
dramatically, causing a massive explosion that destroyed 
the reactor and its containment structure.112 

Following the explosion, a large and visible beam of blue 
light illuminated the sky above Unit 4, as it showered 
fission products from the inner core into the atmosphere. 
Firefighters rushed in and tried to put out the intense fires, 
with many going right up to the destroyed plant. However, 
these firefighters were not adequately protected to operate 
near these intense levels of radiation, and as a result, over 
two dozen perished from acute radiation syndrome.113 



August 2025

19

Death tolls from the Chernobyl accident are 30 initial 
deaths, and a potential of 4,000 additional deaths in 
the years following, according to the World Health 
Organization (although the exact total has frequently been 
the subject of speculation).114 Due to the disaster, 116,000 
people were immediately relocated, with around 350,000 
relocations total.115 

The Chernobyl event was a dangerous mix of poor reactor 
design and significant human error and terrified the entire 
world. The Soviet Union’s secrecy around the event only 
amplified global fears. In Europe, the environmental 
movement quickly coined the phrase “Chernobyl is 
everywhere” when looking at other nuclear plants.116 

What Happened at Fukushima?

While TMI and Chernobyl strongly impacted the 
trajectory of the American nuclear industry, it is still 
necessary to discuss the most recent large-scale accident, 
which occurred at Fukushima. On March 11, 2011, Japan 
was hit by a 9.0 magnitude earthquake—the fourth largest 
in the world since 1900. Subsequent inspection showed 
no significant damage to any of the Fukushima reactors 
from the earthquake.117 However, the disaster escalated as 
a 15-metre (nearly 50-foot) tsunami struck Japan, flooded 
the site, and disabled the power supply and cooling of 
three Fukushima Daiichi reactors. Eight of the other 
reactors were able to achieve shutdown relatively safely. 
However, with 12 of 13 backup generators and cooling 
systems knocked offline, the three Daiichi reactors lost the 
ability to cool down, and “all three cores largely melted 
in the first three days.” Thankfully, there were no deaths 
or cases of radiation sickness from the nuclear accident, 
but official figures have reported over 2,000 indirect 
deaths due to evacuation-related stress, displacement, and 
disrupted medical care.118

Radiation was released into the air, soil, rivers, and the 
ocean, with elevated levels immediately after the accident. 
In the ocean, radiation remained below regulatory safety 
thresholds and posed minimal risk to either marine life 
or humans, as less radiation was released than the natural 
levels of radiation in seawater.119 In soil, water, crops, 
wildlife on land, and the air, elevated levels were observed 
but receded to near-normal levels through cleanup and 
time.120 For example, in 2012, Japan reported that 71 of 
10 million bags of rice were contaminated. By 2015, that 
number had dropped to zero out of 10 million.121 

Fukushima’s effects were far more limited than 
Chernobyl’s, in part because there was partial containment 
at Fukushima, whereas Chernobyl had a complete release 
of inner core materials, including more dangerous, long-
lived isotopes that were not observed in the Fukushima 
region.122

APPENDIX B: EVALUATION OF SENATE 
BILL 4, PASSED IN 2025
Safeguards for the New Construction Work in Progress 
Law in Missouri

It remains to be seen how Senate Bill (SB) 4 alters the 
energy landscape in Missouri. 

With construction-work-in-progress (CWIP), it is 
important to protect the interest of ratepayers. A blank 
check for a monopoly utility would increase the risk 
of cost overruns and cancellations, so accountability 
provisions are necessary. While the Missouri Public 
Service Commission (MPSC) still retains authority to 
determine which rates are just, reasonable, and eligible 
to be included in customers’ bills, it is important for 
policymakers to consider explicit consumer protections.123 
SB 4 already includes two key provisions—cost caps 
(limited by the estimated cost and completion date) and a 
refund mechanism (which would be activated if the plant 
is not put into operation). These should be effective in 
protecting ratepayers, but the MPSC could weigh other 
safeguards when utilities propose CWIP financing for 
future projects, including nuclear projects. Virginia also 
recently passed CWIP reform, and it instituted various 
safeguards, which include: 

•	 Excluding 20% of development costs from early 
recovery

•	 Mandatory evaluation of federal funding 
opportunities from the Department of Energy

•	 Establishment of an annual cap on residential 
monthly bill increases ($1.40 per 1000 kWh)124 

Further, the MPSC should evaluate how ratepayers could 
be compensated appropriately for early contributions 
and their role in risk-sharing—such as treating CWIP 
financing more like a bond system. 
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This could involve limiting or disallowing pre-operation 
profits, aligning profits with the operation and provision 
of power. Another approach might be reducing total cost 
recovery for utilities after the plant is put into operation, 
since it is a riskier investment that relies on ratepayers 
earlier. Potential mechanisms include:

•	 Offering credits for reduced rates post-operation 
that could function like a principal in a bond

•	 Shortening the depreciation period post-operation 
to account for profits earned during the pre-
operation phase 

If this strategy leads to cost savings for a project, ratepayers 
should receive a portion of those savings. These provisions 
could help strike a balance between protecting ratepayers 
and facilitating needed nuclear power plant construction. 
Utility companies argue that CWIP is required to build 
more nuclear generation in Missouri. If that’s the case, 
adequate safeguards for state ratepayers are also required.

 
APPENDIX C: EVALUATING SOUTH 
KOREAN NUCLEAR SUCCESS WITH 
THE APR-1400
The Advanced Power Reactor 1400 (APR-1400) is a 
Korean-designed pressurized-water reactor developed by 
Korea Hydro & Nuclear Power (KHNP). Each reactor 
has a nameplate capacity of slightly over 1,400 megawatts 
(MW). The APR-1400 is one of the advanced reactor 
designs approved by the NRC and has played a prominent 
role in the global expansion of nuclear energy. 

APR-1400 units are currently operational in South 
Korea and the United Arab Emirates (UAE). In both 
countries, the timeline between the start of construction 
and operation has ranged from 8 to 10 years. For these 
plants (which are each more powerful than Missouri’s 
Callaway Energy Center), the consistency in construction 
is remarkable.125 The UAE’s Barakah plant, the first 
commercial nuclear facility in the Arab world, brought 
four APR-1400 units online in rapid succession:

•	 2021: Barakah Unit 1 begins full commercial 
operation

•	 2022: Barakah Unit 2 begins full commercial 
operation

•	 2023: Barakah Unit 3 begins full commercial 
operation

•	 2024: Barakah Unit 4 begins full commercial 
operation

South Korea has demonstrated similarly consistent 
timelines for construction (except when an anti-nuclear 
president sought to phase out nuclear energy in the 
country).126 

Two APR-1400s began construction at Shin-Kori in 
2008–2009, and they were fully operational by 2016 and 
2019. Likewise, two units began construction at Shin-
Hanul in 2012–2013, and they were fully operational 
around 10 years later.127 

The reactors built in the UAE and South Korea suggest 
that there is a benefit in building multiple units 
simultaneously. A streamlined regulatory process is 
essential for the United States; however, global success also 
offers valuable insights. Lovering et al. observe in their 
study that South Korea is the only country to have lowered 
its “overnight” construction costs (that is, the price of 
labor, equipment, and materials, excluding costs related to 
financing, inflation, and delays) for nuclear plants since 
1980.128 A detailed analysis of the regulatory environment 
for nuclear energy in South Korea is beyond the scope 
of this paper but could provide useful information to 
reformers in the United States.

Finally, the APR-1400 could be a reactor design to 
consider for future deployment in Missouri. In an analysis 
for future North Carolina energy plans, the John Locke 
Foundation selected the APR-1400 (citing its success) 
as the primary reactor for evaluating various electricity 
generation scenarios in the state.132 Missouri could 
consider a similar approach, and a nuclear advisory council 
could be useful in facilitating a potential international 
partnership. 

Acknowledgments

I would like to thank Jason Hayes of the Mackinac Center 
for Public Policy and Show-Me Institute intern Amanda 
Unverferth for their assistance with this project.



August 2025

21

NOTES

1.	 Lerner, Louise. “The First Nuclear Reactor, 
Explained,” University of Chicago News, news.
uchicago.edu/explainer/first-nuclear-reactor-
explained. Accessed 30 June 2025; United States 
Navy, Naval History and Heritage Command. 
Nautilus (SSN-571), 19 Dec. 2024, www.history.
navy.mil/browse-by-topic/ships/submarines/uss-
nautilus.html; Feinroth, Herb. “First Criticality at 
Shippingport,” Nuclear Newswire, 10 Dec. 2014, 
www.ans.org/news/article-1660/first-criticality-at-
shippingport; Walker, J. Samuel, and Thomas R. 
Wellock. “A Short History of Nuclear Regulation,” 
1946–2009, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Oct. 
2010, www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1029/ML102980443.
pdf.

2.	 U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA). 
“The United States Operates the World’s Largest 
Nuclear Power Plant Fleet,” 24 Apr. 2025, www.eia.
gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=65104.

3.	 Ameren Missouri. “Callaway Fact Sheet 2024,” 
Ameren Missouri, www.ameren.com/-/media/
missouri-site/files/callaway/callaway-fact-sheet.ashx. 
Accessed 6 May 2025.

4.	 U.S. Energy Information Administration. 
“Electric Power Monthly (Table 6-07a),” www.
eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm_table_grapher.
php?t=table_6_07_a. Accessed 5 May 2025; U.S. 
Energy Information Administration. “Electric Power 
Monthly (Table 6-07b),” www.eia.gov/electricity/
monthly/epm_table_grapher.php?t=epmt_6_07_b. 
Accessed 5 May 2025; Antonini, Joshua, and Jason 
Hayes. “Shorting the Great Lakes Grid: How Net 
Zero Plans Risk Energy Reliability,” Mackinac 
Center, 9 Aug. 2024, www.mackinac.org/S2024-
04#executive-summary.

5.	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
“Our Nation’s Air: 2024,” gispub.epa.gov/air/
trendsreport/2024/#air_trends. Accessed 30 June 
2025; RealClearEnergy. “American Natural Gas Is 
America’s Clean Energy Standard,” 20 Aug. 2024, 
www.realclearenergy.org/articles/2024/08/20/
american_natural_gas_is_americas_clean_energy_
standard_1052922.html.

6.	 U.S. Energy Information Administration. “Nuclear 
Explained: U.S. Nuclear Industry,” www.eia.gov/
energyexplained/nuclear/us-nuclear-industry.
php?os=. Accessed 13 Sept. 2024.

7.	 International Atomic Energy Agency, Power 
Reactor Information System. “United States of 
America: Nuclear Energy Country Statistics.” pris.
iaea.org/PRIS/CountryStatistics/CountryDetails.
aspx?current=US. Accessed 13 Sept. 2024.

8.	 U.S. Department of Energy. “Clean Energy 
Resources to Meet Data Center Electricity Demand,” 
12 Aug. 2024, www.energy.gov/gdo/clean-energy-
resources-meet-data-center-electricity-demand.

9.	 The White House. “Safely and Responsibly 
Expanding U.S. Nuclear Energy: Deployment 
Targets and a Framework for Action”, 2024, 
https://bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/wp-content/
uploads/2024/11/US-Nuclear-Energy-Deployment-
Framework.pdf.

9.	 The White House. “Ordering the Reform of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,” 23 May 2025, 
www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
ordering-the-reform-of-the-nuclear-regulatory-
commission.

10.	 Goldman Sachs. “Generational Growth: AI, Data 
Centers and the Coming US Power Demand Surge,” 
29 Apr. 2024, www.goldmansachs.com/insights/
goldman-sachs-research/generational-growth-ai-data-
centers-and-the-coming-us-power-demand-surge.

11.	 Green, Alastair., Humayun Tai, Jesse Noffsinger, and 
Pankaj Sachdeva. “How data centers and the Energy 
Sector Can Sate AI’s Hunger for Power,” McKinsey 
& Company, September 17, 2024, https://www.
mckinsey.com/industries/private-capital/our-
insights/how-data-centers-and-the-energy-sector-
can-sate-ais-hunger-for-power.

12.	 U.S. Department of Energy. “Coal-to-Nuclear 
Transitions,” www.energy.gov/ne/coal-nuclear-
transitions. Accessed 14 Mar. 2025.

13.	 Ameren Missouri. “Integrated Resource Plan.” 
Executive Summary, p. 8, www.ameren.com/
missouri/company/environment-and-sustainability/
integrated-resource-plan. Accessed 13 Sept. 2024.



SHOW-ME INSTITUTE  I   REPORT

22

14.	 The White House. “Reinvigorating America’s 
Beautiful Clean Coal Industry and Amending 
Executive Order 14241,” 16 Apr. 2025, www.
whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/04/
reinvigorating-americas-beautiful-clean-coal-
industry-and-amending-executive-order-14241; 
Hayes, Jason, and Joshua Antonini. “EPA Moves 
to Repeal Biden’s Costly Power Plant Rules,” 
Mackinac Center, 13 June 2025, www.mackinac.org/
blog/2025/epa-moves-to-repeal-bidens-costly-power-
plant-rules.

15.	 The White House. “Reinvigorating the Nuclear 
Industrial Base,” 23 May 2025, www.whitehouse.
gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/reinvigorating-
the-nuclear-industrial-base; The White House. 
“Deploying Advanced Nuclear Reactor Technologies 
for National Security,” 23 May 2025, www.
whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
deploying-advanced-nuclear-reactor-technologies-
for-national-security.

16.	 U.S. Energy Information Administration. “Missouri: 
State Profile and Energy Estimates,” www.eia.
gov/state/analysis.php?sid=MO#:~:text=In%20
2023%2C%20Missouri’s%20one%20
nuclear,%25%20and%20wind%20with%20
10%25. Accessed 30 June 2025; Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. “Callaway Plant, Unit 1,” www.nrc.
gov/info-finder/reactors/call.html. Accessed 30 June 
2025.

17.	 University of Missouri. “Missouri University 
Research Reactor,” www.murr.missouri.edu. Accessed 
30 June 2025.

18.	 U.S. Department of Energy. “Coal to Nuclear 
Transitions: An Information Guide,” 1 Apr. 2024, 
www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/
Coal-to-Nuclear%20Transitions%20An%20
Information%20Guide.pdf.

19.	 Omitaomu, F, et al. “Evaluation of Nuclear Power 
Plant and Coal Power Plant Sites for New Nuclear 
Capacity,” Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 2024, 
https://sai.inl.gov/content/uploads/29/2025/02/
evaluation-of-npp-and-cpp-sites-aug-16-2024.pdf.

20.	 Bisconti, Ann S. “Record High Support for Nuclear 
Energy,” Bisconti Research, 11 June 2024, www.
bisconti.com/blog/record-high-support-2024.

21.	 Marder, Jenny. “Nuclear Reactors and Nuclear 
Bombs: What Defines the Differences?” Public 
Broadcasting Service, 6 Apr. 2011, www.pbs.org/
newshour/science/what-is-the-difference-between-
the-nuclear-material-in-a-bomb-versus-a-reactor; 
Nuclear Threat Initiative. “Uranium Enrichment,” 
tutorials.nti.org/nuclear-101/uranium-enrichment/. 
Accessed 6 June 2025.

22.	 Desjardins, Jeff. “The Safest Source of Energy Will 
Surprise You.” Visual Capitalist, 17 June 2020, www.
visualcapitalist.com/worlds-safest-source-energy.

23.	 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. “Three Mile 
Island Accident,” www.nrc.gov/docs/ML0402/
ML040280573.pdf. Accessed 25 July 2024; Talbott, 
Evelyn O, et al. “Long-term Follow-up of the 
Residents of the Three Mile Island Accident Area: 
1979–1998.” Environmental Health Perspectives, vol. 
111, no. 3, Mar. 2003, pp. 341–348, https://doi.
org/10.1289/ehp.5662.

24.	 Derr, Emma. “Nuclear Needs Small Amounts of 
Land to Deliver Big Amounts of Electricity,” Nuclear 
Energy Institute, 29 Apr. 2022, www.nei.org/
news/2022/nuclear-brings-more-electricity-with-less-
land.

25.	 Lovering, Jessica, et al. “Land-use intensity of 
electricity production and tomorrow’s energy 
landscape,” PLOS ONE 17(7), 6 July 2022, https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0270155.

26.	 Argonne National Laboratory. “10 Myths about 
Nuclear Energy,” 9 Sept. 2013, www.anl.gov/
article/10-myths-about-nuclear-energy; XKCD, 
“Radiation,” xkcd.com/radiation. Accessed 30 June 
2025.

27.	 Clifford, Catherine. “The Energy in Nuclear 
Waste Could Power the U.S. for 100 Years, but the 
Technology Was Never Commercialized, “CNBC, 
3 June 2022, www.cnbc.com/2022/06/02/nuclear-
waste-us-could-power-the-us-for-100-years.html; 



August 2025

23

Walsh, Camille. “A Clean Energy Victory: Caesar 
Rodney Institute Helps Advance Recycled Nuclear 
Energy Legislation,” State Policy Network (SPN), 3 
Dec. 2024, spn.org/a-clean-energy-victory-caesar-
rodney-institute-helps-advance-recycled-nuclear-
energy-legislation.

28.	 Lerner, Louise. “Nuclear Fuel Recycling Could Offer 
Plentiful Energy,” Argonne National Laboratory, 
2012, www.anl.gov/article/nuclear-fuel-recycling-
could-offer-plentiful-energy.

29.	 Lerner, Louise. “Nuclear Fuel Recycling Could Offer 
Plentiful Energy,” Argonne National Laboratory, 
2012, www.anl.gov/article/nuclear-fuel-recycling-
could-offer-plentiful-energy; Toohill, Spencer. 
“Why Doesn’t the U.S. Reprocess Nuclear Fuel?” 
The Loch Johnson Society, 26 Nov. 2023, www.
lochjohnsonsociety.com/post/why-doesn-t-the-u-s-
reprocess-nuclear-fuel.

30.	 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “Frequent 
Questions: Radioactive Waste,” 3 June 2025, www.
epa.gov/radiation/frequent-questions-radioactive-
waste.

31.	 Buck, Alice. “A History of the Atomic Energy 
Commission,” U.S. Department of Energy, July 
1983, p.1, https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/nukevault/
ebb507/docs/doc%2012%20%2083.07%20
Buck%20AEC%20history.pdf.

32.	 Walker, J.S., and Thomas R. Wellock. “A Short 
History of Nuclear Regulation,1946–2009,” U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, p. 8, https://www.
nrc.gov/docs/ml1029/ml102980443.pdf.

33.	 National Security Archive. “Castle Bravo at 70: 
The Worst Nuclear Test in U.S. History,” 1 Jan. 
1970, nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-book/nuclear-
vault/2024-02-29/castle-bravo-70-worst-nuclear-
test-us-history.

34.	 Boyle, Robert H. “The Nukes Are in Hot Water,” 
Sports Illustrated Vault | SI.com, 20 Jan. 1969, 
vault.si.com/vault/1969/01/20/the-nukes-are-in-hot-
water.

35.	 Hayes, Jason, and Timothy Nash. “Grading the 
Grid,” Mackinac Center & Northwood University, 
2024, www.mackinac.org/archives/2024/MCPP-
NWU_Energy_Report_Card.pdf.

36.	 Chiappa, Nikki, et al. “Understanding NEPA 
Litigation,” The Breakthrough Institute, 11 
July 2024, thebreakthrough.org/issues/energy/
understanding-nepa-litigation.

37.	 Moorman, Eric, Anthony B. Cavender, and Norman 
F. Carlin. “Trump Administration Finalizes Updates 
to NEPA Regulations,” Pillsbury Law, 22 July 2020, 
www.pillsburylaw.com/en/news-and-insights/trump-
administration-finalizes-updates-nepa-regulations.
html.

38.	 The White House. “Reforming Nuclear Reactor 
Testing at the Department of Energy,” 23 May 2025, 
www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
reforming-nuclear-reactor-testing-at-the-department-
of-energy; The White House. “Deploying Advanced 
Nuclear Reactor Technologies for National Security,” 
23 May 2025, www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-
actions/2025/05/deploying-advanced-nuclear-
reactor-technologies-for-national-security. 

39.	 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. “A Short 
History of Nuclear Regulation, 1946–2009,” p. 44, 
https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ml1029/ml102980443.
pdf.

40.	 Nordhaus, Ted. “It’s the Regulation, Stupid.” 
The Breakthrough Institute, 12 June 2024, 
thebreakthrough.org/journal/no-20-spring-2024/its-
the-regulation-stupid.

41.	 Buck, Alice. “A History of the Atomic Energy 
Commission,” U.S. Department of Energy, July 
1983. p.8, https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/nukevault/
ebb507/docs/doc%2012%20%2083.07%20
Buck%20AEC%20history.pdf.

42.	 Wald, Matthew L. “We Need an NRC That Not Just 
Gets out of the Way, but Leads,” The Breakthrough 
Institute, 15 June 2023, thebreakthrough.org/issues/
energy/members-of-american-nuclear-society-takes-
the-regulatory-body-to-task-at-annual-meeting. 



SHOW-ME INSTITUTE  I   REPORT

24

43.	 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. “Three Mile 
Island Accident,” www.nrc.gov/docs/ML0402/
ML040280573.pdf. Accessed 25 July 2024.

44.	 Nordhaus, Ted. “It’s the Regulation, Stupid.” 
The Breakthrough Institute, 12 June 2024, 
thebreakthrough.org/journal/no-20-spring-2024/its-
the-regulation-stupid.

45.	 Lovering, Jessica R., Arthur Yip, and Ted Nordhaus. 
“Historical Construction Costs of Global Nuclear 
Power Reactors.” Energy Policy, vol. 91, Apr. 
2016, pp. 371–382, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
enpol.2016.01.011.

46.	 Encyclopedia Britannica. Chernobyl Disaster, 17 
June 2024, www.britannica.com/event/Chernobyl-
disaster.

47.	 Sussman, Barry. “78% of Americans Balk at 
New Nuclear Reactors,” Washington Post, 23 
May 1986, www.washingtonpost.com/archive/
politics/1986/05/24/78-of-americans-balk-at-
new-nuclear-reactors/6e3c05da-c17a-41ef-9327-
195d17aa45c1.

48.	 World Nuclear Association. Fukushima Daiichi 
Accident, world-nuclear.org/information-library/
safety-and-security/safety-of-plants/fukushima-
daiichi-accident. Accessed 2 May 2025.

49.	 Buesseler, Ken O., et al. “Fukushima-derived 
Radionuclides in the Ocean and Biota off Japan,” 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Science 
of the United States of America, 109(16), Apr. 
2012, https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1120794109.

50.	 Cuthrell, Shannon. “After 14 Years, Nuclear Reactor 
Online in Georgia,” EEPower, 16 Aug. 2023, 
eepower.com/news/after-14-years-nuclear-reactor-
comes-online-in-georgia/#.

51.	 Heritage Foundation. “Going Nuclear: The Benefits 
of Nuclear Regulatory Reform,” 26 Apr. 2023, www.
heritage.org/nuclear-energy/event/going-nuclear-
the-benefits-nuclear-regulatory-reform. (Quote from 
video starting at 24:45.)

52.	 Ibid. (Video starting at 24:45.)

53.	 Cleveland, Cutler, et al. “United States Electricity 
History in Four Charts.” Visualizing Energy, Boston 
University, 21 Feb. 2023, visualizingenergy.org/
united-states-electricity-history-in-four-charts. 

54.	 Yurman, Dan. “Duke Energy Plans Replacement 
of Coal Plant with SMR,” Energy Central, 21 Aug. 
2023, www.energycentral.com/energy-biz/post/
duke-energy-plans-replacement-coal-plant-smr-
1rJ5Vc11v0qDeKH.

55.	 Leppert, Rebecca. “Growing Share of Americans 
Favor More Nuclear Power,” Pew Research Center, 
18 Aug. 2023, www.pewresearch.org/short-
reads/2023/08/18/growing-share-of-americans-favor-
more-nuclear-power.

56.	 Bisconti, Ann S. “Record High Support for Nuclear 
Energy,” Bisconti Research, Inc., 11 June 2024, 
www.bisconti.com/blog/record-high-support-2024.

57.	 The White House, 2024, “Safely and Responsibly 
Expanding U.S. Nuclear Energy: Deployment 
Targets and a Framework for Action,” https://
bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/wp-content/
uploads/2024/11/US-Nuclear-Energy-Deployment-
Framework.pdf.

58.	 The White House. “Reinvigorating the Nuclear 
Industrial Base,” 23 May 2025, www.whitehouse.
gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/reinvigorating-the-
nuclear-industrial-base.

59.	 U.S. Department of Energy. “Secretary Wright 
Acts to ‘Unleash Golden Era of American Energy 
Dominance,’” 5 Feb. 2025, www.energy.gov/articles/
secretary-wright-acts-unleash-golden-era-american-
energy-dominance.

60.	 Reuters. “U.S. Senate Passes Bill to Support 
Advanced Nuclear Energy Deployment,” 20 June 
2024, www.reuters.com/business/energy/us-senate-
passes-bill-support-advanced-nuclear-energy-
deployment-2024-06-19.

61.	 Penn, Ivan, and Karen Weise. “Amazon, Google 
and Microsoft Are Investing in Nuclear Power,” 
The New York Times, 16 Oct. 2024, www.nytimes.
com/2024/10/16/business/energy-environment/
amazon-google-microsoft-nuclear-energy.html. 



August 2025

25

62.	 Lovering, Jessica R., et al. “Historical Construction 
Costs of Global Nuclear Power Reactors.” Energy 
Policy, vol. 91, Apr. 2016, pp. 371–382, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.enpol.2016.01.011.

63.	 The ADVANCE Act, U.S. Congress, 2023–2024. 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/118th-congress/
senate-bill/1111.

64.	 The White House. “Ordering the Reform of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,” 23 May 2025, 
www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
ordering-the-reform-of-the-nuclear-regulatory-
commission.

65.	 The White House. “Deploying Advanced Nuclear 
Reactor Technologies for National Security,” 23 
May 2025, www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-
actions/2025/05/deploying-advanced-nuclear-
reactor-technologies-for-national-security; The 
White House. “Ordering the Reform of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission,” 23 May 2025, www.
whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
ordering-the-reform-of-the-nuclear-regulatory-
commission; The White House. “Reforming Nuclear 
Reactor Testing at the Department of Energy,” 
23 May 2025, www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-
actions/2025/05/reforming-nuclear-reactor-testing-
at-the-department-of-energy; The White House. 
“Reinvigorating the Nuclear Industrial Base,” 23 
May 2025, www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-
actions/2025/05/reinvigorating-the-nuclear-
industrial-base.

66.	 The White House. “Deploying Advanced Nuclear 
Reactor Technologies for National Security,” 23 
May 2025, www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-
actions/2025/05/deploying-advanced-nuclear-
reactor-technologies-for-national-security. 

67.	 U.S. Navy. “Naval Reactors Celebrates 75 Years,” 31 
July 2023, www.navy.mil/Press-Office/News-Stories/
Article/3476093/naval-reactors-celebrates-75-years; 
U.S. Department of Energy. “Powering the Navy,” 
www.energy.gov/nnsa/powering-navy. Accessed 4 
June 2025. 

68.	 The White House. “Reforming Nuclear Reactor 
Testing at the Department of Energy,” 23 May 2025, 
www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
reforming-nuclear-reactor-testing-at-the-department-
of-energy.

69.	 The White House. “Ordering the Reform of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,” 23 May 2025, 
www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
ordering-the-reform-of-the-nuclear-regulatory-
commission. 

70.	 Ibid.

71.	 The White House. “Reinvigorating the Nuclear 
Industrial Base,” 25 May 2025, www.whitehouse.
gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/reinvigorating-
the-nuclear-industrial-base; The White House. 
“Deploying Advanced Nuclear Reactor Technologies 
for National Security,” 24 May 2025, www.
whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
deploying-advanced-nuclear-reactor-technologies-
for-national-security. 

72.	 Stein, Adam, and Leigh Anne Lloveras. “Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission Charts a Path Forward 
on Part 53,” The Breakthrough Institute, 5 Mar. 
2024, thebreakthrough.org/issues/energy/nuclear-
regulatory-commission-charts-a-path-forward-on-
part-53.

73.	 Stein, Adam, et al. “Stakeholder Consensus on 
Proposed Part 53 Major Topics,” The Breakthrough 
Institute, 26 Feb. 2025, thebreakthrough.org/
articles/stakeholder-consensus-on-proposed-part-53-
major-topics. 

74.	 Stein, Adam, and Leigh Anne Lloveras. “Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission Charts a Path Forward 
on Part 53;” The Breakthrough Institute, 5 Mar. 
2024, thebreakthrough.org/issues/energy/nuclear-
regulatory-commission-charts-a-path-forward-on-
part-53; Nuclear Newswire. “Part 53 Aims to Create 
a Clear Licensing Path for Advanced Reactors,” 
American Nuclear Society, 12 Mar. 2025, www.
ans.org/news/2025-03-12/article-6847/part-53-
aims-to-create-a-clear-licensing-path-for-advanced-
reactors/?utm_source=chatgpt.com; Stein, Adam, 



SHOW-ME INSTITUTE  I   REPORT

26

et al. “Stakeholder Consensus on Proposed Part 53 
Major Topics.” The Breakthrough Institute, 26 Feb. 
2025, thebreakthrough.org/articles/stakeholder-
consensus-on-proposed-part-53-major-topics.

75.	 Yoganathan, Anila. “Five Things to Know about 
TVA’s New Small Modular Nuclear Reactor,” Yahoo!, 
24 Mar. 2023, www.yahoo.com/news/five-things-
know-tvas-small-090725201.html. 

76.	 U.S. Department of Energy. “Benefits of Small 
Modular Reactors (SMRs),” www.energy.gov/ne/
benefits-small-modular-reactors-smrs. Accessed 12 
May 2025. 

77.	 Office of Missouri Governor Mike Kehoe. 
“Governor Kehoe Signs SB 4 into Law, Securing 
Missouri’s Energy Future and Economic Growth,” 9 
Apr. 2025, governor.mo.gov/press-releases/archive/
governor-kehoe-signs-sb-4-law-securing-missouris-
energy-future-and-economic. 

78.	 Data USA. “Institution with the Most Degrees 
Awarded in Nuclear Engineering (2022),” datausa.
io/profile/cip/nuclear-engineering. Accessed 26 Feb. 
2025. 

79.	 U.S. Department of Energy. “Coal to Nuclear 
Transitions: An Information Guide,” 1 Apr. 2024, 
www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/
Coal-to-Nuclear%20Transitions%20An%20
Information%20Guide.pdf. 

80.	 U.S. Department of Energy. “Coal–to-Nuclear 
Transitions,” www.energy.gov/ne/coal-nuclear-
transitions. Accessed 14 Mar. 2025. 

81.	 The White House. “Declaring a National Energy 
Emergency,” 21 Jan. 2025, www.whitehouse.gov/
presidential-actions/2025/01/declaring-a-national-
energy-emergency; U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. “EPA Launches Biggest Deregulatory 
Action in U.S. History,” 12 Mar. 2025, www.epa.
gov/newsreleases/epa-launches-biggest-deregulatory-
action-us-history. 

82.	 Antonini, Joshua, and Jason Hayes. “Mackinac Deep 
Dive: Government Incentives Put Energy at Risk,” 
Mackinac Center, 26 Nov. 2024, www.mackinac.
org/blog/2024/mackinac-deep-dive-government-
incentives-put-energy-at-risk. 

83.	 Institute for Energy Research. “Renewable Energy 
Received Record Subsidies in 2024,” 14 Jan. 2025, 
www.instituteforenergyresearch.org/renewable/
renewable-energy-received-record-subsidies-in-2024. 

84.	 Fisher, Travis, and Joshua Loucks. “The Budgetary 
Cost of the Inflation Reduction Act’s Energy 
Subsidies: IRA Energy Tax Credits Could Cost $4.7 
Trillion by 2050,” Policy Analysis no. 992, Cato 
Institute, March 11, 2025.

85.	 U.S. Energy Information Administration. “Federal 
Financial Interventions and Subsidies in Energy in 
Fiscal Years 2016–2022,” 1 Aug. 2023, www.eia.gov/
analysis/requests/subsidy. 

86.	 Sobel, Russell. “Why Markets Matter for Human 
Progress and Prosperity,” Show-Me Institute, 18 July 
2024, showmeinstitute.org/publication/economy/
why-markets-matter-for-human-progress-and-
prosperity. 

87.	 Institute for Energy Research. “Regulations Hurt 
Economics of Nuclear Power,” 2 May 2019, www.
instituteforenergyresearch.org/nuclear/regulations-
hurt-economics-nuclear-power. 

88.	 Spencer, Jack. Nuclear Revolution: Powering the 
Next Generation. 1st ed., Optimum Publishing 
International, 2024. 

89.	 Ibid.

90.	 The White House. “Ordering the Reform of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,” 23 May 2025, 
www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/05/
ordering-the-reform-of-the-nuclear-regulatory-
commission.

91.	 Ibid.

92.	 Office of the Governor of Tennessee. “Gov. Lee 
Names Tennessee Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
Appointees,” 13 July 2023, www.tn.gov/governor/
news/2023/7/13/gov--lee-names-tennessee-nuclear-
energy-advisory-council-appointees.html. 

93.	 Office of the Governor of Tennessee. “Tennessee 
Nuclear Energy Advisory Council Delivers Final 
Report,” 21 Nov. 2024, www.tn.gov/governor/
news/2024/11/21/tennessee-nuclear-energy-
advisory-council-delivers-final-report.html. 



August 2025

27

94.	 Ameren Missouri. “Callaway Fact Sheet 2024,” www.
ameren.com/-/media/missouri-site/files/callaway/
callaway-fact-sheet.ashx. Accessed 6 May 2025.

95.	 Office of the Governor of Tennessee. “Gov. Lee 
Names Tennessee Nuclear Energy Advisory Council 
Appointees,” 13 July 2023, www.tn.gov/governor/
news/2023/7/13/gov--lee-names-tennessee-nuclear-
energy-advisory-council-appointees.html.

96.	 Hansen, J., et al. “Investigating Benefits and 
Challenges of Converting Retiring Coal Plants 
into Nuclear Plants,” Idaho National Laboratory, 
Sponsored by U.S. Department of Energy, 2022, 
https://fuelcycleoptions.inl.gov/SiteAssets/SitePages/
Home/C2N2022Report.pdf. 

97.	 Omitaumu, F., et al. “Evaluation of Nuclear Power 
Plant and Coal Power Plant Sites for New Nuclear 
Capacity,” U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory: 3 Sept. 2024, fuelcycleoptions.
inl.gov/SiteAssets/SitePages/Home/Evaluation of 
NPP and CPP Sites Aug 16 2024.pdf. 

98.	 Frank, Avery. “Bipartisan Momentum in Nuclear 
Energy Continues,” Show Me Institute, 18 June 
2024, showmeinstitute.org/blog/energy/bipartisan-
momentum-in-nuclear-energy-continues. 

99.	 The White House. “Safely and Responsibly 
Expanding U.S. Nuclear Energy: Deployment 
Targets and a Framework for Action,” 2024, 
https://bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/wp-content/
uploads/2024/11/US-Nuclear-Energy-Deployment-
Framework.pdf. 

100.	 Omitaumu, F., et al. “Evaluation of Nuclear Power 
Plant and Coal Power Plant Sites for New Nuclear 
Capacity,” U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory: 3 Sept. 2024, fuelcycleoptions.
inl.gov/SiteAssets/SitePages/Home/Evaluation of 
NPP and CPP Sites Aug 16 2024.pdf.

101.	 Lopakta, Jan, and Jason Hovet. “CEZ Gets French, 
S. Korean Bids to Build up to Four Nuclear Power 
Units,” Reuters, 30 Apr. 2024, www.reuters.com/
business/energy/cez-gets-french-skorean-bids-build-
up-four-nuclear-power-units-2024-04-30.

102.	 Lyons, Glen. “Missouri Should Consider 
‘Consumer Regulated Electricity’ before 
Passing SB 4.” Columbia Missourian, 13 Mar. 
2025, www.columbiamissourian.com/opinion/
guest_commentaries/missouri-should-consider-
consumer-regulated-electricity-before-passing-sb-4/
article_21f748b8-0008-11f0-b4cd-3738dfa35cbb.
html. 

103.	 Fisher, Travis. “What Would Consumer-Regulated 
Electricity Look Like?” CATO Institute, 9 Aug. 
2024, www.cato.org/blog/what-would-consumer-
regulated-electricity-look. 

104.	 Constellation Energy Corporation. “Constellation 
to Launch Crane Clean Energy Center, Restoring 
Jobs and Carbon-Free Power to the Grid,” 20 
September 2024, www.constellationenergy.com/
newsroom/2024/Constellation-to-Launch-Crane-
Clean-Energy-Center-Restoring-Jobs-and-Carbon-
Free-Power-to-The-Grid.html; Jonker, Alexandra. 
“What Is a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA)?” IBM, 
17 Apr. 2025, www.ibm.com/think/topics/power-
purchase-agreements. 

105.	 Lyons, Glen. “Consumer Regulated Electricity: 
The Path to Faster, Reliable Power Solutions?” 
DataCenterKnowledge, 2 July 2024, www.
datacenterknowledge.com/energy-power-supply/
consumer-regulated-electricity-the-path-to-faster-
reliable-power-solutions-. 

106.	 Frank, Avery. “What to Make of Big Tech’s Pivot 
to Nuclear,” Show-Me Institute, 25 Nov. 2024, 
showmeinstitute.org/blog/energy/what-to-make-of-
big-techs-pivot-to-nuclear. 

107.	 Frank, Avery. “Weighing Consumer Regulated 
Electricity to Meet Energy Demand Growth,” 
Show-Me Institute, 3 Apr. 2025, showmeinstitute.
org/blog/energy/weighing-consumer-regulated-
electricity-to-meet-energy-demand-growth. 

108.	 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. “Three Mile 
Island Accident,” www.nrc.gov/docs/ML0402/
ML040280573.pdf. Accessed 25 July 2024; World 
Nuclear Association. “Three Mile Island Accident,” 
world-nuclear.org/information-library/safety-and-
security/safety-of-plants/three-mile-island-accident. 
Accessed 30 June 2025. 



SHOW-ME INSTITUTE  I   REPORT

28

109.	 U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “A Short 
History of Nuclear Regulation, 1946–2009”; p. 55.

110.	 Encyclopedia Britannica. “Chernobyl Disaster,” 17 
June 2024, www.britannica.com/event/Chernobyl-
disaster. 

111.	 The Infographics Show. “Chernobyl Nuclear 
Explosion Disaster Explained (Hour by Hour),” 
YouTube, 1 Aug. 2022, www.youtube.com/
watch?v=2uJhjqBz5Tk&t=1504s; World Nuclear 
Association. “Chernobyl Accident 1986,” world-
nuclear.org/information-library/safety-and-security/
safety-of-plants/chernobyl-accident. Accessed 13 
May 2025. 

112.	 Ibid.

113.	 World Health Organization. “Chernobyl: The True 
Scale of the Accident,” 5 Sept. 2005, www.who.int/
news-room/detail/05-09-2005-chernobyl-the-true-
scale-of-the-accident. 

114.	 Ibid.

115.	 Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “A Short History 
of Nuclear Regulation, 1946–2009”; p. 59 https://
www.nrc.gov/docs/ml1029/ml102980443.pdf.

116.	 World Nuclear Association. “Fukushima Daiichi 
Accident,” world-nuclear.org/information-library/
safety-and-security/safety-of-plants/fukushima-
daiichi-accident. Accessed 2 May 2025.

117.	 Ibid. 

118.	 Buesseler, Ken O., et al. “Fukushima-derived 
Radionuclides in the Ocean and Biota off Japan,” 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Science 
of the United States of America, 109(16), 2 Apr. 
2012, https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1120794109. 

119.	 Nakanishi, Tomoko M. “Agricultural Aspects of 
Radiocontamination Induced by the Fukushima 
Nuclear Accident: A Survey of Studies by the 
Univ. of Tokyo Agricultural Dept. (2011–2016),” 
Proceedings of the Japan Academy, Series B, The 
Japan Academy, 11 Jan. 2018, www.jstage.jst.
go.jp/article/pjab/94/1/94_PJA9401B-02/_article; 

Hirose, Katsumi. “Atmospheric Effects of Fukushima 
Nuclear Accident: A Review from a Sight of 
Atmospheric Monitoring,” Journal of Environmental 
Radioactivity, vol. 218, July 2020, p. 106240, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvrad.2020.106240. 

120.	 Ibid.

121.	 Buesseler, Ken O., et al. “Fukushima-derived 
Radionuclides in the Ocean and Biota off Japan,” 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Science of the 
United States of America, vol. 109, no. 16, 2 Apr. 
2012, https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1120794109; Antonini, Joshua, and Jason 
Hayes. “The Real Fukushima Aftermath Was Not 
What You Think,” Mackinac Center, 3 Oct. 2024, 
www.mackinac.org/blog/2024/the-real-fukushima-
aftermath-was-not-what-you-think. 

122.	 Missouri Public Service Commission. “About the 
Missouri Public Service Commission,” psc.mo.gov/
General/About_The_PSC. Accessed 20 Dec. 2024. 

123.	 Bill Text: VA SB454 (2024 Regular Session; 
Chaptered). Legiscan, legiscan.com/VA/text/SB454/
id/2989430. Accessed 30 June 2025.

124.	 Dalton, David. “Barakah-1: First Commercial 
Nuclear Plant in Arab World Begins Operation.” 
The Independent Global Nuclear News Agency, 6 
Apr. 2021, www.nucnet.org/news/first-commercial-
nuclear-plant-in-arab-world-begins-commercial-
operation-4-2-2021; World Nuclear News. “Second 
Barakah Unit Begins Commercial Operation,” 24 
Mar. 2022, www.world-nuclear-news.org/Articles/
Second-Barakah-unit-begins-commercial-operation; 
Emirates National Energy Corporation. “In the Year 
of Sustainability UAE Takes Significant Leap towards 
Net Zero 2050 as Unit 3 of Barakah Nuclear Energy 
Plant Starts Commercial Operations,” 24 Feb. 
2023, www.enec.gov.ae/news/latest-news/uae-takes-
leap-towards-net-zero-2050-as-unit-3-plant-starts-
commercial-operations; Emirates National Energy 
Corporation. “UAE Celebrates Historic Milestone 
as Unit 4 of the Barakah Plant Commences 
Commercial Operation: Delivering Full-Fleet 
Operations,” 5 Sept. 2024, www.enec.gov.ae/news/
latest-news/uae-celebrates-historic-milestone-as-unit-
4-of-the-barakah-plant-commences-commercial-
operation.



August 2025

29

125.	 World Nuclear News. “New Energy Policy Reverses 
Korea’s Nuclear Phase-Out,” 5 July 2022, www.
world-nuclear-news.org/Articles/New-energy-policy-
reverses-Korea-s-nuclear-phase-o.

126.	 World Nuclear News. “First Korean Apr-1400 
Enters Commercial Operation,” 20 Dec. 2016, 
https://www.world-nuclear-news.org/Articles/First-
Korean-APR-1400-enters-commercial-operation; 
World Nuclear News. “Second Apr-1400 Unit Starts 
Commercial Operation,” 2 Sept. 2019, https://
www.world-nuclear-news.org/Articles/Second-APR-
1400-unit-starts-commercial-operation; American 
Nuclear Society. “First Unit at Shin-Hanul Begins 
Commercial Operation,” 12 Dec. 2022, www.
ans.org/news/article-4569/first-unit-at-shinhanul-
begins-commercial-operation/#:~:text=Unit%20
1%20at%20South%20Korea%E2%80%99s%20
Shin-Hanul%20nuclear%20power,was%20connect-
ed%20to%20the%20grid%20on%20June%209; 
World Nuclear News. “Grid Connection for Second 
Shin Hanul Unit,” 2 Jan. 2024, www.world-nuclear-
news.org/Articles/Grid-connection-for-second-Shin-
Hanul-unit. 

127.	 Lovering, Jessica R., et al. “Historical Construction 
Costs of Global Nuclear Power Reactors,” Energy 
Policy, vol. 91, Apr. 2016, pp. 371–382, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.enpol.2016.01.011. 

128.	 Lewis, Trevor, et al. “Lighting the Path: Meeting 
North Carolina’s Coming Energy Needs,” John 
Locke Foundation, Oct. 2024, www.johnlocke.org/
wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Lighting-the-Path-
Web.pdf. 



P.O. Box 16024 I Saint Louis, MO 63105 I 314-454-0647
Visit Us: 

showmeinstitute.org

Find Us on Facebook: 

Show-Me Institute

Follow Us on X 

@showme

Watch Us on YouTube: 

Show-Me Institute


