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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

In December 2005, the Commission adopted technical specifications for interoperability 
of rolling stock. This Decision introduced the &st noise limits for rolling stock used in 
the EU. These limits apply to new and renewed rolling stock mcluding freight wagons. In 
May 2007 the Commission published a consultation paper outlining various options to 
address the rail noise caused by the existing fleet of trains. 

(B) Positive aspects 

The IA report provides a complete overview and assessment of the relevant impacts, and 
is a good example of how the (economic) costs and (social) benefits of the various 
options can be compared through monetisation. 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

The recommendations below are listed in order of descending importance. Some more technical comments 
have been transmitted directly to the author DG. 

General recommendation: This IA report is of good quality and could be improved 
further by providing a summary overview of who bears which costs, by elaborating 
on the implementation problems, and by better explaining the considerations 
behind the combination of individual measures in packages. 

(1) Provide a summary overview of who bears which costs. The retrofitting 
programme requires investments and will have consequences for the maintenance costs 
of wagons and infrastructure. The IA report addresses these issues, but could improve the 
transparency of which party bears which costs in the various options by adding a 
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summary overview. Related to this aspect, the difference between the bonus-malus 
system and the bonus-only system should also be more clearly presented. This should 
also address the extent to which these allocations of cosis deviate from the "polluter 
pays" principle, and compare this to how costs for noise reduction measures are allocated 
in competing modes of transport (also having regard of the Commission's intention to 
revise the Eurovignette directive). 

(2) Elaborate on the implementation problems associated with the preferred option. 
The IA report refers to disadvantages associated with implementing the preferred option, 
but does so only towards the end of the IA report and without providing an indication of 
how serious these are and how they might be solved. These issues should be given a more 
elaborate and conclusive assessment. 

(3) Better explain the pre-selection and combination of policy options. While it is 
acceptable that individual measures are combined into packages at an early stage of the 
impact assessment, the considerations behind the packages should be clearly presented. In 
particular the remark in the IA report that legal measures always need to be combined 
with financial incentives and vice versa should be explained further. Annex n to the IA 
report provides information on these issues, but should avoid an averaging of rankings 
into an overall numerical score as this raises methodological questions. The IA report 
should make clear that the assessment of combinations of options in tables 1 and 29 
relates to the scope for synergies. 

(4) Farther elaborate the subsidiarity argument. It is clear that international transport 
has cross-border implications, but as the IA report notes only 50% of rail freight transport 
is international. The IA report should therefore better explain why the proposed noise 
measures should be taken at European level. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

It appears that all necessary procedural elements have been complied with. In the section 
on monitoring and evaluation it should be clarified whether the noise mapping exercise in 
the framework of Directive 2002/49/EC will provide all the data needed to feed the 
identified indicators for measuring the progress and related costs. 
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