
 

PA 02175/18 

PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE TEMPORARY TUNA FARMING AREA AT A PARCEL OF 

SEA APPROXIMATELY 5 KILOMETERS FROM THE SHORE (IN GENERAL AREA 

APPROVED FOR PA/03072/17 AND PA/05858/17) FOR A TOTAL BIOMASS OF 3,300 

TONNES OF FISH 

ADDENDUM TO 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT 

 

Version 1: November 2018 



 

i 

 

Report Reference: 

Adi Associates Environmental Consultants Ltd, 2018.  PA 02175/18 - 

Proposal to consolidate temporary tuna farming area at a parcel of sea 

approximately 5 kilometers from the shore (in general area approved for 

PA/03072/17 and PA/05858/17) for a total biomass of 3,300 tonnes of fish.  

Addendum to Environmental Impact Assessment Report.  San Gwann, 

November 2018; v + 15pp + 3 Annexes. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PLEASE CONSIDER YOUR ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES BEFORE 

COPYING THIS REPORT 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

 

 

iii 

This document has been prepared in accordance with the scope 
of Adi Associates’ appointment with its client and is subject to the 

terms of that appointment.  It is addressed to and for the sole and 
confidential use and reliance of Adi Associates’ client.    
 
Adi Associates accepts no liability for any use of this document 

other than by its client and only for the purposes for which it was 
prepared and provided.  Except as provided for by legislation, no 
person other than the client may copy (in whole or in part) use or 

rely on the contents of this document, without the prior written 
permission of Adi Associates.  Any advice, opinions, or 
recommendations within this document should be read and relied 

upon only in the context of the document as a whole.  The 
contents of this document do not provide legal or tax advice or 
opinion. 

 

It is pointed out that ISO14001 certification covers the 
management system only and not the contents of this report. 

 
© Adi Associates Environmental Consultants Ltd 2016 

 

 

 

Kappara Business Centre 

113 Triq Birkirkara 

San Gwann SGN 4197 

MALTA 

 

Tel. / Fax: 21378172 - 77 

 

Email: info@adi-associates.com 

Web: www.adi-associates.com 

Quality Assurance 
 

 

PA/02175/18 - Proposal to consolidate temporary tuna farming area at a parcel 

of sea approximately 5 kilometers from the shore (in general area approved for 

PA/03072/17 and PA/05858/17) for a total biomass of 3,300 tonnes of fish 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Assessment Report 

November 2018 

 

 

Report for: AJD Tuna Ltd 

 

 

Revision Schedule 

 

Rev Date Details Written by: Checked  by: Approved by: 

0.0 November 
2018 

Submission to ERA Adrian Mallia 
Director 

 

Rachel Xuereb 
Director 
 

Adrian Mallia 
Director 
 

                      
      

 

      
      
 

      
      
 

 

File ref: G:\_Active Projects\EIA\EMD005 - Has Saptan EPS\EPS\Addendum to EPS_Nov 2016.docx 

 





 

 

 

 

 

v 

 

 

 

CONTENTS 
 
1. ERA Comments ................................................................................................................................... 1 

2. Consultees’ Comments ................................................................................................................... 12 

 

 

ANNEXES 
 

Annex1: Signed Declaration for Ms Sarah Debono 

Annex 2: Updated Figure 3.16 including coordinates 

Annex 3: Updated Figure 5.18 with coordinates 

 

 



 1 

Comments on the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
 

20th September 2018 
 
 

PA 02175/18 (GF 00007/18) Proposal to consolidate temporary tuna farming area at a parcel of sea approximately 5 kilometers from the shore (in general area approved for PA 3072/17 and PA 5858/17) for a total biomass of 3,300 
tonnes of fish. Site off Sikka l-Bajda, Sikka l-Bajda, San Pawl il-Bahar, Malta 

 

 
1. ERA Comments 

 
A. Environmental Impact Assessment Report  

 

No. Page Para. ERA Comment  
20/09/2018 

Response Adi Associates  
28/09/2018 

ERA Comments  
29/10/2018 

Response Adi Associates 
29/10/2018 

ERA Comments  
14/11/2018 

General comments     

1.  Gene
ral  

3.16, 
3.68  

The EIA reports assumes that the site currently 
has 12 cages (6 cages each) and will increase 
an additional 12 cages, totalling to 24 cages; 
however, from site inspections carried out by 
ERA, it has resulted that on site there are 
currently 27 cages.  
 
 
The EIA report is assessing the addition of the 
cages and the slight shift of the temoprary 
approved cages to the Northwards.  Has this 
‘slight shift’ already taken place? 

The EIA is assessing the application as 
described.   
As regards the situation on site we are 
informed that the Department of 
Fisheries has given its consent for the 
caught tuna to be caged as per ICCAT 
license.  Any enforcement situation is 
outside the scope of the EIA and should 
be addressed in the appropriate forum. 
 
We are not aware that the shift has taken 
place.  Our information is that the shift 
would take place following the current 
season.  Again, any enforcement 
situations are outside the scope of the 
EIA and should be addressed in the 
appropiate forum. 

Response noted.    

        

2.  Gene
ral 

 It is noted that the North Aquaculture Zone is 
subject to a separate EIA. ERA is awaiting the 
submission of the EIA Report.  

The reference to the North Aquaculture 
Zone was only by way of context.  The 
EIA for the NAZ will be considered 
separately. 

Noted.    

Detailed comments      

3.  v Specia
list 
Consul
tants  

Ms Sarah Debono who was engaged to carry 
out the assessment on water and sediment 
quality was never approved by ERA.  In view 
that Ms. Debono is suitable to undertake such 
assessment, kindly provide signed 
declarations.  

The signed declaration for Ms Debono is 
attached. 

/   

        

4.  7 2.3 Consultation for the EIA Terms of Reference 
was carried out with relevant Government 
Departments, NGOs, the Local Councils and 
the public between 9/02/2018 – 8/03/2018.  

Noted. /   

        

5.  14 
15 
15 

3.10 
3.13 
3.14 

Although it is noted that the use of  impermeable 
jumbo bags is a requirement of the 
environmental permit, additional mitigation 
measurers should be proposed to minimise the 
amount of thaw water inside the cages.     
 

This section describes the situtaion at the 
time the EIA Report was being written; 
additional mitigation measures are 
addressed in the thematic chapters and 
in Chapter 9. 

Noted.    
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6.  14 3.12 When tuna are satiated, any remaining fish is 
lifted from the pen and transferred to other 
cages. What happens with the remaining 
uneaten fish?  

The question is not understood.  As 
explained in the text, any fish that are not 
eaten and are still in the feeding pen can 
be retrieved and fed to other cages. 
Alternatively the fish are retained in the 
feeding cage and fed to the tuna the 
following day. 

It has been noted that the remaining feed 
is transferred to other cages.  
 
Reply noted. However would the remaining 
feed release any substances in the marine 
environment? 

 
 
 
Nothing that would not have been 
released previously once the feed is 
placed in the cages.  The feed is 
whole fish so the only thing that is 
released would be the fish oils and 
thaw water etc, mst of which would be 
released on first placement in the 
feeding cages.  

 
 
 
Noted.  

        

7.  19 3.15 The basis of these assumptions, along with 
validation (e.g comparison with other similar 
operations natonally/internationally), must be 
further indicated.  

There are no specific studies on this.  The 
calculations were made over several 
years of observations during feeding of 
the tuna.  However, these figures have 
been confirmed by other local tuna farm 
operators.  The figures provided are for 
herring; whereas in the case of sardines 
or mackerel, the amount of oil lost is 
calculated to be less (at around 3%).  The 
figures used in the EIA (for herring) are 
hence a worse case situation 

Noted. Use of worst case scenario 
species is sufficient.  

Noted / 

        

8.  21 3.25 The EIA states that tuna nets are removed at 
the end of the season. However, 15% of the 
stock is carried over from one season to another 
for research purposed. How are these nets 
cleaned? Are any antifouling or other chemicals 
used? 

As has been explained in the EIA, no 
antifouling or other chemicals are used 
on tuna cages.  The wide mesh size is 
such that growth for a year or so (the tuna 
carried over would typically be culled the 
following year) would not affect the 
cages. 

Noted.   / 

        

9.  21 Footno
te 14 

It is stated that tuna caught under different 
jurisdictions cannot be mixed. Does this mean 
that more cages and moorings might be 
required in the future? 

Yes, it is for this reason that it does not 
make sense to talk of cages but biomass.  
This is the approach taken in the South 
Aquaculture Zone.  The idea is to have a 
parcel of sea permitted for such uses and 
the arrangement of cages within that 
parcel of sea will be the prerogative of the 
operator as long as the biomass is not 
exceeded.  Other operational matters are 
then controlled through the aquaculture 
permit and the environmental permit. 

Noted. however, unlike the SAZ, this area 
is more sensitive from a marine 
environment point of view. Thus, 
increasing moorings in the current location 
may have significant impact on the benthic 
community.  
 
 

Addition of new cages does not 
necessarily require deployment of 
new moorings as cages can be 
attached to existing moorings. 

This claim should be clarified 
further, also noting that Figure 
3.19 shows additional moorings 
marked in red.  
 
 

Adi Associates Response (19/11/2018) ERA Comments (30/11/2018) 

Your original comment referred to the need for “more cages and moorings in the future” and not to the ones proposed in the current layout.  Our comment referred to the fact that if additional 
cages are required, in view of ICCAT regulations, it does not mean that addiitonal moorings would need to be deployed.  Figure 3.19 shows the moorings proposed to be deployed for the current 
layout. If more moorings would need to be deployed in future, this can be controlled through the Environment Permitting process.  

Noted. 

10.  27 3.29 Search areas mentioned in both Figures 3.13 
and 3.14 are not identical. Coordinates of the 
two search areas are to  be provided.  

The original search area is that shown in 
Fig 3.13.  Figure 3.14 was produced for 
an earlier project related to the North 
Aquaculture Zone (in fact the map is 
dated 2011).  The search area in this is 
only indicative.  In any case, the eventual 
study area was widened to cover 
additional areas, as described. 

Noted.   / 

        

11.  27 3.29 Reference is made to  text  ‘e.g. the cages 
should not be deployed in water that is 
significantly deeper than 50 m and not deeper 

No.  The text is correct. The ‘Aquaculture Stategy for the Maltese 
Islands: towards Sustainability 2014-2025’ 

Correct.  There is no conflict in the 
statements. The applicant’s technical 
requirements were that the cages 

Noted.  
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than 100 m’. Should the ‘not’ in text be 
removed?  

states that fish farms need to be sited at 
water depth of 50m or more.   

would be between 50 and 100m but 
ideally not significantly deeper than 
50m. 

        

12.  35 3.32 Clarification is needed whether the proposal is 
to consolidate (according to the Planning 
Application description) or to extend the 
operations. 

The extension refers to the number of 
cages but the proposal is to consolidate 
the farming operations in this one area 

Noted.    

        

13.  35 3.32 Planning application number of the operation 
permitted in 2017 should be provided in the EIA.  

The planning application information is 
provided in Chapter 1.  See Para 1.1. 

Noted.   

        

14.  35 3.32 Reference is made to ‘Malta’s northwest coast’. 
This should read ‘Malta’s northeast coast’. 

Correct.  This is a typo,  Should read 
northeast coast 

Noted.   

        

15.  37 Figure 
3.16 

Provide coordinates.  Coordinates included in annex. Noted.   

        

16.  43 3.36 Text reads ‘Each cage is a circular area with a 
diameter of 50 metres’, however approved 
cages were of two different collar sizes, i.e. four 
cages of 50m and two cages of 60m, per farm.  

All cages on site are of 50 m diameter.   Noted.    

        

17.  54 3.66 Reference is made to monitoring reports. Are 
these monitoring reports available?  What was 
the outcome of the such reports? 

Monitoring reports are typically submitted 
to ERA (formerly MEPA) as part of the 
monitoring programme of the farms.  
There were instances in the past when 
these monitoring reports were also 
placed on the MEPA website. 

Noted.    

        

18.  74 5.9 Reference is made to videographic/ 
photographic surveys. ERA requested these via 
email dated 23.08.2018. These have not been 
submitted to-date.  

This paragraph simply explains what was 
done.  The results and findings from the 
videos are all reported upon in the EIA 
Report. 
Copies of all the videos and related 
information were provided to ERA on 
28/09/2018. 

Agreed. These have been submitted.  Noted   

        

19.  75 5.12 Is the additional data mentioned in this 
paragraph referring to Figure 1.1 in Appendix 
2B (page 2)?  
 
Figure 5.1 on page 77 of the EIA Report, shows 
that  data was collected to the North, North 
West and West of the cages.  Kindly clarify.   

Areas 2 in Figure 1.1 shows the 
additional area surveyed that is referred 
to here. 
 
Figure 5.1 shows the tracklines 
surveyed. 

Noted.    

        

20.  75 5.13 Reference should be made to Figures.  As explained most side scan sonar data 
existed from previous surveys.  The text 
in this and subsequent paragraph and in 
Technical Appendix 2B explains what 
was done. 

Noted.    

        

21.  82 Figure 
5.4 

Provide coordinates of the total area surveyed.  
 
 
Provide an illustration that shows an overlay of 
both the temporary approved cages and the 
proposed cages in this application.   

Coordinates are shown in Figures 5.1, 
5.2 and 5.3.  This figure is illustrating the 
findings of the survey.  Adding 
coordinates would simply clutter the 
visual. 
 

Noted. However exact coordinates of the 
area surveyed are not provided. Can it be 
assumed that the area is the same as in 
Figure 5.18 in Annex 3 of this document?  
  

The area actually surveyed as part of 
this mission was much larger as it 
included other areas of sea subject of 
a separate apllication and a separate 
EIA.  The locations of the area of 
survey as of the cages are all 

Noted.  
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The position of the cages is shown on 
other figures.  Figure 5.4 illustrates the 
bathymetry of the site. 

georeferenced and the positioning 
shown on the maps is correct.  Hence, 
the lcoations of the bathymetry, the 
survey area etc are the same. So, yes, 
the area shown in Figure 5.18 and that 
shown in Annex 3 to the EIA 
Addendum are the same.  

        

22.  86 5.33 The main directional sectors mentioned in 
section 5.33 do not reflect the percentage of sea 
states in section 5.32 and Figure 5.7.  

Why not? With respect to para 5.33 and Table 5.2 is 
there a reason why the SE is not being 
considered?   

Because the other sectors are more 
important and relevant in this case.  
The land mass of Malta itself shelters 
the site from the SE winds  

This comment should be 
clarified further, as the site is 
open to SE winds, which run 
approximately parallel to 
mainland Malta’s land mass. 

        

Adi Associates Response (19/11/2018) ERA Comments (30/11/2018) 

This query was transmitted to the sub-consultants – Dr Mazas and Dr Levasseur; they commented as foolows: The extreme analysis study focused on the three main directional sectors (see the 
first sentence of section 1.2.3.2 of Technical Appendix 3), as these three were expected to yield the largest wave heights.  They did not perform the analysis on the SE and SW sectors as these will 
yield lower extreme wave heights (especially the SW one).  Physically speaking, the sheltering effect of the archipelago (though partial for the SE sector) plays its role, of course. 

Noted. 

23.  87 Table 
5.2 

Table 5.2 should reflect section 5.32 and 5.33 
(as amended per comment above)  

That’s what it does.  Text is correct. 
Suggested amendment is not correct. 

Same comment as above refers.  See above See above request for 
clarification.  

        

Adi Associates Response (19/11/2018) 

See above clarification response. 

24.  91 5.45 Why was August 2015 chosen for the model?  See Para 5.44. Noted.   

        

25.  94 5.55 
5.56 
Table 
5.4  

Values provided for Phosphorus and Nitrogen 
are incorrect. Kindly double check figures. 

Correct: this was an error in the Modelling 
Study report, which has since been 
identified and corrected by the Authors.  
The correct figures are those in the 
Table.  The figures for P and N in Para 
5.55 and 5.56 were switched round.  The 
following is the correct data: 
 

 
 

Noted.    

        

26.  101 5.67 Kindly confirm whether this is an estimated 
volume.  
 
Is the amount of oil released based on the quota 
of 3,300 tonnes, assuming the worst case 
scenario? 

Yes this is estimated from the earlier 
assumptions on oil release (using a worst 
case situation). 
 
Yes 

Noted.    

        

27.  101 5.69 Further modelling should be carried out in order 
to assess the probability of the slime reaching 
the coast under different directional sectors. 
These should include, wind from North-West 

(only), North East and South-East assessing 

worst-case scenarios and the possibility of 

We do not agree.  The point of the 
exercise was to provide an indication of 
what would happen under a worst case 
weather condition (which in this case is a 
calm sea state).  As explained, these are 
only illustrative.  Additional modelling 
would not inform the EIA any further.  We 
know that if released from the farm, the 

Noted.    
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occurrence, with regards to different winds and 

currents. 

oil is transported by surface currents and 
can take all sorts of trajectories 
depending on the winds and will 
eventually reach the shore.  What must 
be ensured is that the oil is collected 
before it leaves the farm. 

        

28.  113 Figure 
5.18 

Provide coordinates of the study area/s.  Coordinates are provided in Annex  Noted.  
 
Area marked in green (ABCD – marked as 
approved cages and moorings) is much 
larger than the sites approved for PA 
3072/17 and PA5858/17. 

It is not clear what the comment is 
trying to achieve.  We also do not 
know whether the plotting provided is 
correct; however,  the plotting on e-
apps shows only the cage area at sea 
surface and not the mooring area.  
This was also a position that ERA took 
when deicding not to request an EIA 
for the two applications cited. 
Figure 5.18 is only aimed at showing 
the extent of the area of survey for the 
benthic study with the location of the 
cages and moorings superimposed. 

The respective approved 
documents on e-apps 
[PA3072/17/456d and 
PA5858/17/27b] show both the 
cage footprint and the 
committed area.  
 
The area marked ABCD in 
Figure 5.18 (‘Approved cages 
and moorings’) does not match 
the areas in the above 
mentioned documents, and is 
approximately twice as wide.  
 

        

Adi Associates Response (14/11/2018) ERA Comments (30/11/2018) 

We cannot vouch for the plotting on the e-apps, which is often not accurate; nonetheless, the area indicated in the said figure is the area provided to us by the applicants as the area occupied by 
the cages and their moorings.  The reference can be changed to “Existing cages and moorings” rather than “Approved cages and moorings”, if it makes any difference to the discussion.  See 
atatched updated Figure in Annex 3 

Noted.  

29.  115 Figure 
5.19 

Provide coordinates of the study area. It is 
assumed that these are the same coordinates 
are per comment 28 above. 

Yes they are. Can we assume that coordinate for points 
E, F, H and G provided in Annex 3 – 
Updated Figure 5.18 with coordinates are 
the same for Figure 5.19? 

Of course. Noted.  

        

30.  137 
149 

1.157 
 

The significance of impact should reflect the 
one provided in the summary of impacts table.  
In this regard impact significance should be 
assessed as ‘uncertain’.  

The meaning is the same. See Table 
5.11 

Noted.    

        

31.  146 / The EIA Report states that the  Significance of 
residual impact of ‘loss through settlement of 
uneaten food’ as being ‘minor to not significant’ 
 
Noting that the impact of uneaten food on 
rhodoliths as not been monitored yet, how is this 
impact quantified?  

This is corroborated by results of past 
monitoring reports and also the modelling 
studies undertaken as part of this EIA 
and is based on the amount of settling 
feed. 

Calculations referring to a 
quantitative/numerical assessment (an 
estimate) of percentage loss of habitat 
resulting from the scheme should be 
provided.  

It is not possible to give a percentage 
value for 'loss of habitat' due to the 
multiple environmental factors at play 
in the area. For example, a large part 
of uneaten food that may end up on 
the seabed will be consumed by 
scavengers but these will vary in 
terms of species (hence size and rate 
of consumption of the uneaten feed) 
and their abundance (hence, again, 
consumption of the uneaten feed). 

Noted. 

 
 

        

32.  148 / The EIA Report states that the  changes to 
benthos from shading effects by cages’ as 
being ‘minor to major for rhodoliths’ which is 
being described as ‘permanent’ (during farming 
as long as area remains in use) 
 
The recovery of rhodoliths needs to be 
substantiated with references to past studies in 
this regard. It should also be clarified whether 
recovery will still occur once these rhodoliths 
are exposed to this 6-months disturbance 

This is explained in the Technical 
Appendix.  
See Para 79 of Technical Appendix 4, 
which states: 

 
With respect to the duration of impact 
and residual effects; the impact will be 
effective throughout the period when the 
tuna pens are in place (c. 6 months); 
however, once the latter are removed, 

Reference noted.   
Calculations referring to a 
quantitative/numerical assessment (an 
estimate) of percentage loss of habitat 
resulting from the scheme should be 
provided.  

There should not be loss of habitat per 
se (hence no 'percentage loss' is 
applicable overall) given that recovery 
will occur during the 6 month fallow 
period; i.e. any loss is counteracted by 
recolonisation. 

Noted.  
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B. Technical Appendices  
 

Commen
t No.  

Appendix 
No. 

Sectio
n 

Appendix 
Page 

PDF. 
Page  

ERA Comment 20/09/2018 Response Adi Associates 28/09/2018 ERA Comments  Response Adi Associates 
29/10/2018 

ERA responses  

1 2A Table 2 4 64 Reference to Coordinates 
for Area 2 are incorrect.  

The coordinates are correct.  This Report was 
produced in 2017 and Area 2 here is not the same 
Area 2 referred to in the EIA Report.  This refers 
to the area shown in Figure 1 of the Technical 
Appendix in question. 

Northings and Eastings are 
inverted. The coordinates 
for point 1 are incorrect 
(specifically Easting 
47263.11).  

Typo.  Headings are inverted.   Noted.  
 
Kindly provide 
coordinates of point 1 

          

2 2B Figure 
1.1  

2 80 Provide coordinates. This Figure is intended as a general illustration of 
the areas of survey, which include areas surveyed 
for the NAZ EIA. 
 
The coordinates for the Area of Survey for this EIA 
are shown in Figure 2.1.  Further details are 
included in the video survey data provided to ERA 
under separate cover. 

Noted.  
 
 
 
Coordinates in Figure 2.1 
provide a rough estimate of 
the area surveyed. ERA is 
requesting the exact 
coordinates of each point, 
for each area (red, blue and 
green in figure 1.1). 

 
 
The coordinates in Figure 2.1 are 
not a rough estimate.  You cannot 
get more accurate than the grid map 
provided as from this you can 
calculate every point on the map.  In 
any case, as expalined, Figure 1.1 
was provided for illustration 
purposes as most of the area is 
outside of the Area of Study for this 
EIA but will be reported upon in a 
separate EIA, the surveys for which 
were undertaken concurrently with 
those for this EIA. 

Noted.  

          

3 2B  / Conclusio
n  

/ Results from the surveys 
are not available. 

This is a report of survey – there is no conclusion.  
The data were analysed separately and are 
reported upon in Technical Appendix 4.  The 
output for the survey are the bathymetry chart, 
side scan, and video / stills.  

Noted.    

          

4 3 / / 106 It is stated that an 
application has been 
submitted to the Planning 
Authority by the Department 
of fisheries and Aquaculture 
(DFA) for the setup of a 
North Aquaculture Zone 
(NAZ).  

This is just a statement of fact. 
 
 
 
 
 
The EIA for the NAZ will be considered separately. 

Noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  

  

annually, as rhodoliths may lose vigour after 
having to recover every year. This also needs to 
be substantiated with references to past 
studies. 

recovery (which will require at least a 
few months) is expected since coralline 
algae will rapidly recolonise any 
rhodoliths whose algal component 
would have demised 

        

33.  170-
171 
176 

6.37, 
6.38 

The significance of impact should reflect the 
summary of impact assessment table. 

They do. Noted.     

        

34.  187-
188 

7.28 Methodology and impacts regarding shifting of 
moorings needs to be provided and assessed, 
respectively.  

Moorings will not necessarily shift.  New 
ones will be added. 

The EIA states that the existing cages will 
be slightly shifted to avoid the AFM area.  

Exactly. The cages will shift, not the 
moorings.  New moorings will be 
added.  Obsolete moorings will be 
removed 

Noted.  

Adi Associates Response (14/11/2018) ERA Comments (30/11/2018) 

Note that there was a typing aerror in the coordfinates.  Coordinate 47263.11 should be 447263.11 Noted. 
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In the meantime, ERA is 
awaiting the submission of 
the EIA Report for the 
proposed  NAZ.  

          

5 3 2.3.1.1 
& Table 
8 

/ 147 Values provided for 
Phosphorus and Nitrogen 
are incorrect. 

Correct: this was an error in the Modelling Study 
report, which has since been identified and 
corrected by the Authors.  The correct figures are 
those in the Table.  The figures for P and N in Para 
5.55 and 5.56 were switched round.  The following 
is the correct data: 
 

 
 

Noted.    

          

6 4 1 2 185 Incorrect reference to 
project description. 

The reason for this is because the project 
description was changed after the baseline report 
was produced. 

Noted.    

          

7 4 4 4 187 Video footages have not 
been submitted to ERA to 
date. 

The full set of video footage and related data was 
provided to ERA under separate cover on 
28/09/2018. 

Noted.    

          

8 4 78 and 
79  

37 220 The EIA Report states that 
the  changes to benthos 
from shading effects by 
cages’ as being ‘minor to 
major for rhodoliths’ which is 
being described as 
‘permanent’ (during farming 
as long as area remains in 
use) 
 

The recovery of rhodoliths 
needs to be substantiated 
with references to past 
studies in this regard. It 
should also be clarified 
whether recovery will still 
occur once these rhodoliths 
are exposed to this 6-
months disturbance 
annually, as rhodoliths may 
lose vigour after having to 
recover every year. This 
also needs to be 
substantiated with 
references to past studies. 

This is explained in Para 79 of Technical 
Appendix 4, which states: 

 
With respect to the duration of impact and 
residual effects; the impact will be effective 
throughout the period when the tuna pens are in 
place (c. 6 months); however, once the latter are 
removed, recovery (which will require at least a 
few months) is expected since coralline algae will 
rapidly recolonise any rhodoliths whose algal 
component would have demised 

Reference noted.   
 
Calculations referring to a 
quantitative/numerical 
assessment (an estimate) 
of percentage loss of 
habitat resulting 

 
 
There should not be loss of habitat 
per se (hence no 'percentage loss' is 
applicable overall) given that 
recovery will occur during the 6 
month fallow period; i.e. any loss is 
counteracted by recolonisation. 

 
 
Noted.  
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9 4 99 42 225 Reference should be made 
to Paragraph ‘98’ rather 
than ‘100’. 

Noted.  This is a typo. Noted.   

 
 
 

C. Environmental Risk Assessment  
 

Page  Section  ERA comments  20/09/2018 Response Adi Associates 28/09/2018 ERA comments  Response Adi Associates 
29/10/2018 

ERA comments  
14/11/2018 

1  1.4 The risk assessment should also include the 
shifting of already present mooring, though 
approved applications, due to location in firing 
arch.  

Moorings will not necessarily shift.  New ones will 
be added. 

The EIA states that the existing 
cages will be slightly shifted to avoid 
the AFM area. 

Exactly. The cages will shift, not the 
moorings.  New moorings will be 
added.  Obsolete moorings will be 
removed 

Noted.  

 
 
 

D. Appropriate Assessment – First Draft  
 

Page Section  ERA comments  Response Adi Associates 28/09/2018 ERA comments  Response Adi Associates 29/10/2018 

/ General  The terminology used for the impact significance for an 
AA should be ‘Significant’ or ‘Not significant’.  Text should 
be amended. 

Comment noted.  The AA will be revised in this sense and 
resubmitted as a full report. 

Revised AA received on 12th October 2018.   

3 1.5 In the EIA report, reference is made to ‘’approximately 
1.5km off Qawra point..’’ while in Section 1.5 of the 
Appropriate Assessment text reads ‘’..approximately 2km 
off Qawra point..’’  

The distance mentioned in the AA (para 1.5) is 
approximately 1.5 km from Qawra Point.  In any case, these 
are only indicative and serve to explain that the farms were 
relocated from the inshore to the offshore sites. 

Noted.   

20 2.9 Refer to comment 5 in comment on EIA report.   See response to comment 5 in EIA Report section Noted.   

20 2.11 Refer to comment 7 in comment on EIA report.  See response to comment 7 in EIA Report section Noted.   

22 2.20 Refer to comment 8 in comment on EIA report.   See response to comment 8 in EIA Report section Noted.   

40 2.49 Refer to comment 17 in comment on EIA report.   See response to comment 17 in EIA Report section Noted.  

41 2.54 Refer to comments 10 and 11 in comment on EIA report.   See response to comments 10 and 11 in EIA Report section Refer to 2nd draft comments.  See below 

67-
82 

20-4.43 
 

Numbering is incorrect. Noted /  

91 13 - 16 Numbering is incorrect. Noted /  

93-
95 

26 -28 Numbering is incorrect. Noted /  

 26 -28 Numbering after 5.25 is incorrect Noted /  

/ Appendix 
1 

Refer to comments 6-9 in Section B Technical 
appendices (above) 

See response to comments 6 – 9 in Technical Appendices 
section 

Noted.    
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E. Appropriate Assessment – Second & Third Draft  
 
 

Page Section  ERA comments on 
Second Draft AA 

Response Adi Associates ERA comments on Third Draft  (14/11/2018) Adi Associates Response (19/11/2018) ERA Comments (30/11/2018) 

/ General The assessment of impacts 
and their significance must 
relate to the overall site 
integrity, the conservation 
statues of protected 
speceis and the designated 
habitats, as appropriate.  

Has ERA assigned 
conservation status to 
protected species and 
designated habitats in the 
marine environment?  If so, 
kindly forward.  Otherwise, 
refer to paragraph 1.29.  
Paragraphs 1.30-1.31 
further qualify how these 
may be affected.  Refer also 
to 5.1 and the assessment.  

Conservation Status has been formally reported to the 
EU under Article 17 reporting obligations. SCIs 
MT0000101-MT0000105 were reported in the third 
reporting period (2007 - 2012) in 2015. Article 17 
reports are publically available 
(https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/899d9952-edc1-41e5-
9087-400513a09b17/MT_20140528.pdf). The marine 
SPAs, SCIs designated for Caretta caretta and 
Tursiops truncatus, and pSCIs designated through 
LIFE BaHAR will be reported in the next period. 
However, one may also  refer to the marine SCI, pSCI 
and SPA Standard Data Forms (SDFs) which are 
available on ERA’s 
website:  https://era.org.mt/en/Pages/Natura-2000-
Datasheets-Maps.aspx 
 
Further to the above, the AA should use the correct 
name of the sites throughout the assessment, as these 
have been updated as per G.N 682 of 2018: 
https://era.org.mt/en/Documents/GN_682_of_2018.pdf  

Adi’s previous response refers to consideration 
of conservation status of species and habitats 
identified that could be affected by the Scheme 
as considered in the report.  The SDF for the 
SCI does not even include reference to 
rhodoliths associations in the description of the 
site.  Data to be reported in the future for 
species not considered relevant in the 
assessment is not helpful for this AA.  If data of 
relevant habitats and species for the site are 
known / mapped by ERA, this data should be 
shared as already requested. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
  

Noted. 

       
/  General  Where it is indicated that 

the environment recovers 
from impacts over time, it 
should be clarified whether 
in the process of standard 
operations there is a full 
recovery within one annual 
cycle or if successive 
annual operation cycles 
will/may result in 
cumulative impacts. 

As indicated in the report, 
and as conditioned in the 
permit, the operations are 
only running at this site 
temporarily.  By next 
season, it is envisaged that 
the North Aquaculture Zone 
will be established, and the 
Applicant will be required to 
relocate to the permitted 
NAZ.  Therefore, temporal 
cumulative impacts are not 
considered relevant. 

Noted.   

       
/ General Where scenarios (worst-

case or possibilities) are 
listed as having impacts 
should they occur, an 
appraisal/analysis of the 
risk factor(s) should be 
made. Separating 
scenarios by severity due 
to probabilistic reasons 
does not detract from the 
potential significant 
negative impacts that the 
Scheme may have, and as 
such should be assessed 
as part of the Appropriate 
assessment. 

Kindly clarify this statement 
and/or provide a specific 
example.  What is meant by 
‘separating scenarios by 
severity due to probabilistic 
reasons’?  This is an impact 
assessment, which is a 
predictive tool and  the 
scope of which includes 
identifying potential impacts, 
which in so doing considers, 
amongst other criteria 
probability of occurrence.  
As part of the impact 
assessment, as per 
methodology described, and 
as has always, to date, been 
accepted by ERA 
(appropriately) potential 

Example – 
5.13 - Because of the regular presence of such vessels 
in the vicinity of the tuna penning site, there is a 
potential for accidental or deliberate introduction of 
contaminants such as fuel or lubricants to reach, the 
marine environment. However, excepting an accident, 
whether such introduction of hazardous substances 
and chemicals into the marine environment will actually 
occur will largely depend on good management and 
work practices, and effectiveness of environmental 
protection measures. 
5.16 - In summary, therefore, under normal operations, 
it is considered that this impact is not likely to be 
significant. 
 
In this regard, a clarification should be provided vis-à-
vis any foreseeable impacts that may arise from such 
accident risks, as these are not covered by the 
statement in question. Whilst acknowledging that such 

The AA refers to potential risks as relevant.  
Refer to the risk assessment report.  The AA 
assesses potential impact under normal 
conditions.  Each report has remained within its 
scope. No further changes are required. 

Noted. 

https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/899d9952-edc1-41e5-9087-400513a09b17/MT_20140528.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/899d9952-edc1-41e5-9087-400513a09b17/MT_20140528.pdf
https://era.org.mt/en/Pages/Natura-2000-Datasheets-Maps.aspx
https://era.org.mt/en/Pages/Natura-2000-Datasheets-Maps.aspx
https://era.org.mt/en/Documents/GN_682_of_2018.pdf
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significant negative impacts 
have been identified.  No 
changes deemed 
necessary. 

concerns are covered by the risk assessment, a 
concise coverage/cross-reference should also be 
factored into the AA. 

       
41 2.54 Refer to comment 11 in 

comments on EIA report 
(above). 

Paragraph 2.54 does not 
contradict the requirements 
of the Aquaculture Strategy.  
This refers to the technical 
requirements of the 
applicant and states that the 
cages should be located in 
depths between 50-100m 
and ideally, closer to 50m 
(though still deeper than 
50m).  No changes required. 

Noted.    

       
89 5.4 Good practice and 

measures cannot be 
implemented as the cages 
are already on site.  

Refer to Chapter 2.  The 
Scheme introduces new 
cages. 

Noted.   

       
/ Conclusion  The Appropriate 

Assessment should include 
a conclusive statement 
which provides an overall 
assessment of the Scheme 
and its implications for the 
Natura 2000 sites. This 
should unambiguously 
address Habitats Directive 
Article 6(3) and answer it 
for the Scheme in relation 
to each of the Natura 2000 
sites it is being assessed in 
relation to: 

Any plan or project 
not directly 
connected with or 
necessary to the 
management of 
the site but likely to 
have a significant 
effect thereon, 
either individually 
or in combination 
with other plans or 
projects, shall be 
subject to 
appropriate 
assessment of its 
implications for the 
site in view of the 
site's conservation 
objectives. In the 
light of the 
conclusions of the 
assessment of the 

Noted. This will be included. The conclusion of the AA is inconclusive.  
 
It is stated that ‘In order to fully understand whether the 
extent of the impact would compromise the integrity of 
the SAC overall, the extent of the presence of this 
habitat within the SAC and its conservation status 
would be needed.’ Baseline studies carried out to date 
should be sufficient to determine the extent of the 
impact on the integrity of the SAC overall.  

The conclusion (Para 5.57) clarified as follows: 
 
5.57. The AA identifies potential significant 
negative impacts in particular on the rhodolith 
beds. Even after mitigation, it is considered 
likely that direct physical impact from the 
moorings, deposition of organic matter onto 
this habitat and a reduction in light reaching the 
rhodoliths will all contribute to a reduction in 
area and structure and function of this habitat 
in the direct vicinity of the Scheme. In order to 
fully understand whether the extent of the 
impact would compromise the integrity of the 
SAC overall, the extent of the presence of this 
habitat within the SAC and its conservation 
status would be needed. The location of the 
tuna cages over the area of seabed with the 
most sparse rhodolith associations (some 
areas support only bare sand), helps to reduce 
this impact, but it is not eliminated.  
Nonetheless, as also explained in the findings 
of the EIA, the impact on the seabed from the 
farm operations is largely restricted to the farm 
footprint and the impact is greatly reduced with 
distance from the cages, such the impact on 
the wider rhodolith bed is likely not to be such 
as to compromise the integrity of the habitat or 
the SAC overall.  The temporary nature of the 
farm will also help minimise any such impacts. 

Noted.  



 11 

implications for the 
site and subject to 
the provisions of 
paragraph 4, the 
competent national 
authorities shall 
agree to the plan or 
project only after 
having ascertained 
that it will not 
adversely affect 
the integrity of 
the site 
concerned and, if 
appropriate, after 
having obtained 
the opinion of the 
general public. 

       
 Appendix 

1, 2 and 3 
The AA is a standalone 
document, therefore all 
appendices have to be 
included in full in the final 
AA.  
 

Noted. /   
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2. Consultees’ Comments on EIA Report  (30th July 2018 – 3rd September 2018)  

 
A.  Department  for Health Regulation – Environmental Health Directorate (Email dated 24th August 2018) 
 

Comments Response Adi Associates 
28/09/2018 

With reference to Environmental Impact Assessment dated July 2018 regarding subject indicated in caption, kindly be informed that this Directorate would like to submit the following 
comments/recommendations regarding this proposal.  
 
The justification proposed for the extension of the temporary tuna farm located off is-Sikka l-Bajda (some 5km) offshore in the North of Malta. The proposal includes doubling of the tuna cages from 12 to 
24 without increasing the fish number. This will aid to reduce the stock density in existing cages which is causing several effects on the tuna per se and also provide the required flexibility to abide by ICCAT 
Regulations on caging tuna. The Directorate has no objection with this regard. However the Directorate is concerned with the effects that this project might have on the bathing areas present opposite the 
Tuna Farming. It is of high importance that all the mitigation measures identified are to be implemented to prevent the risk that any contamination from the fish farm reaches the coastline.  
 
Should this proposal be accepted, the applicant is to adopt best practice methods together with good site practices and ensure compliance with international and national legislation related to this project. 
Moreover, applicant is to implement all proposed mitigation measures so as to cause least nuisance and mitigate adverse effects on the sea water quality. Hence the importance of drawing up and 
implementation of a Environmental Management Plan to ensure adherence to proper site management practices so as to address sea water quality and water pollution, to mitigate other adverse deployment 
impacts, including potential oil pollution from maritime traffic and reduction in bottom water transparency due to re-suspension of sediment in particulates by mooring blocks. Monitoring during the deployment 
phase is also highly recommended so as to ensure implementation of all necessary mitigation measures and adherence to work practices.  
 
During the operational stage it is important to adopted Good Feed Management System and implements all proposed mitigation measures so as to cause least nuisance and mitigate adverse effects on the 
sea water quality cause by the uneaten feed and nutrient loadings in the water column. These include monitoring and stop feeding tuna once they are satisfied. Check the bottom of the tuna pens, to avoid 
the overload of deposit of uneaten fish, bones and other organic waste that might be a source of foul smells once these decompose and release gases that are not soluble in water.  
 
It is highly recommended that fish bait is defrosted at land to avoid unnecessary release of oil slick at sea. However, the fish bait should be transported in jumbo bags and leak proof containers that prevent 
any thaw water leaches out of them during the transportation both at land and sea. Oil booms are to be present at all stages of the project and where necessary oil skimmers are to be used to prevent the 
dispersal of oil slick in sea that may reach the coastline and cause nuisance in the bathing areas. All the mentioned mitigation measures mentioned in the EIA are to be adopted by the operator regarding 
the fish bait to reduce the risk of impact that it may have on the sea water quality and Area of Influence.  
 
With regards to waste generated during the deployment and operational phase the applicant is to follow a waste management plan and waste handling procedures as per the current Waste Management 
Policy. It is recommended that all proposed mitigation measures, including those proposed for the, deployment operation and decommission phase, are to be strictly implemented by the applicant so as to 
mitigate to the maximum any possible adverse impacts on any negative impacts on the Area of Influence. Discharge of offal and other waste that will be dump at sea should be carried out under the 
supervision of the competent authorise once the necessary permits are obtain. It is highly recommended that all mitigation measures established in the EIA are followed to reduce any adverse impact that 
the may result from said action. Any other unpredicted impacts and nuisances which may arise and that may have a significant adverse effect on bathing zone should be immediately addressed by the 
developer and the necessary mitigation measures taken.  
 
All the vehicles that will be used in relation to the Tuna farm have to be in good working condition and adopt good working practiced to prevent that any oil, fuels and lubricants reach the sea water. Adequate 
preventive measures are to be taken regarding the potential oil spill from machinery used during the operation.  
 
It is recommended that as part of the Environmental Management Plan training is provided to all personal working in within the tuna farm to adhere to all international and national regulations. Furthermore, 
they can gain the right knowledge of their responsibilities and the mitigation measures that they have to adopt. 
 
In the case that fish nets/ cages are taken on land to be cleaned, the water that it used for cleaning of these nets is not to be discharged at sea.  
 
A pollution incident control plan should also be in place. Records of all pollution incidents, especially regarding potential pollution of the surrounding environment, are also to be kept and reported to the 
respective authorities accordingly.  
A Decommissioning plan is recommended for the currently permit of tuna farm that will be relocated once the North Aquaculture Zone is set up. A full decommissioning plan should be prepared for approval 
by the relevant competent authorities.  
Complaints lodged by the public regarding any adverse impacts/nuisances should be immediately addressed by the applicant. All complaints lodged and actions taken are to be recorded and such records 
are to be readily available to the Competent Authorities when requested. 

All Noted 
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B.  BirdLife Malta (Email dated 3rd September 2018) 
 

Comments Response Adi Associates 
28/09/2018 

BirdLife Malta has reviewed the Appropriate Assessment (AA) for the “Proposal to consolidate temporary tuna farming area at a parcel of sea approximately 5 kilometers from the shore (in general area 
approved for PA/03072/17 and PA/05858/17) for a total biomass of 3,300 tonnes of fish”. With this document, we would like to express our views on the AA as well as our comments to and recommendations 
for the proposed mitigation measures. 
 

1. Potential impacts on Avifauna 
 

The tuna farm site is located within the boundaries of two marine protected areas and in close vicinity of another three protected areas, namely: 
 
- Il-Bahar ta’ madwar Ghawdex (MT0000112) 
- Il-Bahar tal-Grigal (MT0000107) 
- Ramla tat-Torri/Rdum tal-Madonna area (MT0000009) 
- Kemmuna, Kemmunett, il-Ħaġriet ta' Bejn il-Kmiemen u l-Iskoll ta' Taħt il-Mazz (MT0000017) 
- Il-Gzejjer ta’ San Pawl (Selmunett; MT0000022) 
 
These sites are protected to safeguard Maltese Seabird species - Yelkouan Shearwaters (Puffinus yelkouan), Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus melitensis), and Scopoli's Shearwater (Calonectris 
diomedea) - that are regularly present in the areas and to use the sites as breeding ground, foraging sites and to congregate in the evening before sunset in rafts in front of the colonies during specific times 
throughout the year. This behaviour is important for the breeding populations and one of the criteria for which the waters of Il- Bahar madwar Ghawdex and Il-Bahar tal-Grigal are protected. 
 
The results of the EU LIFE+ Malta Seabird Project (LIFE10 NAT/MT/090)4 show that Yelkouan Shearwaters (Puffinus yelkouan), Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus melitensis), and Scopoli's Shearwater 
(Calonectris diomedea) make use of the waters of ‘Il-Bahar ta’madwar Ghawdex’ SPA. The new area of aquaculture activities at Sikka l-Bajda is within the rafting zone of Yelkouan Shearwaters (Puffinus 
yelkouan) which occupy their largest colony (estimated at 3% of the world population) at the cliffs of Rdum tal-Madonna (around 500 breeding pairs). St. Paul’s Island forms a habitat for another colony of 
30-60 breeding pairs as discovered during EU LIFE+ Malta Seabird Project (LIFE10 NAT/MT/090)1. The rafting distance from the colonies is 7 km for Puffinus yelkouan2, 4 km for Calonectris diomedea, 
and 1 km for Hydrobates pelagicus melitensis. At least ten breeding pairs of Storm Petrel (Hydrobates pelagicus melitensis) and up to 20 breeding pairs of Scopoli's Shearwater (Calonectris diomedea) 
breed at Rdum tal-Madonna and make use of the waters in front of the colony to raft.  
 
In addition to the threats pointed out in Appendix 2 “Avifauna Baseline Report” of the Appropriate Assessment, we see significant impacts potentially occurring from direct and indirect interactions between 
seabirds and farming operations, including: 
 

1. Increased abundance or supplementary food availability for predatory seabirds such as the Yellowlegged Gull (Larus michahellis). Increased gull populations may impact other nesting seabirds 
due to predation and competition, including Shearwaters and Storm Petrels. Feeding can come from any of these sources: small fish attracted by fish farms, fish food, waste material or food scraps. 
Floating platforms such as vessels or sea cages, can actually attract Yellow-legged Gulls to become more permanently present in the area, thus affecting the behaviour of seabirds which can fall 
victim to predation. The cages are located within a rafting area important for Yelkouan Shearwaters, and therefore will be introducing this possibility. 

2. Collisions with fish farm structures, including sea cages or vessels moored at night. The presence of a semi-permanently moored vessel could potentially impact individuals of these seabird 
species through collisions, attraction to light and disorientation due to inappropriate lighting on service vessels (particularly during cage construction and fish harvesting phase), pens or navigation 
markers at night. Malta’s seabird species return to their colonies at night with light pollution being a major threat causing disorientation of the seabirds. Collision rates could be greatly increased by 
unmasked, bright lights. Collisions can lead to increased stress causing vomiting of collected forage or death of the seabirds, which can be particularly threatening between May and July. During 
this critical period, Yelkouan Shearwater chicks have hatched and their parents go out to sea foraging being the only food source for their chicks. Vomiting of forage is thereby depriving those 
nestlings of a single feed or death of the chick in case the parent bird will not come back to the breeding ground. Therefore, it is important to identify if seabirds strand during their journey especially 
during breeding period between the times of sunset and sunrise.  

3. Risk of oiling when seabirds rest or raft in the waters around the fish farms where oil slicks are present. Fish oil affects the waterproofing of seabird feathers putting in risk their lives. Oil slicks and 
fish slime are nowadays a common occurrence and impact resulting from fish farms as a result of the intense and at times inappropriate methods of feeding farmed fish. Such a risk should be 
quantified as it could lead to occasional situations where whole rafts of seabirds might be affected. Once a seabird’s waterproofing is compromised this could spell death to these birds. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, these impacts are 
addressed in the EIA 
 
Noted.  These impacts are 
addressed in the EIA and 
mitigation measures 
proposed.  Further 
mitigation as a result of the 
monitoring programme 
findings is not excluded. 
 
Noted.  The consistency of 
the fish oils is not identical to 
petroleum hydrocarbons.  
Nonetheless, this matter 
may require monitoring; 
though we are not aware of 
reported oiling.  Rather than 
quantifying the risk; 
however, the EIA insists on 
mitigation measures at 
source to, as much as 
possible, eliminate 
emissions of fish oil from the 
farms 
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4. Entanglement in cage mesh, predator nets or protective bird netting due to diving activities of the seabirds. This is mentioned on page 105 of the AA and evaluated as impacts being “not significant 
to minor”, however, the assumptions are not based on any available data. In our view, there is a need for these assumptions to be scientifically confirmed before such conclusions can be made. 
Mitigation measures to prevent entanglement of seabirds in the nets are listed below 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Attraction of prey to vessels or sea cages due to Fish Aggravation Device (FAD) effects and attraction to the fish stock. Similar to point 1, tuna carried in the cages as well as an accumulation of 
food supply can attract other pelagic species to the cages. It needs to be researched how this can effect the site's ecological sensitivity.  

6. Displacement of seabird populations as a result of fish farming activities. Pen location can have an impact on seabird behaviour using the area for rafting before coming back to their colonies 
causing a possible displacement of the rafting area, or even the colony. The possibility of such an impact needs to be quantified and evaluated. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
BirdLife Malta therefore sees the strong necessity to carry out scientific research on the relationship between seabirds and aquaculture projects as well as appropriate seabird monitoring during deployment 
and operational phase of aquaculture farms during the timeframe for the approved temporary relocation of the fish farms. In our view, it is important to close the current scientific gap on potential interactions 
between marine aquaculture and seabird colonies as well as their habitats, especially those present in the area of Marine Special Protection Area Il-Bahar ta’madwar Ghawdex and Marine Special Area of 
Conservation Zona fil-Bahar fil-Grigal ta' Malta. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Mitigation measures 
 
Appropriate mitigation measures need to be set up to ensure safeguarding the protected site’s conservation objectives and ecological sensitivity while at the same time safe operations of fish farm activities 
in marine protected areas can be guaranteed. This can be achieved by gathering comprehensive information on species present in the area and the relationship between seabirds and the aquaculture 
farms, particularly of Yelkouan Shearwater due to their extend of breeding pairs in the area. As pointed out in section one, research needs to cover Seabird’s (1) rafting behavior, (2) attraction to fish farms, 
(3) impact of fish oil, (4) diet and increased abundance of marine raptors due to fish aggregation, and (5) impact of lighting. Identifying interactions between seabirds and aquaculture and assessing potential 
ecological risks and ecological change is furthermore necessary to assess the relocation scenario of the tuna pans and whether any changes in seabird behaviour ensue as a result of the current location 
of the cages. 
 
To minimise any potential negative impacts of the interactions between fish-farming operations and seabirds, a practical seabird-monitoring program has to be developed and applied throughout the 
temporary relocation period of the fish farms, which has already started in 2018. In the long term, seabird monitoring has the intention to observe and trace population changes, such as behavioural and 
reproduction chances as well as changes in number of the seabird populations and adult survival nesting in St.Paul’s Island and Rdum tal-Madonna. Given the temporary relocation of the fish farms, it is 
however, the aim to assess whether or not local populations of breeding seabirds show any important changes in the short term during the presence of fish farm pens in the area. 
 
Given that the tuna pans have already been relocated to the actual site before the Appropriate Assessment was carried out, proposed mitigation is limited to measures tailored to the management of the 
site. 
 
For seabird-monitoring, we recommend to carry out the following mitigation measures: 

1. GPS tracking of adult Yelkouan shearwaters as a method to identify core areas the birds make use of and to identify if changes in their behaviour close to fish farms is exhibited – either when 
rafting or on how these seabirds approach their colonies from foraging sites elsewhere. Yelkouan Shearwaters can be tagged from the colonies of Rdum tal-Madonna and potentially St. Paul’s 
Islands. Both sites are previously studied breeding sites of Yelkouan Shearwater as pointed out in section one. 

 

To date we are not aware of 
any reports on 
entanglement.  The cages 
do not have any above water 
nets or protective netting, 
only the fish net itself.  
Monitoring of the farms for 
impacts on birds is proposed 
in the EIA and should be 
implemented.  Data on such 
potential entanglement 
would hence be collected for 
any future mitigation 
necessary. 
 
Noted.  Issue addressed in 
EIA. 
Noted.  While not 
discounted, there currently 
does not seem to be any 
evidence of such 
displacement; however, this 
issue will need careful 
monitoring. 
 
Agreed.  This is a 
recommendation of the EIA.  
The current environment 
permit for the tuna farming 
operation includes a 
requirement for avifauna 
monitoring.  An extension of 
the monitoring to include the 
aspects raised by Birdlife is 
supported. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The proposed 
monitoring will be actively 
considered in discussion 
with ERA.  
 
 
 
Agreed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The proposed 
monitoring will be actively 
considered in discussion 
with ERA.  
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2. Boat surveys to observe seabird behaviour on site during tuna season in Malta (approximately April to November). Monitoring of the presence and activity of seabirds around aquaculture structures 
with observations during different times of the season and day to understand behavioural changes that will ideally lead to species-specific management strategies. In the case that farm structures 
are maintained in the water outside the tuna season, disturbance or other impacts on seabird have to be furthermore monitored3. 
 

3. To avoid seabird collision while at the same time providing safety at sea for seafarers, we recommend to develop a lighting management plan. This includes an appropriate design of light horizon 
and wavelength of all 30 light installed (6 permanent and 24 temporary light sources) to avoid adding on to the light sources already present in the area not least due to Malta’s bunkering zone Area 
1. The level of activity of Yelkouan Shearwaters is strongly correlated with the moon phase, activity is highest on moonless nights and lowest (almost negligible) on brightly lit nights. This pattern of 
activity changes throughout the breeding season, relating to the breeding duties of the birds, which needs to be taken into account. 

 
We understand that appendix 3 “Light Specifications” indicate the light types that are being used on the fish farms of which some are permanent         lights and some are temporary lights. Light 
receptors of seabirds and other pelagic species have a different range perceiving wavelengths in the light spectrum making these species sensitive to especially white light during the night. Red 
lights are most suitable to avoid seabirds being attracted to and disoriented by these light sources, therefore, we recommend to deploy red lights as permanent and temporary light sources on the 
fish farms. If this places a problem on seafarer safety the next best solution would be to deploy yellow light sources indicating the area as single marked danger points and thereby collision with 
vessels should be avoided. We agree to proposed mitigation measures of reducing the use of lines and rigging across the vessels to prevent entanglement in case of collision of birds so that 
disorientation can be avoided (see reference 6). 

 
The current location of the aquafarms overlaps with known rafting areas and thereby flight paths of Yelkouan Shearwater4 and reports from other sites outside Malta have recorded colliding seabirds 
with fishing vessels5. Given that video monitoring is mentioned as one of the proposed mitigation measures, we recommend to deploy Digital Motion Detector Cameras with time-lapse and infrared 
capabilities on poles around the fish pens with coverage of the surface areas of the sea cages to observe changing behaviour and monitor net entanglements.6 Periodic time-lapse imagery should 
be programmed to monitor for seabird activity on sea cage infrastructure. The cameras will record interaction with seabirds such as roosting (diurnal and nocturnal), foraging (day and night) or 
gathering over cages. The footage need to be analysed on a regular basis. 

 
4. As this has been identified in the AA as well, we recommend to include research of Yelkouan Shearwater’s feeding behaviour and diet by collecting and analysing regurgitate samples and 

faecal matters (due to their abundance in the area) as part of the monitoring programme. Fish feed used at the fish farm has the potential to attract foraging seabirds as it provides an additional 
nutrition source. These can be attractive especially to gulls potentially leading to an increased species population, which can place a potential threat to other seabirds due to gull’s predator behaviour. 
Given that there is no data available on this concern so far, it is important to close the data gap to fully understand any chance of feeding behaviour. 

 
5. Fish farm operators should also be briefed and trained on how to handle seabirds should the need arise to rescue such birds. A protocol would need to be established with ERA, and possibly with 

the advice of BirdLife Malta of how such cases would be handled and reported. 
 

3. General comments on the Appropriate Assessment 
 

According to the Habitats Directive that is reflected in The Flora, Fauna and Natural Habitats Protection Regulations (S.L 549.44) of national legislation, an Appropriate Assessment needs to be carried out 
before a decision over the discussed development can be concluded. Opening a public consultation process for applications that have already been approved last year and after the installation of tuna farm 
cages already took place several months ago is breaches the above-mentioned legislation. 
 
 
 
 
Detailed descriptions on the protected sites of il-Bahar madwar Ghawdex (MT0000112) and il-Bahar tal- Grigal MT0000107 are lacking, however, these two sites are the most crucial to the Appropriate 
Assessment as they are the sites most significantly impacted by the temporary fish farms. Providing information over the marine ecology and its value in terms of ecosystem services are the baseline to 
understand the reasons why it is important to protect the habitat and its biodiversity. 
 
 
On page 90 and 91, the AA evaluates the overall level of impact on pelagic species be not significant to minor although detailed data on the pelagic fauna especially on migration that occur within the Area 
of Study are lacking. Migrating species that are mentioned in the areas’ vicinity include pelagic fish, turtles and cetaceans. The study misses out to mention seabirds at this point completely, although as 
highlighted above, there are plenty of records that several species of seabirds migrate in the area. 
 
1 This EU LIFE+ project was implemented between 2011 and 2016 by BirdLife Malta in collaboration with the Ministry for Sustainable Development, the Environment and Climate Change, the RSPB (BirdLife 
UK) and SPEA (BirdLife Portugal) http://birdlifemalta.org/conservation/malta-seabird-project/ 
2 See e.g. Raine et al. (2010): Rafting behavior of Yelkouan Shearwater Puffinus yelkouan breeding at Rdum tal- Madonna, Malta. Il-Merill 32, Malta. 
3 Ministry for Primary Industries (2013): Literature Review of Ecological Effects of Aquaculture. Chapter 6 Seabird Interactions. Wellington, New Zealand. 
4 See e.g. Raine et al. (2010): Rafting behavior of Yelkouan Shearwater Puffinus yelkouan breeding at Rdum tal- Madonna, Malta. Il-Merill 32, Malta. 
5 Montevecchi (2006): Influences of artificial light on marine birds. Ecological consequences of artificial night lighting. Washington DC, United States of America. 
6 Surman & Dunlop (2015): Impact Assessment of aquaculture on seabird communities of the Abrolhos Islands, to support the Mid-West Aquaculture Development Zone proposal. Halfmoon Biosciences. 
Ocean Beach, Australia. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted.  The decision on 
whether a proposal requires 
Appropriate Assessment or 
not is the prerogative of the 
Competent Authority.  
 
 
The Appropriate 
Assessment assess the 
impacts on these protected 
areas 
 
Avifauna are addressed 
separately through a specific 
baseline study on birds 

http://birdlifemalta.org/conservation/malta-seabird-project/


 

 
Annex 1 – Signed Declaration for Ms Sarah Debono 



 

Signed Declaration in accordance with sub-regulation 17 (3) 

 

 

 

 

 

Attn: Director of Environment and Resources 

Environment and Resources Authority 

Malta 

 

 

 

 

I, Sarah Debono, hereby declare that I have no personal or financial interest in the 

proposed development, namely the extension to an existing tuna farm operation off the 

Northeast coast of Malta.  Moreover, I declare that I am not in any way associated with 

any individual, company, association or grouping that has any direct or indirect, personal, 

professional or financial interest in the abovementioned proposed development.  

 

 

 

 

 

5 April 2018 

 

 

Date  Signature 

 

 

 

 



 

Annex 2 – Updated Figure 3.16 including coordinates 



 



 

Annex 3 – Updated Figure 5.18 with coordinates 



 

 


