
 

POSITION CITY OF ROTTERDAM ON THE END 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Based on the three working papers published by the European Commission the city of 
Rotterdam has set her position. The working papers, mentioned below, have been subject of a 
workshop held in September 23rd, 2015. The working papers should be seen as interim reports 
as the consortium working on the evaluation and review of the END are still working on the 
END. In case the final working papers will be modified significantly, Rotterdam will reconsider 
her position. The working papers were included in the working documents of the Barcelona 
meeting and are: 
 

 Working Paper 1: The second implementation review of the END – emerging findings  
 Working Paper 2: The evaluation of the END – emerging findings 
 Working Paper 3: Cost-benefit analysis 

Source:  http://ec.europa.eu/environment/noise/evaluation_en.htm  
 
Most important findings (briefly) are: 
 
Working paper 1: 
 
1. Coordination between and responsibilities of governmental levels are unclear 
2. Definitions of quiet areas and agglomerations, etc. are unclear 
3. It is not clear how top protect quiet areas 
4. Big delays are noticed between finalising the noise maps and making action plans in the 

second round this delay is increased. 
5. Obtaining traffic data is a problem in almost every MS 
6. Different methods have been used in MS 
7. Lack of political will to tackle the noise problem 
8. Involvement of the public is rather low; exemptions are Germany and Luxemburg 
 
Working paper 2: 
 
In this working paper the criteria for the evaluation are defined: 
 

I. Relevance of the END 
II. Coherence END with other legislation and EU policies 

III. Effectiveness of the END 
IV. Efficiency of the END (costs versus achievements) 
V. Added value of the END  

 
 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/noise/evaluation_en.htm


Working paper 2 concludes that the END can comply with these criteria. 
 
Ad I: Common approach and the harmonised indicators are seen as very important 
prerequisites to influence EU source policies. It also contributes to the objective of protecting 
citizen’s health. 
 
Ad II: The coherence of the END is seen as sufficient. Only some definitions could be improved 
(quiet areas, agglomerations, etc.). Coherence with other legislation is seen as sufficient. 
  
Ad III: Because data delivering is not completed yet, the impact of the END is limited. The 
available data is used already for EU policy making. 
  
Ad IV: The working paper concludes that administrative costs are proportional. Benefits will be  
visible at the long term (after 2017). The reporting mechanism is seen as effective and efficient. 
 
Ad V: The working paper concludes that the common approach of community noise is added 
value. The END has led to more awareness and has set noise on the political agenda. However, 
not all objectives are achieved yet. There is already some level of benchmarking and 
accountability. 
 
 
Working paper 3: 
 
This working paper is about CBA. It is based on studies carried out on three airports (Germany 2 
and Austria 1). The costs (using avoided DALY’s versus costs implementation and execution of 
the END) are calculated (exercise 1) and the real costs of measures and administration 
(exercises 2). During the workshop mentioned above, it was concluded that this working paper 
was not very usable in this form. 
 
 
Position EUROCITIES 
EUROCITIES previously has drafted a Position Paper (2013) and a Statement (2014) and sent to 
the EC. The most important points are (briefly): 
 
a. The END is seen as valuable giving a view over the noise situation in EU Member States and 

has set noise on the agenda locally, regional and national. 
b. Noise should primary tackled at the source (cars, trucks, trains, etc.), polluter pays principle 
c. EUROCITIES does not advocate for limits in the END 
d. The period between noise maps and noise action plan should be lengthened. 
e. A few definitions could be improved (quiet areas, agglomerations, hotspots) 
f. More integration between END and the Air Quality Directive is desired (transport is the 

main polluter) action plans should be harmonised as much as possible. 
g. Attention is asked for noise events with a short duration (peaks, passages of trains, etc.) 

due to sleep disturbance and annoyance. 



h. Noise Action Plans must be SMART1 or accountable 
 

Based on the working papers and the statement and position paper of EUROCITIES the 
representatives of the Rotterdam department have set the position below (briefly). 
 
1. Rotterdam acknowledges the issues reported in working paper 1 and 2 
2. Rotterdam supports the position paper and statement of EUROCITIES 
3. Rotterdam embraces the idea that the END should comprise not only the obligations for 

competent bodies to draft noise maps and noise action plans but also that the END should a 
comprise an obligation for the EU to come up with an action plan on source emissions. This 
action plan should set Emission Limit Values or reductions to be achieved in noise emissions 
within a certain period and should be drafted every five years. 

4. Rotterdam does not embrace the idea that MS not having noise legislation are imposed to 
establish national noise legislation and policies with binding noise limits. 

5. Rotterdam supports the idea that EU should put more effort in creating awareness among 
civilians, policy makers,and politicians.  

 
 

                                                      
1 Specifc, Measurable, Acceptable en Time bounded. 


