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Clean energy advocates call on Saskatchewan government to choose
renewable energy, not nuclear power

As the Government of Saskatchewan continues planning for nuclear power,
the Saskatchewan Environmental Society (SES), together with the Coalition for
a Clean Green Saskatchewan (CCGS), are jointly calling on the province to
change course and invest in renewable energy, battery storage, electricity
conservation, electricity efficiency, interprovincial connections, and grid
improvements instead.

“Nuclear power is the wrong choice for Saskatchewan” says Peter Prebble, SES
board member. "It is far too expensive, much too slow to build, and comes
with long-term environmental and health risks. Opting for nuclear power will
bury SaskPower in debt and drive electricity rates up sharply. Saskatchewan
has world class renewable energy resources and cost-effective opportunities
to conserve energy and pursue co-generation of electricity. We should be
investing in solutions that are affordable, proven, environmentally friendly, and
available now.”

Recent nuclear projects show why Saskatchewan should be cautious. The
Saskatchewan government has estimated a 300 megawatt (MW) small
modular nuclear reactor (SMR) will cost as much as $5 billion, but experience
elsewhere suggests that figure may already be out of date. At Darlington,
Ontario, the same BWRX-300 technology selected for Canada’s first 300 MW
SMR is now budgeted at $7.7 billion. Meanwhile, the first SMR project planned
in the United States has been abandoned because of spiralling costs, and
every other nuclear power plant built in North America and western Europe in
the past 15 years has proven to be two to three times more expensive than
planned.

"Saskatchewan ratepayers should not be asked to carry the financial risk of
nuclear power. Every dollar committed to nuclear is a dollar that cannot be
used for lower cost and faster emissions reductions,” says Bob Halliday, SES
board member. “Saskatchewan also needs to ask whether it has enough
reliable cooling water for nuclear reactors, especially considering current and
other future water uses and as climate change increases pressure on our rivers,
lakes, and reservoirs.”

Saskatchewan is already seeing renewable energy projects move forward,
including Indigenous-led wind and solar projects supported through long-term
power purchase agreements. These projects can deliver clean electricity, local
jobs, and economic reconciliation without creating radioactive waste. In fact,
for the same public investment, renewable energy projects with battery
storage could deliver three times as much electricity for Saskatchewan as
investing in one SMR. That's because the installed costs for onshore wind, solar
power, and bafttery storage have dropped dramatically over the past
decade, while nuclear costs contfinue torise.



“Nuclear reactors will contaminate the air we breathe, and the water needed to keep the reactors functioning
and cool. This is the same water people drink, swim and play in, use to irrigate their land, and where the fish we
eat live,” says Karen Weingeist, a member of CCGS. “This contamination happens during routine reactor
operations. And if there is an accident, the contamination will be exponentially higher in the surrounding
neighbourhoods and beyond.”

SES and CCGS are together calling on the Government of Saskatchewan and SaskPower to stop prioritizing
nuclear power and instead commit to a renewable energy plan that is affordable, reliable, fransparent, and
rooted in Saskatchewan’s own abundant wind and solar resources.

-30-

For more information, please contact:

Megan Van Buskirk, Director of Policy & Communication
Saskatchewan Environmental Society

e. meganvb@environmentalsociety.ca p. 306.665.1915

Karen Weingeist
The Codlition for a Clean Green Saskatchewan
e. info@cleangreensask.ca

Saskatchewan Environmental Society (SES) is a non-profit, registered charity that is committed to supporting
sustainable living and sustainable resource use in Saskatchewan. We work with, and on behalf of, communities,
organizations, businesses, and policy makers fo encourage informed decision-making that moves us towards
sustainability. SES’s current action areas include sustainable energy and climate solutions, water protection,
resource conservation, biodiversity preservation, and reduction of toxic sulbstances. Our work in Saskatchewan
is carried out in Treaties 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 10.

The Codlition for a Clean Green Saskatchewan (CCGS) is a non-partisan organization comprised of
environmental, green, medical, health, urban, rural, farm, civil society, and ecumenical people from across the
province. We support a renewable energy policy and oppose nuclear power. Learn more:
www.cleangreensask.ca
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WHY NUCLEAR IS THE WRONG CHOICE FOR SASKATCHEWAN

As the Saskatchewan government continues to consider an electricity future tied to nuclear power, it is
important to look at where clean energy investment is headed globally. Around the world, the fastest-growing
electricity investments are in solar power, wind power, battery storage, electricity efficiency, electricity
conservation, and grid improvements. Saskatchewan should focus on these proven, lower-cost solutions rather
than locking ratepayers intfo expensive nuclear projects with long fimelines and unresolved risks.

Nuclear is extremely expensive. Canada'’s first 300 MW small modular nuclear reactor (SMR) in Ontario is
estimated at $6.1 billion, plus $1.6 billion for shared systems and services, for a total of $7.7 billion.
Saskatchewan has previously discussed a first 300 MW SMR wiill cost as much as $5 billion, but Ontario’s
experience suggests that estimate may already be too low.

Costs often rise dramatically. Recent nuclear projects in the United States, France, and the United Kingdom
have faced major cost overruns, long delays, or cancellation. Once nuclear commitments are made,
ratepayers can be left paying for escalating costs. For example, in Ontario, nuclear power is the primary reason
for last year's 29% increase in electricity rates. At the same time, costs for wind, solar, and battery power are
plummeting.

Nuclear is slow. Nuclear projects often take 12-17 years to plan, approve, and build. Saskatchewan needs
faster climate and affordability solutions.

Nuclear is not pollution-free. Nuclear reactors routinely release low levels of radioactive pollutants into air and
water during normal operations. Public health researchers and advocates have raised concerns about
possible links between these pollutants and serious health impacts, including leukemia.

Nuclear creates long-term waste liabilities. Nuclear power produces spent fuel and other deadly radioactive
wastes that must be transported, stored, guarded, and isolated for extremely long periods. These wastes (some
of which remain radioactive for tens of thousands of years) create long-term risks for communities,
groundwater, and future generations.

Nuclear raises unresolved radioactive waste questions. In addition to high-level spent fuel, nuclear power also
produces medium- and low-level radioactive wastes. Long-term storage and disposal remain unresolved in
Canada, and communities have consistently raised concerns about becoming host sites.

Nuclear also raises safety and security risks. Reactors require continuous cooling, including after shutdown.
Accidents, power failures, extreme weather, war, or other emergencies can create serious risks for long-term
radioactive contamination for nearby communities. Under the Nuclear Liability and Compensation Act, 2015
the federal government, not the nuclear industry, is responsible for the financial and other impacts arising from
a nuclear accident.

Saskatchewan may face cooling-water constraints. Nuclear reactors require reliable access to large quantities
of cooling water. Saskatchewan should carefully assess whether sufficient water would be available over the
long term, especially as climate change increases pressure on rivers, lakes, and reservoirs. For example,
available water supplies at Estevan may be insufficient to support operation of a second SMR during drought.

Nuclear decommissioning is costly. Dismantling reactors at end of life is complex, expensive, and highly
regulated because key components become intensely radioactive.

SMRs rely on enriched uranium supply chains. Most small modular reactor designs require enriched uranium
fuel. Saskatchewan mines uranium, but Canada does not enrich uranium, meaning SMR fuel supply would
depend on international supply chains rather than a fully Canadian fuel source. That means nuclear power is
not a made-in-Saskatchewan solution.
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Nuclear is not compatible with wind and solar. Reactors are designed to run continuously. Unlike hydro or
natural gas-fired power stations, they cannot easily ramp up and down to match variable renewable
generation.

Renewables are ready now. Saskatchewan has strong wind and solar resources and can combine them with
battery storage, electricity efficiency, electricity conservation, demand management, fransmission upgrades,
and interconnections with the hydro-based grid in Manitoba. These solutions can deliver electricity faster,
cleaner, and with lower financial risk.

Every dollar matters. Money committed to nuclear cannot be invested in cheaper and faster emissions
reductions through renewables, battery storage, electricity efficiency, electricity conservation, interprovincial
connections, and grid improvements.

NUCLEAR COST WARNING SIGNS FOR SASKATCHEWAN

Below is a review of key nuclear projects that have been undertaken in North America, Europe, and the
United Kingdom over the past 15 years. These projects show a recurring pattern in which nuclear projects
frequently become much more expensive and take much longer than planned, with costs shifted onto
ratepayers. These examples are a warning sign to the Saskatchewan government and SaskPower to be
hesitant about launching a major nuclear reactor construction project in this province.

1. NuScale Power was the first company to have its SMR design approved by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. It planned to develop six small modular nuclear reactors in conjunction with the Utah
Associated Municipal Power System. However, several towns pulled out of the project as the target
price for electricity rose by 53%, and the project was terminated entirely because of rising costs.

2. The V.C. Summer project consisted of building two large Westinghouse AP1000 nuclear reactors in South
Carolina. Over $10 billion was spent on construction, but the project was then abandoned entirely
because of escalating costs.

3. Asuccessfully completed project in the United States involved the construction of two 1,100 MW units at
the Vogtle nuclear power plant in Georgia. Construction was completed in 2024. However, the cost of
the two reactors was exceptionally high — over $35 billion USD (or approximately $2é billion in 2026
Canadian dollars) for each reactor. And when the reactors went into service, Georgia Power’s
electricity rates jumped almost 24%.

4. One new nuclear reactor project has come online in France since the turn of the century. The 1,630 MW
Flamanville-3 nuclear reactor came into service in 2024 after 17 years. Costs increased from the original
€3.3 billion projection to €13.3 billion Euros ($21.5 bilion Canadian). With financing, France’s Court of
Auditors place the full project pricing at over €23 billion.

5. In Finland, construction began on the 1,600 MW Olkiluoto 3 nuclear power station in 2005. It was
originally scheduled to be completed within four years at a cost of €3 billion. In reality, it took 16 years to
complete at a cost of approximately €11 billion.

6. Nuclear reactor construction is also underway in the United Kingdom. Two units (total 3,200 MW at
Hinkley Point C) have been under construction for 13 years. Costs have climbed to £35 billion (from the
original estimate of £18 billion), and inflation is likely to push the true cost even higher.
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https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/nuscale-power-uamps-agree-terminate-nuclear-project-2023-11-08/
https://beyondnuclearinternational.org/2025/09/07/south-carolinas-dormant-nuclear-volcanos/
https://www.envirolink.org/2026/05/10/georgias-35-billion-nuclear-plant-vogtle-becomes-cautionary-tale-as-states-consider-new-reactors/
https://www.macon.com/news/environment/article301776774.html#storylink=cpy
https://www.powermag.com/flamanville-3-europes-hard-won-nuclear-milestone
https://www.globalconstructionreview.com/finlands-olkiluoto-3-goes-online-after-12-year-construction-delay/
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2026/feb/20/hinkley-point-c-delayed-to-2030-as-costs-climb-to-35bn

RENEWABLES AND BATTERY STORAGE ARE MUCH MORE AFFORDABLE

While the costs of nuclear power continue to climb, the costs of renewable energy systems and battery
storage have been rapidly coming down. Contracted prices for solar and wind in Canada are about half of
what they were 10 years ago. Solar and wind are now the lowest-cost new electricity in Canada. It's one of the
reasons why Quebec has announced plans to develop 10,000 MW of wind by 2035.

In its latest report analyzing renewable energy costs around the world, the International Renewable Energy
Agency reports that since 2010:

¢ Installed costs for solar power have declined by 87%

¢ Installed costs for onshore wind have dropped by 55%

o Baltery storage costs have fallen by 93%

This helps explain why — in sharp contrast to Saskatchewan — most parts of the world are focused on investing
in renewable energy development. In fact, the growth in solar power generation is now outpacing all other
forms of new electricity generation worldwide. Saskatchewan has a remarkable solar resource, but due to
government policy, we are not properly utilizing it.

IMPORTANT DECISIONS IN NEW BRUNSWICK AND NOVA SCOTIA

As Saskatchewan considers a 300 MW SMR, other provinces have taken different paths.

New Brunswick: Moving away from nuclear

A Review Panel in New Brunswick has been examining the possibility of an SMR and recently advised against
building one. This has been reinforced by the New Brunswick government’s Energy Minister René Legacy, who
announced in October 2025 that he did not favour the notion of building a first-of-a-kind SMR.

In June 2026, the province’s power utility, NB Power, dropped new nuclear power development entirely from its
electricity plan.

Energy experts had warned that building a large nuclear reactor could double or triple electricity rates. NB
Power has clearly taken heed of that advice.

Nova Scotia: Planning an off-coal transition with renewables

Like Saskatchewan, Nova Scofia is still quite dependent on coal-fired electricity generation, but its solutions for
getting off coal are very different from those being pursued by the Government of Saskatchewan.

Nova Scotia’s clean electricity strategy targets 80% clean electricity by 2030, adding nearly 2,000 MW of
wind/solar/battery, ending coal by 2030, and cutting electricity-sector emissions 90% below 2005 levels by
2035, all while maintaining reliability and affordability.

Nova Scotia shows that credible pathways to reliability and affordability can be built around renewable
energy and battery storage, without committing to radioactive and expensive nuclear power.

Factsheets prepared by Bob Halliday (Saskatchewan Environmental Society), Peter Prebble (SES), Megan Van
Buskirk (SES), and Karen Weingeist (The Coalition for a Clean Green Saskatchewan).
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https://www.hydroquebec.com/a/wind-power/index.html
https://www.irena.org/-/media/Files/IRENA/Agency/Publication/2026/May/IRENA_TEC_24-7_renewables_2026.pdf
https://www.pv-magazine.com/2026/05/06/firm-solar-and-storage-costs-fall-to-54-mwh-says-irena/
https://electrek.co/2025/11/13/solar-and-wind-are-covering-all-new-power-demand-in-2025/
https://tj.news/new-brunswick/smrs-axed-from-nb-powers-energy-plan
https://nbmediacoop.org/2026/04/13/could-a-new-nuclear-reactor-double-or-triple-electricity-rates-in-new-brunswick/
https://novascotia.ca/clean-power-plan/

