Consultation on the Implementation Report of the Environmental

Noise Directive (END) and on the EU Noise Policy

EEB responses – ONLY RELEVANT RESPONSES INCLUDED (not the ones which vary depending where you live, etc.) 
1 - Policy context

How important to your quality of life is the level of noise in your surroundings?

Very important
Important

Moderately important

Of little importance

Unimportant

No opinion

Which sources of noise are most significant for you?

Please rank the options in order, from 1 (most significant) to 5 (least significant)

Noise from neighbours

a: 1
b: 2

c: 3

d: 4

e: 5

Noise from bars or restaurants or

a: 1
b: 2

c: 3

d: 4

e: 5

shops in your vicinity

a: 1
b: 2

c: 3

d: 4

e: 5

Noise from motor vehicles

a: 1
b: 2

c: 3

d: 4

e: 5

Noise from aircraft

a: 1
b: 2

c: 3

d: 4

e: 5

Noise from trains
a: 1
b: 2

c: 3

d: 4

e: 5

Noise from industrial installations
a: 1
b: 2

c: 3

d: 4

e: 5

2 - Strategy/approach of the environmental noise directive (END)

EU legislation on noise pollution requires Member States (MS) to make maps of the noise levels in the larger cities and the major roads, railways and airports, to draw up action plans to tackle identified noise problems, and to report all this information to the European Commission (EC) and to the public. It does not set noise limit values at European level; however MS can establish any limit values within their territories.

Do you think this approach is appropriate?

The use of noise mapping, the preparation of action plans and the reporting to the public and to the EU:
a: Very much

b: Much
c: Moderately
d: A little

e: Hardly

Noise limit values:

a: Very much

b: Much

c: Moderately

d: A little

e: Hardly
If you do not consider the current approach to limit values appropriate, which of the following alternatives would in your view be best?
1) EU recommended value (if the value is exceeded in any location, action is recommended to be taken)

2) EU trigger value (if the value is exceeded in any location, action must be taken, but with no obligation that the action should result in a trigger value being met)
3) EU limit value (if the value is exceeded in any location, action must be taken and the value must be attained)
4) EU exposure target by source (a reduction of overall noise exposure by pre defined percentage factor should be achieved by the Member State across its territory)
If you wish to outline an alternative position or expand on the issue please do so.

(maximum 1500 characters)
The introduction of EU limit and target values based on health recommendations would provide a strong incentive to seriously tackle noise sources and to develop effective measures in action plans (e.g. cycling policy, quiet road surfaces, quieter rail equipment, better railway maintenance, etc.).
Also, because they are expressed in maximum numbers of dB, limit and trigger values have the advantage of being precise and measurable objectives. Whereas the attainment of general objectives (such as the art.1 of the END) is hard to assess, limit/target values are objectives which can actually be measured. 

It is important to ensure that these limits:

- are based on the latest health recommendations provided by the WHO;
- take into account the specificities of certain vulnerable groups and sensitive areas (e.g. schools residential areas);
- are developed so as to limit noise from specific sources such as traffic, aviation and railway noise;
- take into account the frequency and intensity of peek or single-event noise which can be particularly problematic, e.g. around airports; 

- are binding. 
The introduction of ambitious binding trigger and/or limit values, together with a close monitoring by the European Commission of their enforcement, would guarantee better action to be taken by Member States, and a better protection of people’ health.
The END aims at providing a basis for developing (separate) EU measures to reduce noise emitted by major sources, in particular road and rail vehicles and associated infrastructure, aircraft, outdoor and industrial equipment and mobile machinery.

Do you think that the END has provided a good basis for developing source-based regulatory measures?

Yes No
 Please explain your reply in both cases; particularly if no, please suggest how the END could serve this aim in a better manner? (maximum 1500 characters)
While one of the main objectives of the END is “to provide a basis for developing Community measures to reduce noise emitted by the major sources” there is nothing concrete in the END regarding how to reduce these specific sources of noise. This is a major shortcoming of the END and it is very unfortunate that so little attention is given to this topic in the Commission’s implementation report.
The END should include specific objectives and instruments for the reduction of noise from all sources and in particular transport. Source policies should be reviewed in parallel to the 5-year cycle of the END review or within shorter time frames, requiring that noise levels be reduced by a certain amount in each cycle. The Commission should be obliged to propose legislation whenever there are gaps or where current source measures are insufficient, ineffective or will take unacceptably long to have an effect. Also, the EU should have more a coherent approach across all its policies, e.g. in the field of aviation where traffic is expected to increase.
The need for the Commission to develop a comprehensive source policies framework, also requested by the European Parliament, is an absolute priority. We therefore call upon the Commission to set up a roadmap for tackling the sources of noise more effectively as well as taking up actions which are already behind schedule (see details in EEB’s recommendations: http://www.eeb.org/index.cfm/activities/industry-health/noise/).
3 - Assessment/reporting

Assessment of noise exposure

Do you think that the 5 years cycle in between the noise mapping rounds is appropriate?
Yes No No opinion
Please explain your reply: (maximum 1500 characters)

Do you consider the period of one year between making the noise maps and drawing up the action plans is sufficient?

Yes No No opinion
The European Environment Agency's tool Reportnet has been developed since 2000. Reportnet was initially used for reporting environmental data to the European Environment Agency, but now also hosts some of DG Environment’s reporting tasks, including those related to the Environmental Noise Directive and its associated compliance checks.

Do you support the idea to make Reportnet the mandatory reporting tool to submit information to the Commission pursuant to the END?

Yes No No opinion
According to the latest WHO recommendations, adverse health effects due to night time noise exposure can commence to occur at 40 dB Lnight. The current reporting neglects the fact that there is a considerable share of EU population exposed to noise pollution at levels lower than 50 dB which are still likely to cause harmful effects on health. Though, the current noise assessment methods do not allow assessing accurately exposure to such low levels.

Would it result in any benefit to lower the reporting thresholds according to WHO recommendations?

Yes No

Please explain your reply: (maximum 1500 characters)

There is no reason to leave parts of the EU’s population whose health is put at risk out of the scope of the Directive’s reporting obligations. These obligations set out in Annex VI and article 10 of the END should be revised as soon as possible to reflect the latest WHO recommendations in the field.
A number of possible technical improvements to the END were identified including clarifications of the definitions and obligations related to agglomerations, quiet areas, major roads, major railways, major airports, industrial noise and action plans.
Do you think that a revision of these definitions or unclear provisions needs to be done?

Yes No
If yes, in what time frame?

One year
Five years

Ten years

If you wish, you can give your view in your own words here: (maximum 1500 characters)

- Current reporting thresholds (55dB Lden and 50dB Lnight) should be aligned with WHO threshold (42 dB Lden and 35 dB Lnight), levels above which people start to be annoyed. 

- The current definition of quiet areas is very broad and leaves competent authorities totally free in defining them, resulting in different levels of protection in the EU. The Directive should better define quiet areas and include common EU criteria. Also, the END should include reference to the protection of quiet areas in open country (cf. art.11 END), with indications on how to define these.

- The definition of action plans shall make the inclusion of measures aimed at reaching WHO recommended levels explicit and mandatory.

- Definitions of agglomerations, airports, roads and railways should be revised in order to cover all areas where people are exposed to levels and occurrence that may endanger their health and cause annoyance. For instance, some neighborhoods experience severe noise problem but do not fall into the current definition of agglomeration under the END. Also, noise around “smaller” airports which fall outside the scope of the END can be disturbing as well, and the seasonal variations in airport use means that this annoyance can be as bad as in bigger airports during some parts of the year. These definitions are critical for health protection and should be updated accordingly.
Could the INSPIRE Directive (OJ L 108/1, 25.04.2007. p1) be used as a basis when

modifying the data needed of END?

Yes

No

Not sure No opinion
4 - Noise management in Member States

Do you agree that the END has had sufficient impact in your country/region to reduce noise levels so far?
Totally agree

Tend to agree

Neutral

Tend to disagree

Totally disagree
No opinion

Do you think that the EU should have more influence regarding measures within Member States?
More influence
Keep as it is now

Less influence

No opinion

If yes, please indicate in what way the EU should take a more active role: (maximum 1500 characters)

It is our view that a lot can be done by the EU to reduce environmental noise. 
EU action is necessary for at least two reasons. First of all, it will provide a minimum level of health protection to EU citizens, at a time where levels of noise levels haven’t been reduced since the 1996 EU Green Paper, leading to excessive health and socio-economic costs for the EU as a whole. Secondly, EU wide measures for noise reduction will create a level playing field between different EU regions, which is necessary in the context of a common market.
In our view, the EU should focus on two priorities:
- Reduce noise at the source, focusing in particular on all modes of transport. Reducing noise at the source is the most cost-effective way of reducing noise pollution and ensures that the emitters and industry bears the cost of noise reduction – instead of public administrations, i.e. tax payers. 

- Make the END an instrument with clear, measurable and binding objectives (including goals, binding limits and targets) which apply throughout the whole EU territory, giving all EU citizens the same level of protection and creating a level playing field between different parts of the EU. 
For more details, please refer to EEB’s recommendations: http://www.eeb.org/index.cfm/activities/industry-health/noise/.
Many aspects of the Directive were not prescribed in detail or leave room for interpretation. Many Member States suggested that these issues could be addressed through dedicated action assisting in the implementation and compliance at EU level, such as the development of guidance documents, the information exchange of best practices or the organisation for specific workshops and training courses.
Are you aware of any guidance documents, internet pages or workshops related to noise mapping or action planning? If yes please specify. (maximum 1500 characters)

Do you think there are synergies in air quality and noise management that should be better exploited in EU policy?

Yes
No

If yes, please indicate how: (maximum 1500 characters)

Noise and air pollution issues are closely linked, and much can be done at the local level to tackle both problems simultaneously. Also, EU’s air quality legislation requires similar actions from Member States, e.g. i.e. data collection in agglomerations, action plans, adequate information to the public, which is often done by the same persons in local administrations. Integration of both noise and air policies would therefore make sense. This can be done for instance by:
· Ensuring that local authorities take a holistic approach to air and noise planning. Air quality actions plans should indicate how they will help deliver noise reduction, and vice versa. 
· Obligations and deadlines under both the noise and air legislation at the EU level (reporting, limit values, mapping, etc.) could be developed in parallel. Legislation should be kept separate (in order to avoid too much focus on certain sources) but have aligned reporting deadlines. 
· The European Commission could use next year’s momentum on air (2013 Year of Air) to propose long-awaited action to reduce environmental noise.
Synergies between air and noise policies are important but also exist with other policies such as transport, energy and urban planning, which all have a significant impact on noise and/or air quality levels. It is absolutely essential to seek coherence between EU policies in all those fields.
5 - Public information and dissemination

Do you feel that you are sufficiently informed about noise pollution and its health effects ...

...in your neighbourhood?

a: More than sufficient

b: Sufficient

c: Somewhat too little
d: Not at all sufficient
e: No opinion

...in your region?

a: More than sufficient

b: Sufficient

c: Somewhat too little
d: Not at all sufficient
e: No opinion

...in the EU?

a: More than sufficient

b: Sufficient

c: Somewhat too little
d: Not at all sufficient
e: No opinion

Do you consider that products including private vehicles and outdoor equipment should be labelled according to their noise emission level, so that consumers are appropriately informed?

Yes No

Do you think that dwellings in residential areas should have a noise label, similar to the energy label?

Yes No

6 – Governance
How effective has the EU noise legislation (END) been as a driver for national, regional and local authorities to take action for reducing noise exposure where needed?

Very effective

Effective

Moderately effective

Hardly effective
Not at all effective

No opinion

7 - Your most important issues
If you have a view on improvements of the directive and that you would like to be considered

in the review, please describe it in your own words in the text box below. Please express

your view concisely, in less than 300 words and preferably in English, German or French.

You may wish to comment on:

- Overall approach of the EU noise policy

- Consistency with other policy fields

- The concept of guideline, threshold, target, limit values

- The concept of exposure reduction targets

- Link to the source legislations (e.g.: noise from cars or trains)

- Reporting

- Guidance on action planning and quiet areas

- The added value of the CNOSSOS-EU methodological framework over existing noise assessment methodologies used in EU Member States

- Differences between Member States in taking action where noise reduction is needed

- Public information

- Public participation (e.g.: on development of noise action plans)

If you wish you can give your view in your own words here: (maximum 2500 characters)

At the moment, the Environmental Noise Directive (END) has the right intentions but lacks the appropriate means which could make it successful. The END should play the role of a framework Directive for reducing noise throughout Europe. To play this role, it should provide a long term strategy to reduce noise throughout the EU and should contain ambitious and measurable objectives, limits and targets based on health recommendations. In order to attain these objectives, the END should include a comprehensive plan to cut noise from all major sources, in particular noise from all modes of transport. For more details, please refer to EEB’s recommendations: http://www.eeb.org/index.cfm/activities/industry-health/noise/.
