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Nuclear power in the „Energiewende” 
 
Germany is an important location for nuclear technology also in the face of the 
“Energiewende”. Our industry is not merely the object of political decisions, but it also 
continues to make its reliable and safe contribution to supplying energy and to this country's 
prosperity. The nine nuclear power plants connected to the grid are a pillar of the energy 
supply especially for baseload generation, with an installed power of 12,700 MW at an 
average availability of over 90 per cent. With almost 100 billion kilowatt hours generated 
annually, they contributed a sixth of the electricity generated in Germany in 2012 and made 
Germany the second largest nuclear power producer in the European Union. Two weeks ago 
the Wirtschaftswoche online [a German business magazine] titled a report: „Best performance 
despite phasing out nuclear energy“. The nuclear power plants ensure, as do the other large 
power plants, the regional voltage and frequency stability and with their good controllability 
and the large standard service volume make an important contribution to integrating the 
production of electricity from renewables which is very high by international comparison.  
The volatile but very often high feeding-in of subsidised renewable energies means that under 
the conditions of the EEG [German Renewable Energy Act: Erneuerbare-Energien-Gesetz] 
the average electricity prices in wholesale trade have been sinking for years now, and more 
and more conventional plants are suffering losses. This is especially true for gas power plants 
that were, due to their relatively high fuel costs, reliant on peak load times in order to generate 
profits. Today, they are being pushed out of the market by an oversupply of solar power 
around midday. At the same time hardly any political speech on the energy turnaround gets by 
without highlighting the great importance of flexible gas power plants for the future of the 
energy supply.  
 
Also our nuclear power plants have reached breaking point in the face of the present market 
prices due to the nuclear fuel tax, which was specified in times of distinctly higher electricity 
prices. In contrast, lignite power stations profit from the low prices for CO2 emission 
certificates. 
Because of the decommissioning of eight nuclear power plants after Fukushima, electricity 
generation from lignite has increased again. This means that protecting the climate has fallen 
by the wayside.  
In the combination of the EEG in its present form with the rushed phase-out of nuclear power, 
we now experience increasing electricity prices for the German consumer including more 
subsidizing of electricity price in our neighbouring countries and a renaissance of lignite at 
the expense of climate protection. 
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Phasing out nuclear energy will not be turned around in Germany, but the funding methods 
for renewable energies must be urgently adjusted to the market situation in Germany and 
Europe. 
Let me now come to our core topics after this short excursus in the area of energy economics. 
 
New search for a final repository for heat-generating waste 
 
After about one and a half years of talks an agreement was reached a few weeks ago, and the 
consensus was shaped into a draft for a law on the siting of a repository. Obviously the 
fundamental political rejection of the site Gorleben by some negotiation parties stood in the 
way of finding a consensus on nuclear waste disposal. To take this into account, it was 
politically agreed to perform an entirely new search process without having obtained a 
conclusion on the suitability of the Gorleben site. It is believed that this is the only way to 
achieve an open-ended search method and so create acceptance for a permanent HAW [High 
Active Waste/heat-generating waste] disposal site also in the region ultimately affected.  
 
At the same time the intention was to avoid reimbursement claims for the advance payments 
already made mainly by the operators for the exploration due to a political exclusion of 
Gorleben. Because it is clear to all political players that there are no findings from the very 
advanced exploration of the site Gorleben up to now that contradict its suitability. It must also 
be feared that after concluding the new search process, the process would be contested by the 
affected region for precisely this reason should Gorleben be excluded a priori.  
 
New knowledge moratorium in Gorleben 
 
So now Gorleben is to remain in the process, even if the price is a knowledge moratorium of 
indefinite duration, during which there can neither be concrete exploration work in Gorleben 
nor research made regarding the host rock salt, nor should the findings from the preliminary 
safety analysis Gorleben be summarized or evaluated. The site is, however, to remain open 
and technically and legally secured, in order to be able to include it in the comparison at any 
stage of the future selection process. What is actually to happen in the exploratory mine 
remains to be seen.  
 
The search process itself will however not be defined at all with this law, but merely proposed 
so to speak. The decisive role is to be played by a joint Federal Government/Federals States 
committee Committee Storage of highly radioactive waste that is to define the process and its 
basis of decision-making until the end of 2015.  
 
Amongst other things the commission is to decide on: 
 

• criteria for exclusion and selection,  
• consideration criteria independent of the host rock  
• the methodology of the preliminary safety investigations  
• requirements on the participation and information of the public as well as ensuring 

transparency  
 

The commission is expressly supposed to recommend amendments to the site selection law 
that shall then be determined by the Bundestag. 
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The somewhat peculiar sequence of determining a selection process by law, and at the same 
time appoint a commission to conceive it, as well as the unusual approach to outsource 
legislative work to a commission that is outside the institutions of the federal and state 
political system, can be explained by looking at the political constellation: On the one hand, 
all involved parties on federal level wish to have the topic “off the table” before the federal 
elections and on the other, it was not possible to reach an agreement on a concrete site 
selection process with the new government of Lower Saxony, since its representatives 
committed to non-consensual positions regarding the exclusion of Gorleben during the state 
election campaign. 
 
Observe findings of repository research  
 
What irritates me about the task assigned to the federal and state commission is that its work 
is to start by deciding whether or not deep geologic disposal is to be pursued at all. This 
means that the results of over fifty years of repository research in Germany, and the 
international consensus on deep geologic disposal as the safest disposal option, are ignored in 
order to demonstrate the complete openness of the process.  
 
Transmutation is being discussed as an alternative to final permanent disposal. To this end the 
research reactor MYRRHA is currently being planned and approved in Belgium, and good 
progress was made in the preliminary treatment stage of an advanced reprocessing method. 
This is an important topic for research in Germany, because it offers major opportunities not 
only for disposal. If our country is to remain true to its image of being a land of science, 
research and technology, then we must be at the fore of any development. But is 
transmutation really an alternative to disposal geologic repository in a country that is intent on 
backing out of nuclear energy? It is certainly not a solution for the already existing vitrified 
waste from reprocessing. 
 
Progress in nuclear waste disposal requires realistic and targeted action  
 
A clearer and more consistent work assignment given by the legislators to the federal and 
state commission would be more convincing. One that also included an aspect that was a 
consensus among all involved at the beginning of the federal and state talks on repository 
solutions: the disposal of nuclear waste should be performed by the generation that benefitted 
from using nuclear power. 
 
The draft law in its present form raises doubts as to whether that can be achieved. Not only 
because a knowledge moratorium is imposed upon Gorleben and the federal and state 
commission is to begin its work based on a postulated lack of knowledge on nuclear disposal.  
 
There is talk of finding the site “that guarantees the best possible safety for a period of a 
million years. I believe it is nearly impossible to find the “best possible site” in a reasonable 
period. We should concentrate on finding a suitable site that meets the high safety 
requirements that we set for the disposal of high radioactive waste in Germany. 
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A new search will also „only“ lead to a suitable site  
 
So with this step-by-step selection process only a site that meets the specified criteria can be 
found and selected. At best, the comparison of two explored sites at the same depth with the 
same host rock could mean that one suitable site is identified as relatively better than the 
other, as demonstrated by the example in Sweden. Already the comparison of different host 
rocks will rest ultimately on expert judgement inevitably including subjective elements.  
 
The final result of the repository search can therefore only be a suitable site that fulfils the 
specified criteria. A target also pursued by the exploration of the Gorleben site. Additionally, 
the site selected by a federal law too, can at first only be expected to be suitable . The actual 
suitability must then be proven in the course of the licensing procedure.  
 
After these deliberations, a comparison with the selection and exploration of the site Gorleben 
suggests itself, which were so often brandmarked as not transparent and allegedly 
manipulated. It follows from the conclusions of the parties CDU/CSU and FDP of the 
parliamentary investigation committee on Gorleben that safety was always at the fore during 
the process, and the site was selected step-by-step and comprehensibly (?) in two comparative 
processes by federal and state bodies. Proper and appropriate administration and governance 
for the exploration is confirmed by the CDU/CSU and FDP in the evaluation part of the 
report. It is also pointed out that the governance, up until then, and, with it the 'tentative 
suitability', was confirmed by the red-green government under the chancellor Schröder. 
During the incumbencies of the Federal Ministers of the Environment Jürgen Trittin and 
Sigmar Gabriel, no factual reasons were found to end the exploratory project, although this 
would have been highly desirable politically.  
 
Keeping an eye on the process duration of a new site search  
 
Looking at the unsteady history of exploration of the site Gorleben, may I also comment on 
the time line that is mentioned in the draft bill on site selection. After the commission has 
completed its work, the German Federal Agency for Radiation Protection (Bundesamt für 
Strahlenschutz – BfS) and the Federal Office for Nuclear Waste Disposal (until now not 
established) are to cooperate and at first exclude unsuitable sites, name regions for 
investigation, and select sites for surface exploration. Based on these exploration results, the 
sites to be explored under ground are then to be determined until the end of 2023 by federal 
law. However, legal action against this proceeding at the Federal Administrative Court 
(Bundesverwaltungsgericht) is planned for, and this potential appeal-induced delay is not 
included in the time schedule. Then it is meant to really take off:  
 
Until the end of 2031,  
 

• proposals for an in-depth geological exploration program and site-related review 
criteria are to be prepared and defined with public participation,  

• the underground exploration of several sites is to be carried out,  
• comprehensive, preliminary safety analyses are to be prepared, 
• environmental impact assessment are to be performed,  
• a site proposal is to be submitted,  
• the public is to participate in the site proposal,  
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• the site selection process is to be reviewed by the Federal Ministry for the 
Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety 

• and the site decision is to be determined by federal law.  
 

I hope I haven't forgotten anything important! 
 
A total of 18 years are earmarked for the new site selection process, from end 2013 until 
2031. An analysis by the RWTH Aachen based on realistic experience values on the duration 
of individual process steps arrives at more than double that, and sees a final site decision not 
until the 2050s. Then there would be the subsequent exploration, the licensing procedure and 
the construction of the repository. Considering all time allowances that should be included 
when calculating the duration of such major projects, depositing the waste would last well 
into the next century.  
 
The potential process duration also creates problems for the operators of nuclear plants and 
the communities in their vicinity at present. The interim storage for spent fuel assemblies at 
these nuclear power plant locations have operating licenses that will lapse in the forties [of 
this century]. In this period, there will perhaps not even be a final disposal site selected, not to 
mention its licensing being legally binding. However, as long as there is no repository, the 
spent fuel assemblies must remain at the sites even if there is no longer a nuclear power plant 
standing there any more.  
 
Waste producers finance only necessary costs  
 
Another aspect of the new repository selection process has already gained the interest of the 
broad public: the question of financing. As already mentioned, the new repository search 
process is to begin without having conclusive knowledge on the suitability of Gorleben. This 
means that there is no factual reason for the new site search with Gorleben remaining 
potentially suitable. From our point of view, the costs for a new repository search do not 
constitute necessary expenses to provide a repository. However, this is what the waste 
producers – and that is undisputed – must bear. In order to finance politically desired 
expenses improving political acceptance the legislator will have to find a different source of 
financing. 
 
There are, as you can see, sufficient topics for the federal and state commission to discuss and 
the German government's draft law provides ample room for advisable recommendations for 
its amendment in many areas.  
 
There is less time to deal with a different new topic of nuclear waste disposal: Nuclear waste 
disposal has gained a European dimension with the adoption of the directive on the disposal 
of nuclear waste (Waste Directive). This directive requires that a regulating body that is 
responsible for the safe disposal of spent fuel assemblies and radioactive waste on national 
level is installed. This authority must be independent and functionally separate from other 
offices and organisations that operate in this sector and others related to it. This requirement is 
not met in Germany and it is not addressed in the draft bill on repository search, although a 
new agency for nuclear disposal is to be created. The problem was also not addressed in the 
draft of the 14th Amendment to the German Atomic Energy Act (Atomgesetz) to implement 
the EU directive. We are hoping that it will be possible to transpose the EU directive into 
national law by the given deadline on 23 August 2013. 
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Alternative interim storage sites 
 
There is a surprising 'side effect' that results from the struggle to achieve a consensus on the 
repository search, one could even coin the phrase - collateral damage. It was agreed between 
the Federal Minister for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety Peter 
Altmaier, the Prime Minister of Lower Saxony Stephan Weil and his state Minister of the 
Environment Stefan Wenzel, that transports containing highly radioactive waste to Gorleben 
will no longer take place. A respective regulation was made a condition for Lower Saxony's 
consent to the site selection act, and so possibly to a condition for the occurrence of such a 
law in the current legislative period. The numerous legal, technical and financial questions 
and problems that arise due to this stipulation have obviously played no part in the political 
agreement. They are now being discussed in work groups by the German government and the 
operators in retrospect. 
 
It has shown quickly – as already said in initial reactions issued by DAtF and GNS – that the 
implementation of this agreement is difficult. There is a working concept in Gorleben for the 
return and interim storage of vitrified waste from reprocessing abroad. The interim storage 
sites that are proposed as alternatives have neither licenses for storing such waste nor are they 
technically prepared. New licences for storing and handling the new container and waste 
types, approving and performing the technical retrofits and the required public participation, 
as well as possible legal actions and approvals outwith the nuclear licensing procedure, take a 
long time. Such a long-term delay would result in negotiations with France and Great Britain 
about longer storage time there and a different return planning. And naturally this all involves 
additional costs. There is no factual reason for this expense and effort and it does not amount 
to any improvement of safety during transport or interim storage. 
 
At first, however, the German states must agree on the interim storage site in question. In 
substance, the new repository search has nothing to do with the question of possible 
alternative sites. Perhaps it would be clever to forgo the political package. A fresh and serious 
approach concerning the final storage in a political consensus should not fail because of 
licensing reasons and technical shallowness of a side issue.  
 
Dismantling nuclear power plants  
 
A new regulation regarding the return and interim storage of vitrified waste from reprocessing 
can have a backlash effect also on plans for dismantling at the sites especially regarding 
licensing. In principle, our companies are on a good path toward preparing the direct 
dismantling as it is expected by politics. First applications for authorizing the 
decommissioning of plants have been submitted for the majority of the nuclear power plants 
that were disconnected in 2011. Detailed applications with substantiations are being prepared. 
It is also being reviewed, in consultation with the supervisory authorities, which requirements 
can be reduced in the on-going post-operational period without impairing safety.  
 
At the same time let it be said: even without potential delays, the application and approval of 
dismantling the plants are processes that take several years and also achieving zero fuel 
assemblies requires at least five years.  
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Konrad repository 
 
Dismantling nuclear power plants also includes preparing and providing the final storage site 
Konrad for the waste that does not generate heat. This topic has been put on the background 
in the face of the discussion about the repository search law. However, this does not mean that 
it has lost any of its urgency. The majority of these waste products do actually occur during 
the dismantling and the amount of such waste products will, in turn, increase sharply in the 
coming years. The final storage site must therefore be provisioned rapidly and the acceptance 
conditions for the waste containers must be legally and reliably clarified, if the scheduling for 
the dismantling of the disconnected power plants is not to be jeopardized. However, this is not 
only a topic for the operators that could reach the capacity limits for storing waste in the 
course of the dismantling process, but likewise for the public authorities whose mandatory 
delivery bodies such as hospitals and research institutes also reckoned with the rapid 
provisioning of Konrad. Installing further interim storage capacity at the dismantling 
locations is merely a back-up measure and cannot replace the commissioning of Konrad. 
 
Retaining competence and nuclear industry 
 
Nuclear technology in Germany is not restricted to the dismantling, final storage and 
remaining operations of plants, but rather it is made up of a vigorous, competitive nuclear 
industry that is among the best in the world. That does not merely show in the ranking of the 
nuclear power plants with the highest output rates, which placed four German plants in the top 
ten in the world also in 2012. It also becomes apparent when nuclear technology Made in 
Germany is sought after all over the world, in particular where the level of safety is 
concerned, e.g. worldwide in improving the safety of plants after the accident at Fukushima. 
Quite a number of safety components that are just being ordered elsewhere have been tried 
and tested for years already in Germany, and are supplied, installed and serviced by German 
suppliers and service providers.  
 
The broad range of the nuclear industry in Germany and its backing in a diverse research 
landscape means that the products and services are still in demand worldwide, despite phasing 
out nuclear power. In the exhibition you can convince yourself of the variety and quality of 
producers, suppliers, service providers, expert reviewers and the research in Germany, 
whether it's a world-famous company or a specialized, medium-sized business. Further proof 
of the quality is the national stress test for facilities of the nuclear fuel cycle. The 
internationally unique audit, regarding scope and depth, has also proven the safety level for 
Germany and all those involved can be proud of the convincing results. 
 
The management spokesman of the Areva GmbH, Mr Stefan vom Scheidt, stated the following 
at our event Energy in Dialogue (Energie im Dialog) a couple of weeks ago in Berlin on 
nuclear competence in Germany and the necessity of their preservation in companies, research 
institutes, expert audit organisations and in authorities:  
 
(start quote) 
“A country like Germany needs durable nuclear competence and know-how to ensure the safe 
operation of commissioned plants, for the deconstruction, the waste disposal, for operative 
supervisory authorities, for research, medicine, but also for the professional exchange on an 
international level. [...] For example, the research reactor in Garching near Munich today 
already produces radionuclides for medical applications. [...] Naturally, efficient supervisory 
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authorities contribute to maintaining the high safety level after the phase-out is completed. An 
important point is also: Only if Germany participates in the international exchange in the field 
can it make itself heard. For all these reason Germany needs also and especially after phasing 
out nuclear energy, the nuclear competence and know-how beyond the year 2022.” 
(end quote) 
 
The general public is aware that nuclear technology will not be eradicated with the German 
phase-out and that competence must be maintained in Germany. In a representative survey by 
forsa on behalf of the DAtF at the beginning of May 65 per cent of those interviewed 
estimated that the “Energiewende” would not impress other countries that want to use nuclear 
power in the long term or encourage a phase-out. 89 per cent support the continued research 
regarding safety issues of nuclear power plants and nuclear waste disposal. So there is broad 
public consent to maintain our nuclear competences. 
 
Individuals and their know-how are the decisive factor: It is the employees of the companies, 
the researchers, the expert auditors and the supervisors that make the culture of nuclear safety 
what it is in Germany and live it day for day. It is also these people that maintain the 
competitiveness of the companies that contribute to improvements regarding nuclear safety 
here and in other countries. Our work should be treated with respect, also by society. That is 
what we should demand, independent of the political decisions on the energy mix. That is also 
necessary in order to get young people excited about our technology, because without a young 
generation, this industrial success story cannot be continued.  
 
Finally, I would like to say something about the development of the Annual Meeting on 
Nuclear Technology 2013: The international orientation of our annual meeting is a shared 
goal that is to become even stronger in the future. Already in the plenary sessions of this 
year's congress we have a convincing program of speeches with the Polish government 
commissioner for nuclear energy, Deputy State Secretary Hanna Trojanowska, Markus 
Fritschi from the Swiss NAGRA and Malcolm Grimston from Chatham House. This is 
followed up by an internationally oriented podium discussion on the economic framework 
conditions regarding the building of new nuclear power plants in competitively structured 
electricity markets. The Annual Meeting on Nuclear Technology has always been an 
important forum for the international exchange of knowledge and experience in the topical 
and technical sessions. That is even truer today. Four out of five sessions are offered in the 
English language already today. Also many technical sessions take place in English. As of 
next year, English is planned to be the main congress language. Additionally, we will newly 
group the very well accepted formats of the Annual Meeting according to content, in order to 
increase their attractiveness and raise the profile of our program for new, international 
participants and exhibitors. This will make our congress more attractive for international 
participants. Of course, we will also ensure that the German topics do not miss out. The motto 
is: maintaining the strengths of our congress and grasping new opportunities. 
 
With this look to the future I would like to extend my heartfelt thanks to all that have 
contributed to the success of this congress as a lecturer, panellists and as part of the 
organizing team. 


