


project goes ahead, is for Nord Stream AG to dispose of all munitions which 
are found along the route of the pipeline, on land. However, it is doubtful 
whether this is the option intended by the phrase "disposing of munitions". 
Among its proposals for avoiding and reducing negative effects, Nord Stream 
AG writes that "once munitions have been identified, they should be moved to 
a different place." Here too, however, Nord Stream AG avoids giving any 
further detail. The concept of "disposal on land" is not mentioned anywhere 
in the documents that have been presented. It can therefore not be ruled out 
that Nord Stream AG is planning to remove any munitions that it finds out of 
the area of the pipeline and dispose of them elsewhere at the bottom of the 
Baltic. Such a concept by no means minimises the risk, must be rejected at 
all costs and would also be highly reprehensible from a legal point of view. 
For example, re-sinking chemical munitions in the sea is prohibited by 
national law.   

In a different part of the document, Nord Stream AG says only that it plans to 
"remove conventional munitions from the route", and nothing is said about 
how they plan to deal with chemical munitions. Nor does Nord Stream AG 
explain how conventional and chemical munitions rusting on the seabed can 
be clearly distinguished. It must be assumed that, 60 years after they were 
sunk, the coloured markings which were the norm at the time on chemical 
munitions will no longer be clearly visible.  

The term "disposal" could also be taken to mean destruction on the spot, e.g. 
by detonation. Detonation would only be acceptable if it could be proved that 
salvaging the munitions would be too risky, even using the best available 
technology (e.g. in the case of large munitions such as naval mines which 
still contain active electric detonators), and if there was a comprehensive 
safety concept to protect marine mammals and other wildlife effectively (see 
Section B of these comments).  

Such interventions involving underwater munitions must always be expected 
to have cross-border implications. Here again BUND sees it as a serious 
defect in the documentation that all these interventions and their effects are 
not included in the list of possible ecological implications. In the “Appendix in 
accordance with the Espoo Convention”, where the subject is mentioned at all, 
there are no details about the contents of the munitions as "materials added or 
taken away", in relation to moving them or re-sinking them. 

Technically, clearing even entire munitions sinking areas and then disposing 
of all the munitions on land is quite possible, as shown by a number of 
successful projects during the last 60 years, including in the Baltic region. It 
must therefore be an essential condition of approving the construction of the 
Nord Stream natural gas pipeline through the Baltic that Nord Stream AG 
uses the best available technology to guarantee that the route is free of 
munitions – in the same way as it would be a prerequisite for approving 
construction projects on land in areas similarly affected by munitions. Nord 
Stream AG must also be banned from disposing of munitions of any kind that 
it finds elsewhere in the Baltic or in any other marine area – only complete 
disposal on land can achieve the desired end.   
 
Conclusion: In BUND’s opinion, the concept presented by Nord Stream AG 
for the purposes of the approval process for minimising the hazards is 
inadequately explained. It leaves open the question of whether procedures 
such as "moving munitions aside away from the route of the pipeline" or "re-



sinking munitions", which would have cross-border implications and which 
BUND is sure do not minimise the risks, and should be rejected at all costs, 
are intended to be part of the concept. In BUND’s opinion, building a natural 
gas pipeline through areas heavily contaminated by munitions requires far 
more comprehensive solutions and safety concepts than are apparent from 
this documentation.   
 
2. The implications of hazardous military waste in relation to the Nord 
Stream natural gas pipeline and the parameters which BUND therefore 
believes must be taken into account in the study  
 
The scoping process deals particularly with the question of defining the 
extent of the study. Since Nord Stream AG, in the documents it has 
submitted, repeatedly says that most of the investigations relating to military 
waste have already been carried out, it is essential that all the conceivably 
relevant implications associated with constructing, pre-commissioning, 
operating and decommissioning the pipeline are properly and professionally 
considered.   

Below, broken down into the construction, pre-commissioning, operating and 
decommissioning phases, BUND discusses the information provided in the 
“Appendix for the purpose of notification” about the work, the anticipated 
effects, and the parameters to be taken into account in connection with the 
work; in turn, BUND lists which work, effects and parameters it believes 
should be taken into account with regard to the military waste and how this 
should be done.   

2.1 The construction phase of the Nord Stream natural gas pipeline  

In listing the " possible ecological effects associated with installation of the 
Nord Stream pipeline", Nord Stream AG provides the following information 
for the construction phase for all sections of the pipeline, with direct 
reference to military waste:  
Activity Effect Ecological issue at risk 
Installing the pipeline Contact with dumped munitions 

(chemical and conventional 
munitions) 

Safety of humans and fauna 

No further explanation is given of what exactly is meant by the terms 
"contact" or "safety of humans" and "fauna". Nor is there any explanation of 
the nature or the extent of the harm that is expected regarding the two 
ecological issues. From information relating to other activities it can be 
assumed that, by "safety of humans", Nord Stream AG means only those 
people carrying out the construction work on the spot. "Fauna" refers only to 
the creatures on the seabed, the so-called macrozoobenthos. 

Nord Stream AG does not explain in more detail why, for the activity 
"installing a maintenance platform", unlike for the activity "installing the 
pipeline", no "contact with dumped munitions" is expected. In principle, 
munitions can be expected along the entire route, and only after appropriate 
investigations have been carried out could certain areas possibly be 
classified as "probably free of munitions".  
 
In the “Appendix in accordance with the Espoo Convention”, Nord Stream AG 



refers to "contact with/disposal of munitions dumps" as a cross-border effect 
during the construction phase. No further description is given of the effects 
that are expected.  
 

2.1.1 Activities / effects to be taken into account  

From the various and sometimes long-winded information given in the 
“Project Information” provided by Nord Stream AG, it can be ascertained that 
certain activities/effects relating to conventional and chemical munitions 
waste are either not listed in the tables or not listed clearly and openly. As 
described above, these include the following relevant operations during the 
construction phase, which may in some cases have long-lasting and cross-
border effects extending beyond the construction phase:  

■ Exposure of munitions and their contents 
■ Release of the contents of munitions  
■ Explosion of munitions 
■ Detonation of munitions on the spot  
■ Moving munitions aside 
■ Re-sinking munitions 
■ Salvaging munitions and disposing of them on land 

In the proposed EIS, all these operations must be described, analysed 
and evaluated in detail, properly and professionally.  

2.1.2 Factors to be taken into account 

There will definitely be a considerable negative impact regarding the two 
factors listed by Nord Stream AG, "safety of humans" and "fauna". 
Particularly with reference to the former, it should be pointed out that the 
building of the planned pipeline can be expected to entail a far higher risk of 
accidents for the construction workers than building a pipeline on land. As a 
result of more munitions and their contents being exposed, it can also be 
expected that they will be more frequently caught in bottom trawling nets so 
there will be an increase in accidents among fishermen. An accident 
involving an exploding flying bomb on the deck of a Dutch fishing cutter, in 
which three men died at the start of 2005, dramatically demonstrates the 
unpredictability of old munitions. This problem must be closely considered 
and evaluated during the EIS. 
On the basis of the knowledge we have about the chemical and physical 
properties of munitions, the widespread occurrence of munitions in the area 
of the entire pipeline and the information provided about the proposed 
activity and its effects, it can be assumed that there would also be significant 
harm done in other respects. In particular, this includes the following:   
 
■ Surface sediment and water quality  
Many of the munitions found in the Baltic show clear signs of corrosion and 
are leaking to varying extents, continuously releasing significant quantities of 
highly problematic substances into the surrounding sediment and the water 
column. Excavation work, but also simply laying the two pipes on the sea 
bed, will result in more of these substances being released, possibly leading 



to acute toxic concentrations. In many cases, the contents of conventional 
and chemical munitions are considered to be toxic, carcinogenic and/or 
mutagenic. Furthermore, most substances are subject to complex biotic 
degradation processes when they are released, whereby the products of the 
degradation may be more long lasting and more toxic than the original 
substances. In the interests of a full and professional assessment, it is 
therefore essential to carry out proper chemical analysis along the route of 
the pipe line in advance. Although Nord Stream AG says that samples of 
water and sediment from along the route of the pipeline have already been 
tested for heavy metals, organic toxins and nutrients, it fails to give a precise 
list of the substances that have been investigated. Knowledge of the 
munitions to be found in the Baltic suggests that – if the EIS is to be able to 
analyse the chemical contamination of the surface sediment of the Baltic 
resulting from the contents of munitions or the main products from their 
degradation, and evaluate the effect of the work – at least the following 
substances and their analytically detectable components should be 
investigated, using the best available technology: 

Conventional munitions 
Nitrobenzene   2-amino-4,6-dinitrotoluene 
2-nitrotoluene  4-amino-2,6-dinitrotoluene 
3-nitrotoluene  2,6-diamino-4-nitrotoluene 
4-nitrotoluene  o-,p-toluidine 
1,2-dinitrobenzene  m-toluidine 
1,3-dinitrobenzene  Diphenylamine 
1,4-dinitrobenzene  2-nitrodiphenylamine 
2,3-dinitrotoluene  4-nitrodiphenylamine 
2,4-dinitrotoluene  2,4-dinitrodiphenylamine 
2,6-dinitrotoluene  Nitrocellulose 
1,2-dinitrotoluene  Hexogene 
1,3,5-trinitrobenzene Nitropenta 
2,4,6-trinitrotoluene  Lead 
2-methyl-3-nitroaniline Mercury 
2-methyl-5-nitroaniline 
 

Chemical munitions 
Adamsite   N-Lost 
Arsine oil   S-Lost 
Prussic acid   Phosgene 
Chloracetophenone  Tabun 
Clark I    Organic-bound arsenic 
Clark II   Inorganic-bound arsenic 
Lewisite 
 

Because of the particularly hazardous situation in relation to chemical 
munitions, where there is evidence that other munitions were dumped in a 
particular area of the sea, the investigation should be adapted accordingly. 
During the two world wars, at least 53 individual substances and 2 isomer 
compounds were developed for chemical warfare, most of which could 
potentially have been sunk in the Baltic.  
According to Nord Stream AG, chemical water and sediment samples were 
only taken "at about 90 locations along the pipeline" for the EIS. That is to say 



that, on average, a sample was only taken about every 13 km. Nord Stream 
AG avoids giving details about the exact locations where the samples were 
taken, the number of parallel samples or the number of sediment strata and 
water depths investigated in each place.  
It also remains unclear whether transects were studied at the places where 
the samples were taken or whether they were isolated measuring points. For 
the German section, which is 78 km long in total, Nord Stream AG says that 
in 2006 additional "field studies of the sediment [...]“ were carried out "in five 
locations". Whether this refers to chemical, bio/geochemical and/or sediment 
studies is not explained. It is therefore not possible to check the purpose or 
quality of the studies. Surprisingly, the scoping document makes no mention 
of them at all.   
According to the “Instructions for handling dredged material in coastal areas 
(HABAK-WSV)“, the following sampling strategy should be applied for normal 
chemical testing prior to dredging work on the sea bed:  
Area for dredging 

- The sediment that is to be dredged must be studied for the 
entire digging depth.  
- The number of sampling places in the actual area for excavation is 

determined by the quantity of excavated material in the operation: e.g. 
500,000-2,000,000 m3= 16-30 places; >2,000,000 m3 = 
a further 10 for each 1,000,000 m3. 

Dumping place 

- In the dumping area, samples must be taken at the proposed dumping 
site and from the surface nearby. In general, it is sufficient to test the 
sediment surface (i.e. approx. 10-20 cm deep)  

- The number of sampling places is determined by the extent of the area in 
which dumping is to take place and into which the excavated material 
may possibly drift in the short term. The number of samples depends on 
the homogeneity of the area.  

For a study to be meaningful, especially in areas where there is, or is 
suspected to be, hazardous waste, it is essential not only properly to define 
the extent of the study but also to take the samples from the "right" places. 
This is particularly important for samples of sediment from areas of 
underwater military waste, because here there may be mainly small yet 
highly contaminated areas. Then the number of sampling places proposed 
by the HABAK is not sufficient. The number can only be defined following 
specific preliminary research and by using so-called grid surveys. 

  
It therefore follows that the chemical studies already carried out by Nord 
Stream AG were obviously far too small in scope for the risks entailed in the 
construction project to be properly and professionally assessed in the 
planned EIS. They can only serve as a guide at best, and could probably not 
even be classified as a good preliminary study. For the German section 
alone, where it can be expected that more than 3 million cubic metres of 
sediment will have to be moved, then according to HABAK there would have 
to be at least 26 to 40 sampling points in the immediate excavation zone 
alone. If there were evidence of military waste, which is the case in the 
German section, the frequency would have to be increased accordingly. In 
addition, further sampling points would have to be set up following detailed 



analysis of the dumping sites, as well as along the section of the route where 
the pipeline will only be laid on the sediment.  
 

• Flora 
Since the planned activities will also be taking place in shallower areas near 
to the coast, where macrolage and higher plant forms may colonise,  and the 
presence of munitions and their contents cannot be ruled out, significant 
damage to the "flora" requiring protection is highly likely and should be taken 
into account in the EIS.  

* Fish, fish catches and marine mammals  
Most of the substances inside munitions are dangerous for fish and 
mammals. It must also be expected that unintentional explosions will occur 
as a result of mechanical impact on the munitions, and that intentional 
detonations, especially of large munitions, will be carried out by Nord Stream 
AG. This will result in considerable losses of or damage to fish and marine 
mammals in the wider area, meaning that significant negative effects on fish 
catches cannot be ruled out. Also, because of the increased exposure of 
munitions and their contents, more contaminated catches can be expected, 
which will have to be disposed of in their entirety, especially where they have 
been in direct contact with poison gas. This problem, which will most likely 
have cross-border implications, must be closely considered and evaluated as 
part of the EIS. 

■ Tourism and recreational areas  
Constructing a pipeline in coastal waters is extremely problematic if there are 
areas in the vicinity where munitions are to be found. In Scotland in 1995, 
munitions that had been sunk in the sea were exposed by the laying of a 
pipeline and subsequently over 4000 bombs were washed up on to nearby 
beaches. This resulted in many injuries to visitors to the beach. Especially in 
the German section, which runs mainly close to the coast and in relatively 
shallow waters, it is highly likely that there will be increased quantities of 
munitions and their contents washed up on the beaches of Rügen and 
Usedom as a result of the construction of the pipeline. One particular 
problem is that of white phosphorus from British incendiary bombs, large 
numbers of which are to be found in the German section and have caused 
serious injury to people on beaches for several decades. The EIS must carry 
out detailed analysis and produce models showing whether increased 
contamination of beaches, possibly extending into other countries, is likely to 
occur during the construction phase or to become a more frequent, enduring 
problem afterwards. A detailed safety plan needs to be developed and 
implemented to protect people who live near or visit the coastal regions.   



2.2 Pre-commissioning phase of the Nord Stream natural gas pipeline  

In listing the "possible ecological effects associated with the installation of the 
Nord Stream pipeline" and the " procedures for describing and evaluating the 
project“, Nord Stream AG does not refer once to possible problems relating to 
the hazardous military waste issue during the pre-commissioning phase in all 
sections.  

This approach by Nord Stream AG cannot be considered appropriate, at least 
for the German section where the pressure testing is to be carried out. Only 
after comprehensive geophysical investigation of the area in question, during 
which the extent of the aquatic area affected by the tests would have to be 
carefully checked, could this factor be ruled out, if no munitions were present. 
Otherwise the EIS would have to describe, analyse and evaluate the possible 
interaction between the pressure tests and the munitions in the same way as 
for the construction of the pipeline. 

2.3 Operating phase of the Nord Stream natural gas pipeline 

In listing the "possible ecological effects associated with the installation of the 
Nord Stream pipeline", Nord Stream AG does not refer once to possible 
problems relating to the hazardous military waste factor in the summary table 
8.1 or the tables for the Swedish section and the Baltic waters, in contrast with 
the other tables, which refer to the Russian, Finnish, Danish and German 
sections. For the latter, the information is as follows:  
Activity Effect Ecological issue at risk 
Accident to pipeline/platform        Explosion caused by dumped 

munitions 
Safety of humans, water quality, 
flora and fauna, air quality 

Nord Stream AG does not explain why accidents caused by exploding 
munitions can be ruled out for certain sections of the route. Presumably 
however, this is just an oversight. Nor do they explain in what ways an 
explosion could happen. Possible triggers could include mechanical contact 
with explosives following a fracture to the pipeline due to an accident, direct 
contact by a ship with explosives near the pipeline or munitions that were 
damaged/activated during construction but only exploded spontaneously some 
time later.   

 



2.3.1 Factors to be taken into account 
In principle, explosions of munitions, whether triggered mechanically or purely 
spontaneous, must be expected in all sections and these would have cross-
border implications. In addition to the physical effects of an explosion on 
people, the environment and equipment, it must also be expected that an 
enormous volume of natural gas could be released from the pipeline, with 
disastrous consequences. In the event of an explosion, it is also highly likely 
that large quantities of the contents of the munitions would be released and 
particles of sediment contaminated by toxins would enter the water column. 
Especially in the case of hazardous substances such as prussic acid, sarin 
and tabun, which are highly soluble in water and have a low rate of 
hydrolysis, there may be persistent plumes of contamination containing 
concentrations of highly toxic substances, which may last several hours, days 
or even weeks. Exploding munitions do not only affect the "ecological issues" 
described by Nord Stream AG; in addition the EIS must also fully describe, 
analyse and evaluate the following cross-border factors which may be at risk:  

■ Surface sediment 
Fish 

■ Fish catches 
■ Marine mammals 
■ Shipping 
■ Tourism and recreational areas 

2.3.2 Activities to be taken into account 

For the operational phase, Nord Stream AG only mentions as an activity an 
"accident involving pipeline/platform" in relation to military waste. However, 
this overlooks the fact that normal pipeline operation may trigger problems 
with munitions. 

On sandy or muddy ground, such as that along almost the entire length, the 
pipeline will sink deep into the sediment simply due to its own weight; this will 
be an ongoing process, continuing even during operation. Unfortunately, Nord 
Stream AG fails to give any further information on this subject. Certainly, it 
can be assumed that not every munition that is mechanically impacted in this 
way will explode. However, there will be more cases of damage to munitions, 
resulting in increased leakage of hazardous substances. The effects will be 
international and must be fully described, analysed and evaluated in the EIS.  

2.4 Decommissioning of the Nord Stream natural gas pipeline 
With regard to the decommissioning which is expected to take place in 50 
years time, Nord Stream AG indicates that the procedures applied will be in 
accordance with current practice/technology at the time of decommissioning. 
Nord Stream AG concludes by stating that "the complete removal of the 
pipeline will virtually equate to a reversal of the laying process and will have 
similar environmental implications to the original laying of the pipeline."  

This statement overlooks the fact that, if the route is properly cleared of 
munitions before the pipeline is installed, the whole problem of military 
waste will no longer arise when the situation is reversed.   

Conclusion: The account that has been prepared by Nord Stream AG for 
the scoping procedure about the implications of military waste during the 
construction, pre-commissioning, operation and decommissioning of the 



pipeline is technically inadequate and insufficiently transparent. It fails to take 
account of important effects and ecological issues that are put at risk. The 
chemical investigations that have already been carried out by Nord Stream 
AG, where these are reproduced in full, appear from the available 
documentation to be far too limited in scope for the planned EIS properly 
and professionally to evaluate the risks inherent in the construction project. 

B      The effects of noise emissions caused by construction / 
remediation work and operation of the pipeline on marine 
mammals  

1. Cross-border implications of the pipeline project for marine 
mammals  
If porpoises in the acutely threatened eastern Baltic population are put at risk 
or harmed, the re-population of the eastern and northern Baltic will be 
hindered or prevented. This is of cross-border significance, and so BUND 
believes that all the details in the EIS relating to porpoises should be passed 
on to the other countries around the Baltic.  
The same applies to the potential damage to other migrating species which 
originate in one of the other countries, for example grey seals.  
There is also a cross-border dimension to the noise emissions which will 
originate mainly from the construction and remediation activity. In particular, 
the noise emissions from detonations (whether accidental or caused 
deliberately) connected with military waste are likely to damage, disturb or 
harm marine mammals in neighbouring countries.  

The following information, which was already included in Part I of 
these comments, is therefore also relevant to neighbouring 
countries:  
It can be expected that marine mammals will be found throughout the entire 
area of the Nord Stream pipeline project. These include porpoises, grey seals, 
common seals and Arctic ringed seals. In particular, in the German, Danish, 
Swedish and Polish waters, there are porpoises from the eastern Baltic 
population which is acutely threatened with extinction. It is thought that there 
are no longer even 600 animals left.   
The rarity of the animals must not be taken as an excuse for overlooking the 
risks to them, in view of the low probability of their being in the area. On the 
contrary, the Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltic 
and North Seas (ASCOBANS) states quite clearly in its population recovery 
plan for the Baltic porpoise (the Jastarnia Plan) that, in preserving this 
population, every single animal (!) counts. In BUND’s opinion, it is essential to 
avoid exposing the animals to any further risk on top of the existing threat, 
arising mainly from unintentional catches and toxins.  
During the construction and remediation work on the pipeline, there will be 
noise emissions over a considerable period, sometimes at a quite significant 
level. Sources of noise would include dredging work, shipping, flushing 
operations, ramming in of piles, operating platforms etc. There may also be 
underwater explosions, which are quite likely to occur during the handling of 
munitions waste.  

Hazardous military waste 
As can be seen from the description of the project by the applicant and from 



our explanations given above about hazardous military waste, there is a very 
high degree of uncertainty about explosive objects and other munitions waste 
in the area of the proposed pipeline. On the basis of the available data, it 
must be expected that there are significant quantities of chemical and 
conventional munitions on and in the sediment along the entire length of the 
proposed pipeline, some of which will still be capable of exploding. It must be 
assumed that as the munitions are moved about on the sea bed as planned 
(and during other procedures not more closely specified by the applicant for 
reducing the local risk of underwater explosions), and during the construction 
work, there will be unplanned detonations. Even if these risks are deliberately 
“set aside“, it is highly likely that mines, torpedo warheads, depth charges, 
artillery ammunition etc will explode.  
Both planned and unplanned explosions of dumped munitions represent a 
significant risk to marine mammals.  
 
Detonation of military waste and the effects on porpoises and other 
marine mammals  
Explosions are the greatest manmade source of underwater noise. Even 
small charges of just a few kg of TNT or Hex cause extremely high acoustic 
pressure levels (over 270 dB re 1uPa@1m). The larger the explosive charge, 
the greater the acoustic pressure and therefore the radius over which marine 
mammals are affected or even harmed by the acoustic pulses. Mines and 
torpedo warheads each contain 150 to 500 kg TNT. 
The detonation of a TNT or Hex explosive underwater creates a very powerful 
pressure wave, followed by an acoustic pulse resulting in an extremely short 
increase in the noise signal. This short period when the noise level is 
increased can cause considerable damage to vertebrates such as fish and 
marine mammals. In particular, organs filled with air or gas such as the 
intestine, lungs and ears (in mammals) or swim bladder (in fish) are put at 
great risk. Life-threatening injuries such as burst lungs, injuries to internal 
organs or bleeding in the auditory organs and other hearing problems have 
been found in marine mammals many kilometres away from explosions.  
There is a risk of temporary or lasting changes to the hearing threshold 
(becoming “hard of hearing“) at even greater distances. This effect has been 
observed by American scientists in seals which were supposed to be being 
driven away from aqua-culture installations by miniature explosions. The seals 
soon became deaf.  
In addition to the risk of hearing loss, our findings show that such loud 
acoustic impulses cause significant disruption for mammals within a range of 
at least 30 to 100 km.  



2. Other investigations and remedial measures which BUND believes 
should be taken into account in the environmental impact assessment  
In general, the detonation of munitions in the Baltic is opposed by BUND on 
the grounds of protecting fauna and flora and the environment. Avoiding the 
munitions, or, if this is not possible, salvaging them and disposing of them on 
land must be the top priorities. We request that the applicant provide 
evidence that the necessary technology (e.g. deep-freezing containers) is 
available and will be used.  
 
In view of the fact that in isolated cases explosions may still be necessary, or 
may be caused accidentally, the area of 500 m on either side of the pipeline 
where it is predicted in the Scoping Document that there could be an effect on 
marine mammals is, in our opinion, far too small. With regard to the risk of 
hearing loss or damage, an area of at least 3 to 10 km on either side of the 
pipeline should be taken into account, and with regard to disturbance at least 
30 km (that is the distance over which changes in behaviour could be 
recorded when the foundations were being driven in for a wind park). Only if 
appropriate measures are taken to reduce the noise (such as bubble curtains 
or other sound insulating methods) can the affected area be less. This must 
be demonstrated by submitting an appropriate noise reduction concept.  
 
In BUND’s opinion, this must comprise:  
• modelling calculations for the spread of noise from any possible 

detonations in different depths of water and with differing types of 
sediment, 

• models to calculate the frequency spectrums of the detonations  
• models of the acoustic pressure as a function of the size of charge  
• a detailed description of the measures that will be selected for noise 

reduction (e.g. for bubble curtains, details of the size of bubble, radius and 
density of the bubble screen)  

• definite details about the frequency spectrum which is to be inhibited by 
these reduction measures  

• evidence that the chosen noise reduction method actually achieves 
the necessary reduction  

 
An appropriate safety concept must also be produced for how marine 
mammals can be protected from the acoustic effects of any explosions. In 
addition to the measures already mentioned, such as avoiding explosions by 
salvaging the explosives and disposing of them on land, and taking measures 
to reduce the noise where explosions are inevitable, in BUND’s opinion there 
should also be an extensive monitoring programme, coordinated with 
appropriate acoustic measures to scare animals away.  



Conservation zones 

The planned route of the pipeline affects many different nature conservation 
areas in all kinds of categories. Some will be crossed or directly contacted, 
while others are located away from the pipeline but will still be affected by 
noise connected with construction, remediation or maintenance work. A 
comprehensive EIS must take this into account.  
In particular, critical habitats (such as mating, breeding or feeding grounds) 
for marine mammals will be affected by the acoustic activity. In the case of 
detonations, BUND believes that the effects will be felt for well over 30 km. 
This must also be taken into account when recording data for the EIS.  
 
In terms of methodology, it is very difficult with a species as mobile as the 
porpoise, which is seen infrequently and in relatively few Natura 2000 sites, 
to determine porpoise numbers. Consequently, it should not simply be the 
number of sightings which is decisive but instead the precautionary principle 
should be applied. When collecting data about habitat usage, it is essential 
to work with click detectors (T-PODs) because these record data round the 
clock, whereas sightings from ships and aircraft only present a snapshot. A 
suitable concept for this data collection needs to be worked out (see below).  

Effects of other acoustic emissions 
The Scoping Document also mentions, among others, the following acoustic 
effects from the construction and operation of the pipeline which may be 
relevant to marine mammals:  
a) construction-related 
• noise emissions and vibrations from building equipment (ships, dredgers, 

other equipment)  
• acoustic disturbance of other sensitive species, especially 

sea birds  
• noise above and below the water level  
b) operation-related 
• effects of monitoring and observation work  
• effects of repair and maintenance work  
 
Here too BUND believes a concept should be produced for minimising noise 
emissions under water in order to avoid negative effects on marine mammals.  



 

Final remarks: 
The documentation provided so far by Nord Stream AG in connection with the 
approval process for constructing and operating the “Nord Stream" high-
pressure natural gas pipeline through the Baltic Sea is, in BUND’s opinion, in 
many places incomplete, failing to consider important issues and/or in places 
expressed only in very vague terms. On the subjects of "handling hazardous 
military waste" and the "effect on marine mammals", these comments by 
BUND refer to this inadequate documentation and indicate on which issues we 
believe information to be lacking, where there is urgent need for improvement 
and how this could be done.   

A similar situation applies to a number of other subjects on which BUND has 
not commented itself here, but supports the comments of the WWF. 
In view of the scale of the investigations which have yet to be carried out, the 
deadline for commencing construction work on the pipeline does not seem 
realistic. BUND expects that the start of the building work will be postponed 
sufficiently for all the unanswered questions to be dealt with fully and 
professionally and for all the information referred to in these comments to be 
made available.   
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Berlin 10.01.2007 

Signed by Stefan Menzel  Dr. Gerhard Timm 
Spokesman for the Federal Working  BUND Federal Managing Director 

Group on Seas and Coastline 




