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RWE 
Aktiengesellschaft 

Essen 
 
Countermotion by Mr. Wimmar Breuer, Bergisch Gladbach, 5 April 2011 

 

“Countermotion with respect to Items 3 and 4 on the Agenda for 2010, The approval of the 

acts of the members of the Executive Board and the Supervisory Board for fiscal 2010 is 

refused. 

 

Rationale: 

I file a motion not to approve the acts of the Executive Board and of the Supervisory Board of 

RWE due to its irresponsible and unconscionable climate and nuclear policy. 

I simply fail to understand why RWE still produces most of its electricity in an environmentally 

harmful manner, in non-controllable nuclear power stations, why it has failed to make the 

urgently needed change of course towards protecting the climate and renewable energy so 

far, and why it apparently does not intend to do so for the time being, either. 

 

About nuclear energy: 

 

It currently accounts for a mere 2% of mankind’s total supply of energy. This 2% share 

represented by nuclear power is absolutely superfluous, we don’t need it. 

 

The fears spread by the nuclear industry, claiming that Germany would turn into an electricity 

importer if nuclear energy were phased out, are ridiculous. 

 

It is not so long ago that the German government and the 4 big energy giants claimed that 

shutting down 7 nuclear power stations plus Krümmel would turn the lights out. In view of the 

Fukushima accident, these nuclear power plants can now suddenly be taken offline. 

 

One asks oneself how this can be. In the first quarter of 2010 alone, Germany exported 9 

billion kilowatt hours of electricity. You can easily figure out yourselves how much excess 

electricity is generated every year. 

As if the lights would go out. 

 



 2

And should the shutdown of the 7 oldest nuclear power stations plus Krümmel indeed cause 

electricity to become scarce during peak periods, the shortage could easily be compensated 

for by taking gas-fired power plants online. 

Let’s move on to electricity costs. 

The 4 electricity giants always claim that electricity prices would skyrocket without nuclear 

power. 

In fact, the nuclear industry has received 204 billion in subsidies since 1950. This 

corresponds to a subsidy of 4.3 euro cents per kilowatt hour, which had to be paid by all 

taxpayers. 

 

German chancellor Kohl had the cost of energy calculated by the renowned PROGNOS 

Institute in Basel in 1992. It was found that the actual price of nuclear power at the time 

would have had to be approximately DM 4 (about €2 today) per kilowatt hour if had not been 

subsidised with taxpayers’ money. Not to speak of the crazy cost of dismantling power 

stations and the search for final storage facilities. 

 

By comparison, the cost of producing wind energy in September 2010 was approximately 

€0.06 per kilowatt hour. The maximum price of solar eco power was €0.68 per kilowatt 

including 19% value-added tax. 

That basically leaves nothing to be said with respect to this comparison. 

 

I ask myself: Must we expose ourselves to the insane risk posed by nuclear power plants in 

order to be able to export excess electricity abroad? 

 

Unfortunately, the enormous risks posed by nuclear power stations continue to be played 

down and repressed, despite Fukushima. Under the credo that nothing like this could happen 

in Germany. We have the safest nuclear power plants in the world. 

 

The following speaks against this. 

 

Bilblis A has had 413 reportable failures thus far. Biblis B has had 410. 

Adding the forced shutdowns caused by these failures results in a total outage of five years 

at Biblis A and 3 years at Biblis B. 

Downtime for normal maintenance has not been factored into this. 

Please tell me whether you would consider this safe. 

If the old units are unavailable so often, I ask myself how much nuclear energy can 

contribute to security of supply at all. 
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When I heard on 1 April that you wanted to lodge a complaint against the decommissioning 

of Biblis, I thought it was an April fool’s joke. 

But it is obvious to me that you want to keep these decrepit nuclear power plants up and 

running purely out of greed of gain and against all reason. 

 

The fact of the matter is that there is no such thing as an absolutely safe nuclear power plant, 

as the human factor remains the big unknown in nuclear energy. After all, it was an operating 

error at the Chernobyl nuclear power station that led to one of the biggest catastrophes. 

 

Another unsolvable issue. 

More than 50 years after the commissioning of the first nuclear power plant, no country on 

this earth has come up with a safe final storage facility for highly radioactive waste. 

 

However, the waste continues to be produced without a care. A lifetime extension adopted 

by the German government would result in approximately 5 million kilograms of additional 

nuclear waste. 

It is incomprehensible that this is being put up with although safe nuclear waste disposal is 

not in sight. 

 

My questions for RWE: 

1.) Which renewable energies are you investing in this year and the years ahead and how 

big will the investment be? 

2.) What percentage of your total capital expenditure does that account for? 

3.) How many customers did RWE lose in the first quarter of 2011? 

4.) How many customers did RWE lose in the first quarter of 2010? 

 

It is simply unacceptable that the prime objective of your business policy is to maximise the 

return for the shareholders, regardless of the risk involved. 

Consider the following: 

You have an obligation to the entire population and you would do well to bid farewell to 

nuclear energy as quickly as possible and to use renewable energies. 

 

The fact of the matter is that clean energy sources are the future, solar and wind energy, 

hydroelectric power, biomass and geothermal energy, not nuclear power stations or the 

biggest spewers of CO2, namely lignite-fired power plants.”  

 


