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Can Ing Goebel draw up a NaPro BRD that complies with EU law and the location selection law?

List of mandatory content from EU Law 2011/70/Euratom of the Council of 19 July 2011 : 

- “Concepts and plans” from Article 12 paragraph (1) d

- “Estimation of costs” from Article 12 paragraph (1) h

- The repository was developed in a “Transparent” manner
  from Article 12 paragraph (1) j 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011L0070
but you do not find the exact words there – this is a translation German > English

Regarding (3) "...a plan for the disposal of radioactive substances must be submitted" – 
YES – DBHD repository plan comes from Ing. Goebel architectural and engineering firm - NO _ 
The supervisory authority BASE, the ministry BMUKN, and the construction company BGE did 
not develop a plan.

Regarding (11) "... on public participation in the development of certain environmental 
plans and programs" – YES – DBHD was created through public participation – in this case, the 
professional public – a graduate engineer in architecture submits the DBHD concepts, plans, 
container, costs and locations.

Re (11) "...on the assessment of the environmental impacts of certain plans and 
programs" Both, the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear 
Safety, and Water Management (BMUKN) and DBHD submitted this report to the Öko-Institut 
e.V. for critical evaluation.

Regarding (12) "...financing, as well as financial security and transparency, so that the 
funds are used exclusively for their intended purpose." YES – there is a financial security, 
the KENFO currently has EUR 20.3 billion in its GDF accounts for nuclear repositories. – and – 
NO, there is hardly any transparency regarding the annual payouts and use!

Re (14) "... in the management of spent fuel and radioactive waste through the 
improvement of domestic measures and international cooperation."! NO, the domestic 
measures have only led to a 44% DE BGE site map in 14 years!!! – NO, there are no results 
from international cooperation from BGE – YES – DBHD has carried out repository planning 
within 14 years in cooperation with approximately 34 countries – using swarm intelligence and 
simply writing letters.

Re (16) "... In 2006, the IAEA updated the structure of the standards..." NO, the IAEA is 
hopelessly lagging behind in the development of repository planning!! – They are apparently 
more interested in nuclear power facilities. – What the IAEA has published is scandalous 
and useless.

Re (19) "...but radioactive waste is generated in all Member States..." - YES, that is true, 
however, some EU states have so little radioactive waste that the construction of a repository 
would be completely disproportionate. EU law also permits cooperation if a fully functional 
repository is available in the other Member State.
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Re (21) "...Radioactive waste, including spent fuel, which is considered waste, must be 
contained and isolated from humans and the living environment for the long term. Its 
specific properties, namely containing radionuclides, require special precautions to 
protect human health and the environment from the dangers of ionizing radiation, 
including disposal in suitable facilities as the final destination ..." - YES, the DBHD Group 
has developed a facility for the final destination of spent fuel and vitrified nuclear waste. No, 
BASE, BfS, BMUKN, and BGE have NOT developed any final destination facilities – but they have 
developed a 44 % of DE is interesting for GDF Location map ! – Funny isn´t it 
The blame for this negative development lies with Peter Hart at the BMUKN. 

Regarding (23) "… the typical disposal concept for low- and intermediate-level 
radioactive waste is near-surface disposal. At the technical and professional level, it is 
widely recognized that disposal in deep geological formations currently represents the 
safest and most ecologically viable option for the disposal of high-level radioactive 
waste and spent fuel elements, which are considered waste.” – NO, it has been  found out 
by Morsleben, Asse, and Konrad that near-surface disposal is technically impossible, because 
the surface water penetrating shallow, converted old mines leads to wet NON-RESERVATIONS! – 
The disposal of low- and intermediate-level radioactive waste must therefore also be achieved 
in deep geological formations. – YES, DBHD has submitted repository plans for high-level 
radioactive waste, as well as a DBHD repository plan for low- and intermediate-level radioactive 
waste.

Re (23) "...their low-, medium-, or high-level radioactive waste, but they should 
incorporate the planning and implementation of final disposal options into their 
national policy ..." - YES, in 2017, following the Repository Commission in the Bundestag, 
Germany passed a national "Site Selection Act" that establishes reasonable criteria for final 
repositories. - However, according to research plans by the DBHD, it now turns out that the Site 
Selection Act needs to be significantly tightened to focus on the criteria: deep, therefore dry, 
gas-tight sealable, and with the demonstration of permanently subcritical containers. 
Furthermore, the 100 °C limit temperature at the outer edge of the container is always 
WRONG, because three limit temperatures are required for three host rocks. The Federal 
Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety, and Nuclear Safety 
(BMUKN) has not corrected the Site Selection Act for eight years!!! A correction of the Site 
Selection Act can only be made by the Environment Committee and Parliament. The stated 
depths of 100 m minimum and 300 m layer thickness turned out to be completely misleading – 
in fact, repositories are possible for humans from approximately 1,100 m to 2,200 m, and even 
within the detection period of 1 million years, the containers sink to approximately 8,400 m.

Re (23) "...The activities within the framework of the Implementing Geological Disposal 
of Radioactive Waste Technology Platform (IGD-TP) could facilitate access to expertise 
and technology in this field." – NO, IGD-TP unfortunately remained a paper tiger website that 
had no influence on the repository development. No one there ever had anything – and those 
who might have had something didn't want to share it there – including DBHD.

Regarding (23) "...For this purpose, reversibility and retrievability can be used as guiding 
criteria for the technical development of a disposal system." - NO, it has been found that 
truly retrievable repositories have significant safety deficiencies. DBHD therefore had to 
abandon GTKW, TTEL, and ART-TEL and plan with DBHD. The idea of retrievability is obvious 
after the Asse decision – but otherwise remains a textual, feel-good gimmick by Nagra 
Switzerland – to encourage public acceptance – SAFETY and retrievability are unfortunately 
completely incompatible
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Re (24) "It should be an ethical duty of every member state to avoid placing 
unreasonable burdens on future generations..." - YES, that's why the DBHD repository was 
researched, planned, and drafted by construction planners who themselves still used electricity 
from nuclear power. - NO, the government agencies are very happy about the generous 
salaries and want to provide their children and grandchildren with the "repository ticket" - 
development of gang crime - the government agencies are only dealing with side issues, and in 
14 years of this “fake work”, the building company BGE, has never developed a repository plan. 
- Only the BGR has made a serious attempt, which, however, if implemented, could lead to the 
repository disaster of a fourth wet and unusable Generation 0.1 structure !!! We all fear that 
BGE is coming out soon with - Near Ulm - near Münster - both crumbling clay.

Regarding (24) "... the Member States shall demonstrate that they have taken 
appropriate steps to achieve this objective." – NO, a 44% BGE map that "at its own 
discretion" imposed a self-imposed 1,500-meter limit is worthless!!! The BGE GmbH has thus 
violated EU law. – YES, Germany is still a country with architectural planners and engineers – 
who are treated shamefully, but these people still exist – a classic graduate engineer and 
industrial master craftsman was actually able to solve humanity's 78-year-old construction 
puzzle with the help of 14 years of sending everything to everyone until criticism arose. – Two 
blog websites and LinkedIn were very helpful in this regard. Professional experience and the 
very basid citizen's income made long-term work performance possible.

Re (25) "...That the responsibility for the safe management of spent fuel and radioactive waste 
ultimately lies with the Member States is a fundamental principle reaffirmed in the Joint Convention. 
This principle of national responsibility..." - NO, it has proven to be a fatal error of epic proportions that 
every EU Member State should dispose in its own country!! - Suitable geology is not even present in most 
EU countries? - Solid rocks like granite were once liquid and contracted upon cooling, leading to very, very 
many fractures that are easily reopened by blast - AND - Claystone is always thin-layered and crumbly and 
does not tolerate decay heat well and smears when drilled - All, and there are numerous, repository plans for 
these two rocks are: shallow, therefore wet, never gas-tight, and even equipped with repository containers by 
irresponsible and stupid waste disposal companies planned, which can contain 33 times the critical mass. – 

The EU law, in its actual implementation, organizes the greatest soil and environmental pollution 
ever planned by mankind – everything shallow and wet will end up in the oceans in the long term – 
but before that, try entire regions!!! – NO - 

The DBHD deep salt repository has up to six optimal locations in Germany because, due to its 
geology, Germany has such a large share of the center of the Zechstein Basin. Unfortunately, 
no neighboring country, except perhaps Denmark and Poland, has such deep salt geology with 
overburden. – DBHD recommends that the EU Commission negotiate with Kazakhstan about a 
small area of desert in western Kazakhstan – the necessary geology is there, and Kazakhstan 
also supplies the world with yellow cake. (Only Australia supplies more...)

The Pri-Caspian Basin is accessible by land and sea, and the population density there is 
minimal compared to Europe. – DBHD Ing. Goebel has already written to the government and
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Kazakhstan regarding this matter.

https://www.ing-goebel.de/all-eu-countries-gdf-geology-in-kasachstan/
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Re (28) ”Member States should establish national programmes to ensure that political 
decisions are translated into clear rules on the timely implementation of all steps in 
the management of spent fuel and radioactive waste, from generation to disposal. Such 
a national programme should be in the form of a single reference text or a collection of 
texts.” - NO – Germany has a Site Selection Act that focuses on criteria and has created a 
Repository Safety Requirements Ordinance. Both are sensible, but government agencies 
perceive them as a basis for 100 years of delay, and there is NO sign of timely implementation. 

However, the art of managing the NOTHING has reached unprecedented heights. The first 
newspapers are reporting "fraud" – the first members of parliament are demanding that all 
funding be cut from the repository industry. The public is just laughing – to keep from crying.
YES, since the law was passed 14 yeas ago, DBHD has worked on repository planning from a 
very small team with no idea —what?— to a "fully qualified team of experts and subject-matter 
expertise," always planning with specific geology locations in mind and providing transparent 
information. It turned out that thermodynamic calculations and the 1 kg repository container —
no critical mass can fit in there!— are the key influencing parameters for repositories for highly 
radioactive waste. Geophysics, i.e., the load-bearing lid, was also identified as essential for safe 
repositories for heat-generating waste. Since all the elements for repository design are now 
available and published, one can already speak of a program. Therefore, the DBHD repository 
plans should and must become/be the supporting pillars of the Federal Republic of Germany's 
National Nuclear Waste Management Program.

Regarding (31): "Transparency is important in the management of spent fuel and 
radioactive waste. Transparency should be achieved by ensuring, in accordance with 
national and international obligations, that the public is effectively informed and that 
all affected stakeholders, including local authorities and the public, are given the 
opportunity to participate in decision-making processes." – YES, the Commission on 
Repositories, which met directly in the German Bundestag for years, was an extreme model of 
transparency; there were video recordings and even verbatim minutes. The major Repository 
Conference also demonstrated a commitment to transparency. - After that, everything died 
down. BASE, BMUKN, BGZ, BGE never again showed "living working papers" – the BGE interim 
report ended up being an illegal farce, and since then, the public has heard nothing and has 
been fobbed off with stupid advertising.
YES, for over 14 years, DBHD has always sent out/published scaled sketches and technical drawings, as 
well as explanatory texts and later extensive calculations, live. We have shown incomplete plans for 13 years 
that wouldn't have worked. But in March 2025, we were finally ready to have a robust repository plan for the 
first time. A group of experts led by the rather mediocre graduate architect has actually solved the 78-year-
old construction puzzle, contrary to all expectations. – In the draft version, the execution planning is still 
pending. However, the planning was always very practical, using specific machines, which makes it very 
likely that a final repository planning draft will be available. This time, too, Germany, the Ruhr region, and 
Schwanau (Baden-Württemberg) are ahead of the game. What has actually been created is another German 
export product based on the technical expertise of German mining suppliers. 

Regarding (3) "disposal means the storage of spent fuel or radioactive waste in a facility 
where retrieval is not intended;" - YES, DBHD cannot be retrieved using current mining 
technology. - Therefore, EU final disposal in Kazakhstan is  possible.

National Nuclear Waste Repository Program of the Federal Republic of Germany by Ing. Goebel DBHD        Page 07 of 27



to (4) "Facility for final disposal" any facility or installation whose main purpose is the final disposal 
of radioactive waste; "- YES, a repository is always a building and therefore falls within the competence of 
architecture and construction planning – Like all buildings in the world, a repository also has an architecture 
– At DBHD, a graduate architect is in charge – NO, there's no architect running BGE, and that's why 
the fundamentals are always WRONG right from the start! The state-run repository industry has 
hired thousands of disturbing non-construction planners, making it impossible for the very few 
construction planners (Dipl.-Ing. Arch. Goebel is the only known GDF construction planner) to 
even be heard. – The state-run participants (thousands) don't even want to think about or plan 
a repository project because it could jeopardize their status and their constant high salaries. 
These idiots are looking for a repository site without even having a method for investigating the 
geology. That's why, even after 14 years, they still don't know what kind of geology they're 
actually looking for. Pathetic super-idiots who senselessly waste vast amounts of resources on 
their mindless, unconceptual activities. What a pity.

Regarding (5) "Permit" – YES, DBHD is constructing a repository as an industrial development, 
which will come to the region with extremely high direct, radial, and fair compensation 
payments over approximately 70 years. – Even a test drilling operation on land that is still 
owned by someone else requires a local permit. – The above-ground facilities are a completely 
normal local building application, the underground facilities are governed by mining law (which 
BASE has usurped), and the nuclear-technical aspects are governed by nuclear and European 
law. – NO, a big planning approval procedure by state makes any legitimate local participation 
impossible. – No compensation and no participation in local above-ground matters will lead to 
fundamental rejection at the site.

Regarding (7) "radioactive waste": radioactive material in gaseous, liquid, or solid form, 
…" - YES, DBHD does not release any permanently radioactive IOD-129 gas from the repository 
site and works with a gas-tight 300 m seal in the rock salt. The mountain pressure on the dry 
salt crush compresses the rock salt again, making it gas-tight. - For claystone or granite, no 
gas-tight seal has ever been demonstrated, even remotely. BGE's shallow mines suffer greatly 
from gases from corrosion and will release IOD-129 uncontrolled in the medium and long term.

Re (4) "Radioactive waste shall be disposed of in the Member State in which it was 
generated, unless, at the time of shipment, an agreement between the Member State 
concerned and another Member State or a third country was in force, taking into 
account the criteria established by the Commission in accordance with Article 16(2) of 
Directive 2006/117/Euratom, under which a disposal facility in one of those states is 
used.” – YES, DBHD offers, on the one hand, the disposal of the residues generated in Germany 
in Germany – AND – DBHD offers the disposal of all residues generated in the other Member 
States in a third country – e.g., in deep salt beneath a desert in Kazakhstan. – DBHD does NOT 
offer to dispose of radioactive waste in Germany to ANY other EU country because Germany is 
timid and densely populated, and a disposal company does not have the legal authority to 
decide on German national interests. As long as a facility/structure designed by DBHD is used, 
final disposal can take place anywhere where the geology allows for rock salt with the 
minimum cover, and the specifications of the DBHD repository planners are met. The natural 
political and human first approach – everyone must dispose of their waste on their own national 

territory – is understandable, but from an engineering perspective, this is simply the 
crudest and most stupid nonsense, which could lead to planned soil and environmental 
pollution of unprecedented epic proportions!
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to (4) b) “The country of destination has programmes for the management and disposal 
of radioactive waste whose objectives ensure a high level of safety and are equivalent 
to those of this Directive.” – YES, DBHD intends to purchase the construction land for the 
DBHD repository in Kazakhstan for the purpose of final disposal from the government there.

Regarding (1) a) "a national program for the implementation of spent fuel and radioactive 
waste management" - NO, neither the Federal Office for Nuclear Safety (BASE) nor the sole 
state-appointed building company BGE, have a program. There are only the Stand AG criteria, 
from Site Selection Act but no concrete disposal program. The Federal Ministry for the 
Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety, and Nuclear Safety (BMUKN) submits an 
empty and fabricated National Program for Nuclear Safety (NaPro DE). EMPTY because there is 
no program, no method, no location – FALSE because the Konrad shaft got 85,000 liters of 
water running in every day, and the state of Lower Saxony is refusing to grant the enhanced 
water permit for this very reason. The ESK DE has determined that there is NO repository 
package in the Federal Republic of Germany that has the material stamp of approval for 
storage in Konrad. YES, the DBHD has a National Nuclear Waste Disposal Program whose 
"implementation" is at the stage of a robust, comprehensive draft plan and includes the 
required "concepts and plans" and "cost estimates," as well as other essential elements such 
as the three preferred sites (without test drilling yet), the repository container with radiation 
protection cladding, and the long-pronounced direct, radial compensation payments for the 
neighboring residents, which, however, still lack a legal basis, which must be incorporated into 
the Site Selection Act law (Stand AG)

Re (2) "Member States shall ensure that the national framework is improved, where 
appropriate, taking into account operational experience, lessons learned from the 
decision-making process pursuant to Article 4(3)(f), and developments in relevant 
research and technology." - NO, - neither BASE nor BGE nor BMUKN (the sole responsible 
parties) have promoted the DBHD repository planning during the past 14 years. - The 
responsible parties have always ignored the state of the art in science and technology in favor 
of their more than 50-year-old horizontal mining idea! - DBHD was even sued and damaged by 
BASE's predecessor, the BFE. - The corporate communications departments have always 
dismissed DBHD as an "uncommissioned participant from the business world" and have not 
publicly discussed the topic of DBHD repository in order not to jeopardize their own sovereignty 
over the topic. A parallel state society has emerged that exhibits gang-like criminal behavior.

Re (1) "Member States shall ensure that the national framework is improved, where 
appropriate, taking into account operational experience, lessons learned from the 
decision-making process pursuant to Article 4(3)(f), and developments in relevant 
research and technology." - NO - In Germany, BASE, the Federal Office for the Safety of 
Nuclear Waste Management, was established. BASE is so contaminated by the Green Party's 
dogmatism due to the supply policies of party members that BASE's own scientists have 
addressed the institution's management in an open letter. - In Germany, however, this is also a 
former Green Party MP who, as the supreme supervisor of final repositories, has a nursing 
qualification. YES, DBHD made the decision about 10 years ago to plan with the clearly 
evolving state of Herrenknecht's vertical big-hole drilling technology. Meanwhile, SBR has 
successfully drilled large-hole boreholes in Canada, Belarus, and England. The big commission 
has written down that Deep Borehole Disposal has to be looked on every few years. Despite the 
clear political mandate to regularly review borehole storage, borehole storage has always been 
treated as an enemy of BASE, BGE, BGR, GNS, BGZ, and NBG. Something you don't discuss 
publicly if you want to continue receiving your salary from the state. A Ms. Heinen-Esser, on the 
Repository Commission, introduced this policy.
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Regarding (3) "As part of the licensing process for a facility or activity, the safety case 
covers the development and implementation of an activity, the development, operation, 
and decommissioning of a facility or the closure of a disposal facility, as well as the 
post-closure phase of a disposal facility. The scope of the safety case must be 
commensurate with the complexity of the operational activity and the extent of the 
hazards associated with the radioactive waste and spent fuel, as well as with the 
facility or activity. The licensing process must contribute to ensuring that the facility or 
activity is safe under normal operating conditions, during possible operational 
disruptions, and during design-basis accidents. It must provide the necessary 
assurance that the facility or activity is safe. Measures must be in place to prevent 
accidents and mitigate the consequences of accidents, including verification of which 
physical barriers and administrative protective procedures of the licensee would have 
to fail before workers or the public would be significantly harmed by ionizing radiation. 
This concept serves to identify and mitigate uncertainty factors."
YES, DBHD is working toward these goals every single day – it can even be assumed that BASE BGE, etc., 
are also not indifferent to these goals. – DBHD has the design planning and parts of the implementation 
planning to enable BGE to achieve this goal !? However, BGE has so far refused to pay EUR 42 million 
gross less 19% VAT and income tax + solidarity tax of 47% for the first two required DBHD licenses. 
Copyright Goebel. The German nuclear waste industry consumes EUR 1.36 billion every year – the evidence 
of dismantling, the evidence of retrieval, the evidence of new containers, and the evidence of safe final 
disposal are completely missing. – These are essentially the personnel costs of far too large organizations 
that manage their NOTHING. – There is NOTHING – OK, now there were a few new transport trailers, and 
an additional wall is said to have been built somewhere at an interim storage facility. – But 99.99% of the 
costs are simply managing NOTHING. 

On Article 8
"Member States shall ensure that the national framework lays down provisions for the 
training and continuing education that all involved parties must provide to their 
personnel; the same applies to research and development activities that meet the 
requirements of national programs for spent fuel or radioactive waste management, in 
order to acquire, maintain, and develop the necessary knowledge and skills."
NO – the monopolization of research at BASE and BGE has completely killed repository 
research! and concentrated it on the government's favored sideshows.
YES, DBHD initially paid for the research and development activities with an employee's salary
an 60.000 working hours – and a transition took place to accepting previously unpaid long-term 
scientific and technical services. – The architectural planner had to rely on the public income 
(social welfare money called Bürgergeld) in order to be able to provide 80 hours of repository 
planning service work each week.

Article 10 – Transparency

re (2) "Member States shall ensure that the public is given the necessary opportunity to 
participate effectively in decision-making related to the management of spent fuel and 
radioactive waste, in accordance with national law and international obligations."
YES, DBHD has actively exercised this right of participation, which is very rare in legislation, 
and has slowly been able to achieve a complete repository planning draft plan program.
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Article 11 – National Programs
regarding (1) "Member States shall ensure that the public is given the necessary 
opportunity to participate effectively in decision-making related to the management of 
spent fuel and radioactive waste, in accordance with national law and international 
obligations." – YES, DBHD has planned the repositories through to completion. – Including 
closure, dismantling, and renaturalization. NO, because BASE BGE only has the 44% map 
behind the standing Castor cask and otherwise no scaled plans for disposal facilities. – 14 years 
NOTHING

Article 12 – Content of the National Programs

regarding (1) "The national programs shall set out how Member States intend to 
implement their national strategies for the responsible and safe management of spent 
fuel and radioactive waste, in accordance with Article 4, in order to ensure compliance 
with the objectives of this Directive." – YES, DBHD has answered the question of "how?" 
fully and the questions of "implementation?" partially, in writing and in planning drawings. – 
NO, BASE and BGE, under the leadership of the BMUKN, have not answered the questions of 
"how?" and "implementation?" in any way. However, BGR – i.e., the geologists – have prepared 
a somewhat serious repository plan for claystone on behalf of BGE, which would result in a non-
repository with the following characteristics: shallow, therefore wet, not sealable in a gas-tight 
manner, and possibly 33 critical masses per container – at a cost three times that of the DBHD 
repository. – Keywords: Near Ulm, Near Münster

Regarding (1) b) - "the relevant intermediate stages and clear timelines for achieving 
these intermediate stages in light of the overarching objectives of the national 
programs;" - YES, DBHD has a construction timeline of approximately 13 years until the end of 
renaturalization. – NO BGE is babbling about 150 years from now because they have no 
program or plan and want their children and grandchildren to be well provided for throughout 
their lives with the repository ticket. - BASE and BMUKN view this critically, but have done 
nothing to address it so far. BASE and BMUKN also wants to live well on the “Repository Ticket”

Regarding (1) c: "An inventory of all spent fuel and radioactive waste, as well as 
estimates of future quantities, including those from decommissioning; the inventory 
must clearly show the location and quantity of radioactive waste and spent fuel 
according to an appropriate classification of radioactive waste." - YES, there is a rough 
inventory of the residual quantities. Initially, it was 19,000 Mg in 2015 – but in 2024, the 
Federal Ministry of the Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety, and Nuclear Safety 
(BMUV) then reported 25,400 Mg of highly radioactive residues. - NO, the BGZ has been 
refusing to provide thermal data for the Castor containers for years. A list of the measured and 
calculated thermal data for each individual Castor HLW container is missing. There are Castor 
containers that have been in interim storage for 40 years. The container inventory information 
is not accessible to the specialist public.

Regarding (1) d) - "the concepts or plans and technical solutions for the management of 
spent fuel and radioactive waste, from generation to final disposal." - YES, DBHD has 
developed the concepts and plans for the technical solutions for final disposal within 14 years. 
However, only Germany has such buried deep salt geologies – which already puts the odds at 
25 to 1 – and the other 25 state-run waste management companies will cling to their salaries 
as long as they can. - Only the closure of the 25 national waste management companies can 
resolve this imbalance and pave the way for a technically safe EU repository in Kazakhstan.
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Re (1) f) - "the research, development, and demonstration activities required to implement solutions 
for the management of spent fuel and radioactive waste;" - YES, research has been conducted by 
government agencies through scientific reports on specific issues in Germany – DBHD has already read and 
evaluated over 1,000 of these. - YES, development work has been carried out over 14 years, but the status 
is draft plus parts of the implementation planning. - No, demonstration work has not yet been carried out – 
the ELK-TG repository components test site proposed by DBHD has never been seriously discussed or 
financed. Nuclear repository is a structure without historical precedent – it's "practice, practice, 
practice" – you can hardly take anything off the shelf. However, within 14 years, a concrete 
idea of the technical challenges to be overcome and how has emerged. It's a steel shaft 
construction, which probably won't suffer from underfunding like so many mineral mining 
shafts. – NO, BASE and the Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear 
Safety, and Nuclear Safety (BMUKN) are even preventing the final development of the 
repository container and the radiation protection shell by issuing instructions to the Radiation 
Protection Laboratory at KIT Karlsruhe ?

Regarding (1) h) - "an estimate of the costs of the national programs, as well as the 
baseline and hypotheses on which this estimate is based, including a presentation of 
the time profile;" - YES, DBHD has been tracking the costs for repositories for more than a 
decade and presented the calculations in versions 30 and 32 – as well as the overall calculation 
for repositories including transport and compensation payments. - NO, BGE has never been 
able to present a repository calculation or overall calculation for repositories. They want to 
work on the over-idealized idea of site selection for another 150 years and be well-provisioned.

Regarding (1) f) - "a transparency policy or procedure pursuant to Article 10;"
YES, DBHD works LIVE and publicly – with all the consequences that entails. DBHD always 
shows work in progress and results. NO, BGE has almost nothing, and there's not much to show. 
However, that could change as soon as the construction company with its geology department 
purchases the DBHD repository licenses and continues to work with DBHD. Then a transparent 
process, which draws criticism even during the development phase and allows for learning, is 
possible again.

Regarding (1) f) - "where applicable, the agreement(s) concluded with a Member State or 
a third country on the management of spent fuel and radioactive waste, including the 
use of facilities for its final disposal." – YES, the EU Member States are welcome to show 
their agreements with Kazakhstan, etc., or Germany, or perhaps even Denmark and Poland. 
The motto at DBHD is: "All waste has to go into salt."

Article 13 – Notification re (2) - "Within six months of notification, the Commission may request 
clarifications and/or issue an opinion on whether the content of the national program complies with 
Article 12." – YES, DBHD is requesting an opinion from the EU on the Federal Republic of Germany's 
National Nuclear Waste Management Program. – There are already infringement proceedings against three 
EU countries that, like Germany !?, have not yet submitted a waste management program. - DBHD is 
requesting the EU to review all incoming national programs based on the following criteria: 

Sub-deep? – Therefore wet ! – Not sealable gas-tight !? – and without proof of a subcritical container 
design ? – ATTENTION – Andra, nagra, Posiva and others also pretend to follow EU 2011/70/Euratom

DBHD VG followed the EU 2011/70/Euratom – just after reading it – the law turned out to be a path to
find : Deep, therefore dry, sealable gas-tight and with eternal subcritical GDF container. – Thank you.
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The follwing attached DBHD picture-plans annexes only protect Germany from 
infringement proceedings, the grace period, and the fine if at least two DBHD 
licenses have been acquired by BGE Peine and the Federal Ministry for the 
Environment, Nature Conservation, Nuclear Safety, and Nuclear Safety 
(BMUKN)! – The technical drawings, calculations, and purchase contracts are 
already annexes to this National Proposal for Germany (NaPro DE), which, due 
to the circumstances, has already been prepared in cooperation by the BMUKN 
and DBHD. (Annexes are also available as a high-resolution PDF on website)

Figure 1 shows DBHD in the context of the overall repository methodology worldwide
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Figure 2 shows DBHD in the context of three wet NON-REPOSITORIES and Gorleben
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Figure 3 shows the DBHD HLW repository in the version valid in September 2025. 
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Figure 4 shows the DBHD HLW repository as a whole in an example geology 
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Figure 5 shows the first sheet of the latest thermodynamic calculation 
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Figure 6 the last sheet of the latest thermodynamic calculation 
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Figure 7 shows that a look at the critical masses and the rock pressure table led to the 1 kg 

inventory container. – No critical mass fits in it at all ! – Rock pressure is always all-round. 
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Figure 8 shows the SBR big-hole drilling technology from Herrenknecht 
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Figure 9 shows one of 4 drilling rigs for the storage holes drilling
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Figure 10 shows half a drilling device for bearing holes

The Explorac 235 drilling rig can drill up to D 200 mm  and to a depth of 450 m. 

DBHD repository drills 152 mm (6 inches) in diameter to a depth of 337 meters.

Final Drill diameter depends on the final diameter of the radiation shielding hull. 
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Figure 11 shows "only" the real size „drilling image“ within the DBHD HLW GDF repository. 
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Figure 12 shows the 3 times Calculation for HLW Repository - Version 30 - Nov. 2021
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Figure 13 shows the Calculation for HLW Repository - Version 31 - Nov. 2023
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Figure 14 shows Total Calculation for HLW Repositories DE - Version 4 - Nov. 2024
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Figure 15 shows construction schedule for 1x HLW repository - Version 4 – Nov.2022

Calculations and schedules are available – This is sufficient to fulfill Article 12 

Paragraph (1) h "Cost Estimation" and "Presentation of the Time Profile."

Continuation of the calculations and construction schedules will be provided 

after the payment of the 2 DBHD licenses – Money Use : Execution Planning.

The DBHD team and the work areas have already reached a volume that can 

only be completed fully through division of labor and with personnel support 

to the architectural planner! - Ing. Goebel would like to be able to outsource 

these hours and hours of routine works to talented assistants or co-workers.
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The following 10 pages are not sent to EU

GDF Locations are NOT asked in EU law 2011/70/Euratom



Figure 16 shows the rock salt formation for the HLW repository, which Engineer Goebel 

named Winner – The geological information from the LBEG Lower Saxony, and the first 

serious attempt to map the DBHD HLW repository. – The height of the salt ridge varies 

locally. – Numerous sections at 500 m intervals were necessary…
 

Because there were so many well-covered repository options for DBHD in 3D

that we named it "Winner" too early – Today we call the rock salt area

"near Bad Bederkesa," and have found even better rock salt to the southwest!
 

Therefore, there are only 4 pictures for Winner, but a total of 9 pictures for "near 

Beverstedt" and "near Basdahl." (And there are also "near Börger" and in Schleswig-

Holstein). A precise selection is possible.
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Figure 17 shows the rock salt formation for the HLW repository, which Engineer Goebel 

named Winner. - Rock salt, approximately 250 million years old – the genesis of the 

forms is complete and 1,100 meters of sedimentary rock cover ! – Nothing's moving 

there anymore… No water flows there either – suberosion fantasies of the GRS – 

Society for Reactor Safety – But it's certainly not all pure Staßfurt rock salt, as the BGR 

tells us. There's thin layers of compressed ash or airborne sand in there. It was all flat 

once, so it was compressed and folded.

But it's also been lying under 1,100 meters of sedimentary rock for millions of years. 

DBHD has a ballasted cover – What am I saying? In this picture, you only see the salt...
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Figure 18 shows the rock salt formation for the HLW repository, which Engineer Goebel 

named Winner. - From now on, above-ground factors come into play – better under a

field than in the middle of a city or under a road and railway line – and you have to drill 

into the diapir properly – where the dimensions from the drawing are achieved – and 

where there is still enough space for a 300 x 360 m DBHD settlement.

Sounds so simple – but it isn't – Germany isn't a deserted desert like Kazakhstan – if 

you want to run large-scale cooling technology day and night here in Germany, your 

neighbor is right there! – In the picture above

DBHD already envisions up to six sites for DBHD repositories and still wants to

start the first test drilling "near Beverstedt" and "near Basdahl."
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Figure 19 shows the rock salt formation for the HLW repository near Beverstedt

or near Basdahl – the DBHD fits in there as planned! The latest status is good.
The task was to find the best possible location – no less required by the Stand AG 
to comply with EU Directive 2011/70/Euratom, a deep geological repository must be 
demonstrated. This has now been done.

 
Figure 20 shows the rock salt formation for HLW repository near Beverstedt
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Figure 21 shows the German part of the Zechstein Ur-Basin - Source BGR

Figure 22 shows the most prolific German portion of the Zechstein Basin.

You can see for yourself where the diapirs are thick enough – on average, you can then 
see whether the 1,100 meters of sedimentary cover – the "surcharge cap" – is present 
there and how thick the salt layer is underneath.

Note the coastline (black in the image): The diapirs exist under land and water.
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Figure 23 also shows "near Beverstedt" and "near Basdahl," where 

DBHD wants to conduct test drilling – each of which we know will cost €23 million.

This is precisely where DBHD, Engineer-Architect Goebel, considers the two best 

possible sites for DBHD repositories after considering all criteria. They are small, and 

we need four for HLW (high level waste spent fuel and vitrified waste Mg) and two for 

MLW/LLW (mid and low level nuclear waste m3) for the German waste amount.

There is a lot of promising geology available. – In the upcoming 500 m sections, the 

locations will be able to be determined even more precisely by comparing them with 

the terrain surface. This is the work of an architectural planner – not a geologist...

https://www.arch-goebel.ch/bei-beverstedt/ - - - - https://www.ing-goebel.de/bei-winner/
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Figure 24 shows "near Beverstedt" on the BGE interim report map.

In green, BGE has also described the site as "fair" – they cut higher than DBHD, 

however – which is why the starting site, DBHD, is further south.

But we need a total of six small repository columns, and one (the second) will probably 

be located in the area marked in green by BGE.

It speaks in favor of "near Beverstedt" that both DBHD and BGE show this location. 

Near Beverstedt, the distance between the drilling site and the settlement is good – 

large enough. Geology is vast – but if you consider the structure of roads, rivers, and 

forests, the site selection in Germany quickly becomes very limited and challenging.

National Nuclear Waste Repository Program of the Federal Republic of Germany by Ing. Goebel DBHD        Page 07 of 10



Figure 25 shows "near Beverstedt" – Source: LBEG 3D Geology Database

The width of the salt diapir is not too generous at 4,263 m.

We're looking at approximately 50 million square meters (3 columns).

There's no drilling point marked on this map –

Just plot the drilling points – it costs €23 million for

the test drilling and €1.3 billion for the GDF structure.

Do you see how densely populated even the area on the

North Sea coast in Lower Saxony is? – You have to plan

and connect a 300 x 360 m above ground GDF structure.

People will be working there every day...
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Figure 26 shows the "adaptation plan" for "near Beverstedt."

There will only be the DBHD repository there. The fact that the repository site also has

the grouting hall—a dirty contianer filling hall by now—would be unreasonable.

The filling of the 1 kg inventory repository containers will probably take place in 
Sellafield or La Hague. Things are very quiet in the GDF Location area—they are 
waiting for their direct, radial, and honest neighbors' compensation payments 
totaling € 8 billion over 70 years.

For years, information has been provided at the same time as BASE and BGE at 
Beverstedt.
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Figure 27 shows the DBHD repository sites DE 1 to 6 on a map

showing the salt geology, but also the surface structure use.

DBHD will be in the region for approximately 70 years. Deep holes with a 

diameter of 12.4 m will be drilled. – The above-ground facilities are as

large as a large schoolyard. – Numerous transports are also involved !

The direct, radial, honest compensation payments of 8 billion EUR to the 

neighboring households must be fairly distributed by you. We are building 

the safe repositories. - Get used to it – get rich with it, and then you will 

have educational opportunities and well-paid jobs.
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Ergänzende Unterlagen die zu den finanziellen Möglichkeiten der BRD Auskunft geben:

Der Bundesrechnungshof der BRD weist auf die hohen Kosten der Zwischen- und

Endlagerung ??? von Atommüll hin. (siehe Abbildung oben)

Der Endlager-Planer Dipl.-Ing. Volker Goebel weist darauf hin, dass sämtliche Mittel

des KENFO eben NICHT satzungsgemäss für die sichere Endlagerung verwendet

werden, sondern in sinnlose, bereits durch Wassereinbrüche untaugliche NICHT-

Endlager-Bauvorhaben der BGE mbH fliessen. 

Ing. Goebel bereitet eine Klage vor dem Bundesverwaltungs-Gericht in Leipzig vor.

Der Bundesregierung wurde im Herbst 2025 ein 50 % LEERES (nur Stand AG bla bla

obwohl das EU Gesetz 2011/70 gar keine Standorte fordert) und 50 % GELOGENES 

(ESK hat festgestellt, dass es in der BRD kein Gebinde gibt, das in Konrad rein darf,

und das NICHT Endlager Konrad lässt pro Tag 85.000 Liter Wasser rein) vom BMUKN

zur Entscheidung vorgelegt. – Die DBHD Endlager-Planer legten auch ein NaPro vor.
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Ing. Goebel rechnet vor, dass die falsche Mittel-Verwendung und die zahlreichen

teuren Nebenschauplätze von BMUKN, BASE BGE  den Bau der notwendigen

Endlager unmöglich machen, weil die benötigen Mittel für das DBHD Programm

in Höhe von 14,3 Mrd. EUR dann nicht mehr beim KENFO verfügbar sein werden.
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Ergänzende Unterlagen zu Endlager-Geologie in Europa. – Es gibt reichlich Steinsalz,

Allerdings muss man einschränkend sagen, dass viel davon NICHT unter Land liegt.

Das Steinsalz liegt auch häufig nicht in den EU Ländern die Endlager bauen müssen.

Das BMUKN Bonn verhindert die Weiter-Entwicklung der Einzigen Endlager-Methodik

die Sicheres Endlager ermöglicht, weil es absehbar ist, dass die anderen EU Länder

Deutschland, Polen und Dänemark um die Nutzung Ihrer Geologien bitten könnten.

Das EU Gesetz erlaubt ja Kooperationen für Endlager. - Allerdings gehören zu einer

Kooperation immer 2 Vertrags-Partner. Niemand kann Deutschland, Polen und Däne-

mark zwingen, dortige Steinsalz Geologien den EU Nachbarn zur Verfügung zu stellen.
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