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Is the noise law
the cause of
Malta’s noise?
Testing a European Parliament study on Malta’s implementation
of the Environmental Noise Directive

THE CLAIM UNDER REVIEW

“The transposition and implementation of the END
evidently is not the cause of the noise problems in Malta.”

Hjerp and Coffey (Ecocentric Consulting), study for the European Parliament’s Committee on Petitions, February 2026.
Key findings, chapter 6 (PE 783.089).

VERDICT:  LARGELY SUPPORTED Legal conformity is not the cause; that does not mean Malta is quiet
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Status: no right of reply needed
Prepared from public sources and Eurostat data.
Repository: github.com/leandergrech/Mizien
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TL;DR

A study for the European Parliament’s Committee on Petitions (February 2026) examined Malta’s
implementation of the Environmental Noise Directive (END). It concluded: “The transposition and
implementation of the END evidently is not the cause of the noise problems in Malta.” It found only
two meaningful non-conformities, no infringement proceedings in 2015–2025, and that most complaints
concern noise the Directive does not cover. We read the full study and tested its reasoning against
Eurostat survey data and the WHO guideline levels it reports.

1 The study’s reasoning holds together. The Directive sets reporting thresholds, not limits, and
covers only major roads, railways, airports and large agglomerations. Construction, entertainment and
neighbourhood noise are outside it, so legal conformity cannot explain complaints about them.

2 The noise problem itself is real. 31.3% of people in Malta reported noise from neighbours or the
street in 2023, the highest share in the EU (EU-27 18.1%), and Malta has been above the EU average
in every available year since 2010.

3 ‘Compliant’ is not ‘quiet’. The Directive’s 55 dB (day-evening-night) and 50 dB (night) thresholds
are above the WHO 2018 guideline levels (53 and 45 dB for roads; 45 and 40 dB for aircraft). The
study says so itself, and says health effects occur below the END thresholds.

4 Some parts could not be checked independently. We did not re-read the Maltese regulation or
search the Commission’s infringement register. The 21% vs 9% survey figure is in ERA’s
consultation annex, but the annex names no survey and the figure is not in the Marmarà survey
summary, so its origin is unidentified.

5 Verdict: largely supported (moderate confidence). The conclusion follows from the evidence the
study presents. Caveats: delays in action plans are an END implementation issue, and the verdict
covers legal conformity only, not whether Malta is quiet.

SUPPORTED
LARGELY

SUPPORTED
NOT

SUBSTANTIATED MISLEADING CONTRADICTED

THIS CLAIM

2 0 31.3% 13%
Meaningful non-conformities in
the study’s transposition table
(of about 219 rows)

END infringement proceedings
against Malta, 2015–2025 (per
the study)

People reporting street or
neighbour noise, 2023: highest
in the EU (EU 18.1%)

People above the END 55 dB
threshold (study, citing EEA);
underestimates

WHAT WOULD MOVE THE VERDICT UP
Maltese regulation or Commission records showing
non-conformity that the study missed, or evidence that
END-covered exposure (roads, airport) drives complaints
more than the study allows.

WHAT WOULD MOVE IT DOWN
A cause for the complaints that does lie in END
implementation, for example evidence that delayed action
plans left residents unprotected from road noise.
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1 The claim and what we could verify
The claim is the study by Peter Hjerp and Clare Coffey (Ecocentric Consulting), commissioned by the European
Parliament’s Committee on Petitions in response to Maltese petitions, PE 783.089, February 2026 [1]. We read the
full text from the EU Publications Office. The opinions are the authors’, not the Parliament’s official position.

What the study says Where Access

“Legal transposition of the END into national legislation is not considered to be
the cause of the noise problems in Malta.”

Ch. 3 key findings [1] Read in full

Transposition has “just two issues of non-conformity that are meaningful” (Art.
8(3); Annex V limit values).

Ch. 3 [1] Read in full

“There have been no END infringement proceedings against Malta between
2015 and 2025.”

Ch. 4 [1] Read; register not
searched

21% of participants in a 2019 Maltese survey ranked noise among their four
most important environmental issues, against an EU28 average of 9%.

Ch. 6 [1], citing ERA
2023c [7]

Annex read; origin
unidentified

Complaints concern sources “largely” outside the END, so they do not
“significantly reflect a failure in the implementation or enforcement of the END”.

Ch. 6 [1] Read in full (authors’
reading)

SCOPE NOTE
This check tests the study’s conclusion and figures. It does not assess any person, authority or enforcement decision, and it is
read alongside a separate petition-based claim (CC-104). The study itself names one implementation problem: long delays in
publishing action plans.

2 Method
Question. Does the evidence support the conclusion that how Malta transposed and implements the END is not what
causes Malta’s noise problems?

Evidence. The study’s own text and tables [1]; Eurostat’s EU-SILC indicator on noise from neighbours or the street
[2] for Malta, the EU and all Member States, as a measure of the size of the problem; the WHO guideline levels as
reported in the study [1, 5]; and peer-reviewed reviews behind the WHO guidelines [3–4], verified by DOI in
Crossref. Numbers are recomputed by tools/cc-020-report/calc.py from data/cc-020/.

Grades. Peer-reviewed reviews are grade C–B by design; official statistics grade C; the study is a commissioned
expert report (grade C). Verdicts follow the five-point scale in Appendix A.
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3 What the study and the research say
The study compares the Directive with Malta’s 2004 Regulations (as amended in 2007, 2018 and 2022) article by
article. By our rough count about 14 of some 219 rows in its table are marked as not transposed; the authors judge
only two to matter: the duty to inform the Commission of other criteria used in action plans (Art. 8(3)) and the
absence of a reference to limit values under Article 5 [1]. That judgement of relevance is theirs, and we did not repeat
the legal comparison.

The Directive itself sets no limit values or reduction targets. It requires noise maps and action plans for major roads,
railways, airports and agglomerations above 100,000 inhabitants, with reporting thresholds of 55 dB (Lden) and 50
dB (Lnight) [1]. Malta has no railways. The study, citing the EEA, says the exposure figures reported under it “are
likely to be a considerable underestimation” for this reason [1].

The WHO’s 2018 guidelines recommend lower levels than these thresholds, built on systematic reviews of the
evidence on annoyance [4] and cardiovascular and metabolic effects [3]; the process is described in [6]. The study
itself states that “health impacts already occur at noise levels below the END reporting thresholds”.

Figure 1. Directive reporting thresholds against WHO 2018 guideline levels, as reported in the study [1] (second-hand for the WHO
values).
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4 What the data show
Eurostat’s EU-SILC survey asks households whether they are bothered by noise from neighbours or from the street. It
is self-reported and covers all sources, including road traffic, which the Directive does cover. It therefore shows the
size of the problem, not what causes it or whether the law is at fault.

Figure 2. Population reporting noise from neighbours or the street, Malta and EU-27. The orange line is the share of Maltese people
modelled above the Directive’s 55 dB threshold (a different measure: modelled exposure to road and air noise only).

Figure 3. The same indicator for all 27 Member States, 2023. Malta ranks first.
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Indicator Malta EU / comparison Source Grade

Noise from neighbours or street, 2023 31.3% 18.1% (EU-27) Eurostat ilc_mddw01 C

Years since 2010 with Malta above EU 12 of 12 – calculated C

Rank among 27 Member States, 2023 1st next: Luxembourg
30.2%

calculated C

People above Lden 55 dB (END) 65,100 (13%) – Study, citing EEA [1] C

Transposition rows marked ‘No’ ~14 of ~219 2 judged meaningful Study Annex 1 [1] C

Noise ranked top-4 environmental issue,
2019

21% 9% (EU28) Study, citing ERA [1,
7]

D

All values in data/cc-020/checks.csv. The 21% vs 9% row is as stated in ERA’s annex [7], which names no survey; it is not traced to
one.

5 Where the evidence points different ways

Q1 Is legal transposition the cause? SUPPORTED

EVIDENCE FOR THE CLAIM'S IMPRESSION
Only two of the non-conformities the study lists are judged
meaningful, the Commission has opened no END case against
Malta in 2015–2025 (per the study), and the study reads the
consultation responses and petition as concerning mostly
sources outside the Directive.

EVIDENCE AGAINST
We did not verify the transposition table against the Maltese
regulation or search the infringement register; the relevance
judgement and the reading of the complaints are the authors’
own, and we did not re-code the responses.

WHY THEY DIFFER, AND WHAT IT MEANS HERE
For this claim: the conclusion follows from the study’s evidence; independent legal verification is outstanding.

Q2 Is the noise problem therefore small? NOT WHAT THE STUDY SAYS

EVIDENCE FOR THE CLAIM'S IMPRESSION
The study separates two questions: whether the law is the
cause, and whether people are exposed. It reports
considerable exposure and, citing the EEA, says the END
figures are likely an underestimate.

EVIDENCE AGAINST
Eurostat shows Malta first in the EU for reported noise, 13
points above the average. Directive thresholds sit above WHO
levels (2 dB for road Lden, 5 dB for road Lnight, 10 dB for
aircraft Lden).

WHY THEY DIFFER, AND WHAT IT MEANS HERE
For this claim: “not the cause” must not be read as “not a problem”. The study does not read it that way.

Q3 Are action-plan delays part of END implementation? A GAP IN THE HEADLINE

EVIDENCE FOR THE CLAIM'S IMPRESSION
The study says the delays are the only implementation issue of
concern and recommends faster publication.

EVIDENCE AGAINST
The conclusion says implementation “evidently is not the
cause”, but the Action Plan due in January 2025 had not been
published as of January 2026 [1].

WHY THEY DIFFER, AND WHAT IT MEANS HERE
For this claim: the headline is slightly stronger than the study’s own detail; the body states the exception.
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6 Testing the claim
Sub-claim What the evidence shows Rating

A. Only two meaningful
non-conformities in the transposition

Per the study’s table [1]; legal comparison not repeated. SUPPORTED (study)

B. No END infringement proceedings,
2015–2025

Per the study [1]; register not searched. NOT CHECKED

C. Complaints concern sources
outside the END

The study’s own reading of the 2022 consultation responses and
the 2024 petition (ch. 6) [1]: the authors’ judgement, which we did
not re-code.

SUPPORTED (study)

D. 21% vs 9% survey figure
In ERA’s annex [7] (a comment, no survey named); not in the
Marmarà summary [8]; origin unidentified.

NOT VERIFIED

7 Verdict and requests for evidence

VERDICT

LARGELY SUPPORTED
The conclusion follows from the evidence presented; legal conformity does not mean low noise. Confidence: moderate.

Why. (1) The Directive’s scope explains why complaints about construction, entertainment and neighbourhood noise
are not a transposition failure. (2) Independent data confirm that the problem is large. (3) The caveats are that we
could not verify the legal table or the infringement record independently, the survey figure’s origin is unidentified,
and action-plan delays are a genuine implementation issue. They do not change the substance, which our scale calls
Largely supported.

What this verdict does not say. It does not say that Malta’s noise is acceptable, that thresholds protect health, or that
authorities have enforced other noise laws adequately. It addresses only whether the study’s conclusion on the
Directive is supported.

Evidence we are asking for
☐ The name of the survey behind the 21% vs 9% figure in ERA’s consultation annex (2023c), with the EU28 comparison

source.

☐ Complaint and enforcement data for construction and entertainment noise.

☐ The date the Action Plan due in January 2025 will be published.

8 Limitations
• We did not compare the Maltese regulation with the Directive ourselves, nor search the Commission’s infringement

register.

• WHO guideline values and EEA exposure counts are taken from the study (second-hand); the EEA fact sheet and
WHO document were not opened.

• The 21% vs 9% figure is in ERA’s annex [7] (pp. 5–6), in a comment from the Office of the Superintendent of
Public Health, which names no survey. It is not in the summary of the Marmarà survey of October 2019 [8], which
gives only a mean worry score for noise (3.90 out of 5). We do not know its source and have not assumed one.
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• Eurostat’s indicator is self-reported, has no 2021–2022 values for Malta, and shows a dip in 2015 we did not
investigate.

• Self-reported noise and modelled END exposure are different measures and are not directly comparable.

• Reviews [3, 4, 6] were read as abstracts, or as metadata only where no abstract was available.
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Appendix A: series standards and verdict scale
Every investigation in this series follows the same rules so that verdicts are comparable and
challengeable.

Verdict Meaning

SUPPORTED Evidence consistently backs the claim as stated.

LARGELY SUPPORTED Backed by the evidence, with minor caveats that do not change the substance.

NOT SUBSTANTIATED
Stated more strongly than the evidence offered or available allows. May be true in some conditions
but has not been shown.

MISLEADING
Omits material facts so that the overall impression is inaccurate, even if individual statements are
defensible.

CONTRADICTED The available evidence points against the claim.

Confidence
High: multiple independent lines of evidence agree. Moderate: evidence is relevant but incomplete or indirect. Low:
evidence is thin, second-hand or conflicting.

Evidence grades
A experiment · B observational study with a control or gradient · C review, guidance or official statistics · D assertion
or anecdote. ◆ marks a source known only second-hand.

Standards
• Quote the speaker, not the headline, with outlet and date, and link the original where possible.

• Separate the claim from the evidence offered for it, and say who made which statement.

• Grade the evidence and show differing views side by side where the evidence is unsettled.

• State what we could not access or verify, and what would change the verdict either way.

• Ask for the missing evidence in specific, answerable requests.

• Offer a right of reply where a check finds a claim Not substantiated, Misleading or Contradicted (or a pledge Not
measurable, Off track or Missed), before wider circulation, and append responses.

• Correct errors openly with a version number and change log.

• Whistle-blow only on evidence: a verdict of Misleading or Contradicted requires documents or data that can be
shown, not inference.

• Check every side. Government, opposition, NGOs and developers are held to the same standard.

Appendix B: revision log
Version Date Change

1.0 5 Oct 2026 First issue. No right of reply needed.

1.1 6 Oct 2026 Corrections after audit: sub-claim C rated on the study’s own analysis (the Eurostat indicator no
longer cited as support); the 21% vs 9% figure traced to ERA’s annex, origin still unidentified; EEA
underestimate attributed to the EEA; status and layout wording fixed. Verdict unchanged.
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