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Comments on the 1st draft of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

EA 00014/13 (TRK. 152941 & TRK. 152951): 

Delimara Gas and Power  – CCGT (Combined Cycle Gas Turbine Power Plant) and LNG (Liquefied Natural Gas) Receiving, Storage and Regasification Facilities, at Delimara, Marsaxlokk. 

 

Page 1 of 66 

MEPA comments  

No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 

General Comments  
Chapter 4 
Assessment of Environmental Impacts 

The specimen impact table included in Appendix 7 of the EIS Terms of Reference, dated July 
2013, needs to be provided with all of the sections in this chapter. Furthermore, an overall 
table, summarising all of the impacts, their significance including residual impacts, also needs 
to be provided in the EIS. 

Point taken 
MEPA 211113: Whilst noting that the overall impacts table has been submitted; submission 
of separate table of impacts for each environmental parameter are missing from Chapter 4.   
Will be done in the third draft in chapter 4. 

Update to the EIA Given that the proposal/s assessed in the EIS are preliminary, this does not preclude the need 
for updating the EIS as necessary, to reflect the latest submissions by the successful bidder as 
part of the tendering process. 

Point taken 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 
Section 1.2 of the third draft presents project description information which compares the 
virtual plant that was evaluated in the first draft and the ElectroGas submission. See the 
table entitled 'Comparison between the development assessed in the first draft and the 
ElectroGas proposal' 

Coordinated Assessment – Volume 1  
1 / / Applicant details provided in the EIS do not tally with those included in the tracking application 

152951. 
Will be seen to in the second draft. 
MEPA 211113: Relevant section where these have been included is to be indicated. 
The information 
The information is located in the table in the third page of the Coordinated Assessment 
Report, which identifies the key officials involved in the submission of the CCGT plant & LNG 
facilities to the MEPA. 

2 xxxi / All of the individual consultants that carried out the cultural heritage (terrestrial) study are to be 
listed in the EIS as in the case of the other experts engaged. 

Will be seen to in the second draft 
MEPA 211113: Noted in Table 0-1 of the 2nd draft EIS. 
Retained in the third draft 

3 37 0.0.1 Applicant is to be amended to Malta Power and Gas Ltd. throughout the whole EIS document. Will be seen to in the second draft 

MEPA 211113: Noted in Pg. 3 of the 2nd draft EIS. 

4 43-44 Tables  
1.1 and 1.2 

What are the implications of the 113MW future surplus capacity? Shall this be used as 
emergency supply? 

The existing phase 2B CCGT plant will remain as a reserve plant. The open cycle gas turbines 
(Phase 2A) will be emergency plant. The boilers (phase 1) will be decommissioned. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Refer to the table entitled 'Future Situation – Electricity supply capacity through conventional 
generation'. 

5 45-46 Figures 
1-4 and 1-5 

More legible (and larger) versions of these figures are to be included in the EIS. Will be seen to in the second draft 

MEPA 211113: It is being understood that this has been superseded by Figure 1-8 in the EIS 
Coordinated Assessment. 
Yes. In the third draft the corresponding new drawings appear in chapter 2 and in Volume 
Two of the Coordinated Assessment. 

6 47 1.2.1.1, 
Point 3 

Reference is made to the following text: Option C is a version of Option C. This paragraph should 
read as follows: Option C is a version of Option B. 

Agreed 

MEPA 211113: Relevant section where these have been included is to be indicated. 
In the third draft, this matter is discussed in chapter 2. 
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MEPA comments  

No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 
7 47 1.2.2.1 The determination as to whether any abatement equipment will be required needs to be 

assessed once further details on the operations of the CCGT and expected emissions are 
known. 

No abatement equipment is envisaged 
MEPA 211113: The determination as to whether any abatement equipment will be required 
will have to be assessed once further details on the operations of the CCGT and expected 
emissions are known. Please refer to comment made regarding pg64. 
Abatement will be required should the MEPA decide that the conclusions of the air quality 
assessment indicate that a better environmental performance is required. In so far as the air 
quality assessment presented in this EIS is concerned no abatement is necessary. This being 
said, the HIA consultants participating in this EIA indicate that the more NOx that is removed, 
from the emissions the better. 

8 47 1.2.2.3 Reference is made to the following text: The expected NOx released into the atmosphere would 
be 291 tonnes per year. As is noted above, the PDS states that abatement systems may not be 
required. Such technology is already in use at DPS and employs the use of urea or ammonia. 
Sentence requires re-phrasing since the reference to technology is incomplete. 

In the EIS (page 47, paragraph 1.2.2.4) is noted that “water will be used for cleaning/cooling 
air intake leading to the air compressor of the gas turbine. It is still unclear whether the CCGT 
technology to be adopted will generate such wastewater”. However, Electrogas (Siemens) will 
use a closed glycol loop for heating up the LNG and cooling the inlet air of the gas turbine. 
The benefit is twofold: firstly avoiding generating cold seawater with environmental impact on 
marine life and secondly improving gas turbine capacity and efficiency by chilling the inlet air 
of the gas turbine. 
MEPA 211113: Comment made in the 1st draft has not be adequately addressed. The reply 
by the EIA Coordinator refers to water treatment whereas MEPA’s comment was referring to 
abatement of air emissions. 
This sentence has been removed and the corresponding information is provided in the table 
entitled 'Comparison between the development assessed in the first draft and the ElectroGas 
proposal' 

9 47 1.2.2.4 The EIS mentions that ‘it is still unclear whether the CCGT technology to be adopted will 
generate such wastewater stream’. What are the worst case scenarios in this regard? 

The extract quoted from page 47 continues with the following text "Such Stream will be 
expected to be quite clean and devoid of any significant marine contaminant" This clearly 
indicates that there is no impact form the said waste streams 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
In Coordinated Assessments information regarding the identification and assessment of 
impacts is normally supplied in a chapter allocated for this purpose. In this Coordinated 
Assessment the corresponding chapter is '4' and issues connected with water bodies are 
discussed in section 4.1.4.. 

10 48 1.2.2.7 (1) The EIS indicates that ‘excess brine from the evaporator, which may contain traces of scale 
control reagents, will be discharged at sea’. What are the environmental impacts from such 
change in brine concentrations on the Ħofra ż-Żgħira outlet? 
(2) Clarification is required as to whether the Demineralisation Plant will be included as a new 
plant in the proposal or whether the existing plant in the Delimara Power Station will be utilized. 

The HFO tanks are expected to be cleaned and adapted for gasoil storage 
MEPA 211113: Response provided does not answer MEPA’s queries. 
The comment made by the reviewer is immature. As is noted in the previous rows the 
identification and assessment of impacts connected with water bodies are discussed in 
section 4.1.4. 
As is shown in Perit's Drawings in Volume Two, a new demineralisation plant is to be provided 
as part of the CCGT  

11 49 1.2.2.8 The EIS indicates that ‘discharges from the demineralization plant which may include acids or 
alkali, will be released to the sea’. What are the environmental impacts from such discharges 
on the Ħofra ż-Żgħira outlet? 

Impacts are discussed in chapter 4 
MEPA 211113: Relevant section where these have been included is to be indicated. 
The point of the response was that the reviewer's comment was immature. The reviewer 
should have gone through chapter 4 before making a comment of this time. For the relevant 
section please refer to the response in Row 9 in this document. 
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No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 
12 49 Figure 1-7 (1) Are the fuel tanks indicated in Figure 1-7 part of the existing operations or are any other 

fuels tanks planned on site? 
(2) Are the HFO and diesel tanks expected to be decommissioned, or will the HFO tanks remain 
operational? Tanks and bunds would have to be adapted in case of conversion from HFO to 
diesel. 

Axiak points out: 
Point 1: The fuel tanks in this Figure refer both to those existing and those which may be 
required. The Figure aims to give an outline of all possible operations which may generate 
liquid wastewater streams. Later in in Table 10, which provides information on wastewater 
streams, also includes the wastewaters arising from fuel tanks dewatering (NOT ONLY FOR 
CCGT). I would find no difficulty to omit references to this wastewater stream from Figure 6 
and Table 10, if MEPA insists that this should be so. 
Point 2: I have received no information from ENEMALTA on any decommissioning of such 
tanks or of any other components/operations which are 
MEPA 211113: Noted. The reply to comment 10 indicates that the HFO tanks are to be 
cleaned and used for storage of gasoil. Thus, tanks and bunds would have to be adapted in 
case of such a conversion. 
Definitely. 

13 49 Table 1-3 Reference is made to Footnote (b). If the operations of Delimara 2B are considered as a reserve 
plant in the case of the cooling waters, the same approach should be considered when 
calculating the total capacity. Alternatively, the total volume of cooling waters should include 
the 8,500m3 which is being discharged from Delimara 2B, indicating that this volume will only 
be applicable in cases when Delimara 3 and the proposed CCGT are not operational. Moreover, 
the heading Total at Present is misleading since the table also gives information regarding 
Expected Changes. 

Axiak points out: 
Point 1: I disagree with first comment, since in case of need or emergencies we would need 
to consider the TOTAL CAPACITY including that of the reserve plant 2B. In any case I am ready 
to amend Table 9, to show total capacity for current and expected changes, not to include 
those of 2B. 
Point 2: This will not show the actual expected rates of discharges during normal operations, 
but only during emergency operations when 2B will also be in operation. Therefore I will opt 
for solution indicated in Point 1. 
Pint 3: Correct. This sub-item of table will be amended. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
The change was made in the same table in the third draft. 

14 50 1.2.2.14 Is there an indication about the likely location of the reservoir? No exact location has been determined but it is intended to be within the site of the CCGT 
area 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
The Perit's Drawings in Volume Two of the second draft do not indicate the location of this 
reservoir. However, it is essential for such a reservoir to 'available' within the complex. A 
statement to this effect is made in the corresponding paragraph in the third draft. 

15 50 1.2.2.15 Reference to the legal notices currently in force should be amended. Directive 2008/105/EC 
has been transposed through Legal Notice 24 of 2011, as an amendment to Legal Notice 194 
of 2004.  

Reference have been tied to the principle regulation which will include any subsequent 
amendments 
MEPA 211113: Noted; this is to be included in 2nd draft accordingly. 
Please refer to endnote 1 of the Coordinated Assessment Report. This endnote was inserted 
in order to avoid the clutter of having to write the title of a legal document plus all 
subsequent amendments in the main text. 

16 50 1.2.2.17 (1) With reference to the IPPC permit, kindly note that the Flow, pH and temperature are 
continuously monitored or calculated (in the case of Flow) for one of the oil interceptors and the 
main outfall.  
(2) Monitoring from the oil interceptor receiving water from the fuel tank area is required only in 
case of spillages of fuel. However, testing of total petroleum hydrocarbons is required prior to 
each discharge of water from the centrifugation process. 

Point 1 : Point taken (thanks for the information) 

Point 2 : Point taken (thanks for the information) 

MEPA 211113: No further comments. 
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MEPA comments  

No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 
17 51 1.2.2.22 

and 
1.2.2.26, 
Point 1 

The EIS notes that ‘seawater will be subsequently discharged into the marine environment at a 
temperature below ambient’. What are the worst case scenarios in this regard, with respect to 
environmental effects? 

Axiak points out: 
The potential environmental impact of discharge of such waters at temperatures below 
ambient has been assessed in Section 4.3.2 of the relevant report. 
MEPA 211113: It is being understood that Section 4.3.2 is referring to the ESR by Profs. 
Axiak and not of the EIA Coordinated Assessment. 
Yes. Axiak's assessment of impacts is then discussed in the marine water bodies section 
4.1.4 in chapter 4 of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 

18 51 1.2.2.26, 
Point 2 

The EIS notes that the FSU would need to discharge ballast water into Marsaxlokk Bay during 
unloading of LNG storage tanks. What are the worst case scenarios in this regard, with respect 
to environmental effects? 

Axiak points out: 
Such potential impact has been assessed in Section 4.3.3 of my report. 
MEPA 211113: It is being understood that Section 4.3.3 is referring to the ESR by  Prof. Axiak 
and not of the EIA Coordinated Assessment. 
Yes. Axiak's assessment of impacts is then discussed in the marine water bodies section 
4.1.4 in chapter 4 of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

19 51 1.2.2.26, 
Point 3 

Provide an estimate on the expected volumes and on the rates of generation of the 
wastewater? 

Axiak points out: 
Presumably this comment is referring to Table 10 of my report. This lists the discharges of 
different waste-water streams… some of which we do not have information about their 
approx. discharge rates. 
MEPA 211113: It is being understood that Table 10 is referring to the ESR by Prof. Axiak and 
not of the EIA Coordinated Assessment.  It is not clear as to why the approx. discharge rates 
cannot be provided at this stage. 
Yes. Axiak's assessment of impacts is then discussed in the marine water bodies section 
4.1.4 in chapter 4 of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 
The figures that were used by Axiak were worst-case figures that referred to the minimum 
specifications in the RfP. ElectroGas have since confirmed the figures, except the  

20 52 1.2.2.28 The Environmental Management System (EMS) for the proposed development will have to look 
at all operational issues and not only at the discharges into the marine environment. Is the new 
plant expected to be certified to ISO 14001, and if so within which timeframe? Such 
certification will also affect the annual IPPC fee once the certification is achieved. 

This EIS coordinator states that the operations of the new plant will have to be certified 
according to ISO 4001.  
Certification could take place according to the following time schedule: 
Certification of design: as soon as detailed design is ready 
Certification of training program and training: before commissioning 
Certification of operations: 6 – 12 months after commissioning 
MEPA 211113: Clarifications with respect to ISO 14001 have been noted. 
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MEPA comments  

No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 
21 52 1.2.2.29 Kindly provide more details on the atmospheric emissions of methane. Statement seems to be 

out of context with respect to water emissions. Kindly provide more details with respect to the 
recovery of boil-off gas. 

The boil-off gas (BOG) procedure is described in ElectroGas’ Gas Facilities Preliminary 
Specifications, Part 1 – Onshore & Offshore Mechanical and Electrical facilities, of 
September 2013, section 3.2 and states: 
BOG gas will come ashore from the FSU to the gas compound, connecting the regasification 
suction drum. BOG is recovered to the natural gas fuel supplies by compression and heating. 
The low pressure compressors 2 x 100% under normal operation, will provide natural gas to 
supplement DPS 3 supply, and gas to DPS 3 supply heating boilers, prior pressure reduction 
from exit pressure of re-gas system of approximately 39 bar to 7 bar. In the event that DPS 3 
is running at low loads or being shut down, a second stage of compression 1 x 100% has 
been provided, to boost the7 bar discharge of the low pressure compression stage to 
approximately 39 bar to provide natural gas to the CCGT. In the extremely rare event that 
both power plants are shut down, the supply of LNG from the FSU will cease, and FSU storage 
BOG will be flared by vessel systems. Onshore systems will be vented and purged, prior to 
complete shutdown. 
MEPA 211113: The response provided should be included in the relevant section of the EIA 
Coordinated Assessment. 
This information is provided in the third draft in section 1.2.2 

22 52 1.2.3.2 Provide an indication as to where the excavated material (210,000m3) would be dumped, 
should the need arise. 

This material would have be disposed on in an inert land fill or at sea. However, the second 
draft of this EIS is submitting that Option A should be discarded. One reason for this proposal 
refers to the problems that would be entailed in the identification of the location s for the 
disposal of the inert waste. 
MEPA 211113: Response provided is not clear – does this mean that the current proposal 
shall not entail any deposition of inert waste? 
The adoption of Options B and C, will entail inert-waste generation, mainly from the 
excavations required for piling and foundations and trenching. However, the amounts would 
be minimal when compared to what would be generated if Option A were selected as the 
preferred alternative. This option would have involved the removal of the mound of the now 
compacted loose material created in Area B the early-1990s. 

23 52 1.2.3.3 Has a decision been taken in relation to the removal and/or relocation of the Ħas-Saptan 
dolphin and have the related impacts been taken into consideration in the EIS? Assuming that 
the dolphin will remain within Marsaxlokk Bay, relocation would involve development works 
affecting the seabed (such as trenching, laying of new pipelines, construction of a 
dolphin/quay) and may limit/interfere with future operations within the harbour (such as 
maintenance dredging), depending on the new location. An understanding of the implications of 
this relocation is needed as part of this EIS.  
The relocation of the Ħas-Saptan dolphin would require an assessment in its own right. 
Additional risks from loading/unloading would also have to be assessed. 

The dolphin does not need to be relocated for the successful operation fo the LNG terminal 
and/or the CCGT 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Refer to section 1.2.3 in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 

24 52 1.2.3.4 The EIS notes that in the case of the proposed Option A, ‘land reclamation and some coastal 
engineering works may be required.’ A preliminary indication as to the location and extent of 
such interventions needs to be included in the EIS. 

As is noted above, this EIS is submitting that Option A will be discarded 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Refer to chapter 2 section 2.3 of the third draft [of the Coordinated Assessment Report] 
which discusses options. 
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No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 
25 54 1.2.7.1 Reference is made to the following text in the EIS: As is noted above, there is the possibility, 

after 2020, for more power generation plant/facilities to be added. This coincides with the year 
where Delimara 2A and 2B will have to be shut down as required under the IED. 
The IED does not impose any requirements for the plant to shut down after the period but to 
abide with stricter emission limit values. How this will be achieved (through conversion to other 
fuels or abatement): will these plants be shut down or will a limited lifetime derogation be 
applied for under Article 33 of the IED? Given that this is up to the Operator to decide, the 
Operator is requested to provide any updated plans on this issue.  

The IED does not require that either phase 2A or 2B be decommissioned in 2020. The IED 
has provisions for operation of plant for less than 1500 hours annually on a rolling 5 year 
average, under less onerous emission limits. Such operation is being considered for the 
phase 2B plant. The phase 2A plant is emergency plant and hence expected to operate for 
less than 500 hours annually, hence under separate limits in the IED. 
MEPA 211113: The reply provided is to replace the original text in the relevant section. 
Point taken and the points raised above are included in the third draft in section 1.2.7. 

26 58  2.3.3 What is the extent of the ‘safe distance’ in real terms? The distance is not pre-determined. It has to be calculated on a project by project basis with 
reference to local conditions (especially, meteorological ones) as is shown in the actual QRA 
and its review in Chapter 4.  
Basically, in case of a [highly unlikely] gas leak the resultant lighter-than air gas cloud would 
spread both vertically and horizontally deepening on wind velocities and directions at the 
time. The parts of the gas cloud which would be between the lower and upper flammable 
limit (5% to 15% of the volume of LNG + air) would ignite if they come in touch with an 
ignition point. In the case of the options presented during the PDS hearing, Options A and 
Option B proposed the location of the CCGT Plant at a distance from the zone of potential 
[but highly unlikely] gas leaks (LNG storage and regasification) which was substantially larger 
than that indicated in Option C. The location of the CCGT under Option C would have been 
well within the contour of the cloud where the gas would be within the limits of flammability. 
This is why the expert's considered judgment indicated that the Option C presented during 
the PDS hearing had to be discarded. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
In the first draft this issue was discussed in the QRA section in chapter 4 (section 4.3). In the 
third draft the matter is discussed in chapter 2 of the third draft, specifically in section .2.3. 

27 64 3.1.1.1 MEPA would like to point out that the Terms of Reference of the EIS did not include a 
requirement for a full-blown Social Impact Assessment as quoted in this section. The Terms of 
Reference, in line with the requirements of both local EIA Regulations and the EIA Directive, 
requested an assessment of the ‘impacts on human populations’. 

The reviewer is correct because it is well-known that the impacts on/off the environmental 
aspects that were identified in the ToRs affect human beings and the same impacts could be 
quantified scientifically or on the basis of the assessor's experience and knowledge. 
The SIA was carried out as part of the aspect of the EIA process which involves 
communication with the public especially that segment of the public, the members of which 
would be directly affected by the project under consideration. In other words, the SIA process 
was considered part of the consultation process which will reach its highpoint during the 
public hearing pertaining to this EIS and the subsequent week. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  No further comments. 

28 77 3.1.4.7 Shall any of the trees/assemblages discussed in this section be affected by the proposed 
development? If yes, how? 

Impacts are discussed in Chapter 4 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
See chapter 4.1.5 (A) of the Coordinated Assessment Report (all drafts) where impacts on 
terrestrial ecology are discussed. 
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29 77 3.1.4.8 What is the distance between these land use elements (i.e. heritage assets and 

saltworks/pans) and the area for the proposed development/s? 
This part of the EIS is concerned with land use not cultural heritage. Furthermore, the ToRs 
did not request a study of the impacts of the proposed development on terrestrial cultural 
heritage assets, though such a study was carried out and reviewed in the Coordinated 
Assessment report.  
The distance from the area allocated for the proposed development to the nearest saltpans 
is circa 650m 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
This information is not of any consequence in respect of the objectives of the EIS so it has 
not inserted in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

30 77 3.1.4.11 Shall the proposed development lead to displacement of shipping movements in Marsaxlokk 
Bay, particularly in the case of the in-harbour jetty development? 

Impacts are discussed in Chapter 4 
MEPA 211113: Relevant section where these have been included is to be indicated. 
This matter is discussed in the section of chapter 4 (section 4.1.1) concerned with land use 
(all drafts of the Coordinated Assessment Report). 

31 88 C Reference to Volume Two of the Coordinated Assessment, which includes A3 versions of the 
baseline photographs, should be made in the EIS Coordinated Assessment, for ease of 
reference. 

This EIA Coordinator disagrees with the reviewer, and submits that the manner in which he 
presented the information is the best f the available options with respect to reader-
friendliness. Given that the document will ultimately bear his signature, this EIA Coordinator 
feels that such decisions concerning presentation should be his.  
MEPA 211113: Noted.  
This EIA Coordinator does not favour the insertion of A3 sheets in documents which are 
predominantly made up of A4 sheets. He prefers to prepare documents which are made up of 
a specific sheet size and insert the sheet size and printing style in the file name. This would 
simplify printing. 
This being said the baseline photographs have been inserted in section 3.1.4 and the 
corresponding images have been dimensioned to fill as much of an A4 sheet as possible. 

32 122 3.4.2 The new Directive 2013/39/EU has now been published. The update is much appreciated 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 
An endnote to this effect has been inserted in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment 
Report 

33 124 Figure 3-
43 

What does the term ‘SGe’ stand for? Axiak points out: 
Presumably the comment is referring to Figure 2 of my report. Such figure includes a footnote 
indicating what SGe stands for. 
MEPA 211113: It is being understood that Figure 2 is referring to the ESR by Prof. Axiak and 
not of the EIA Coordinated Assessment.  Figure 3-50 in the EIS Coordinated Assessment 
refers. 
The legend in the image has been updated and included in the third draft of the Coordinated 
Assessment Report. 
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34 127 3.4.4.1 Is the data/information mentioned in this section still unavailable?  Axiak points out: 

All the data/information on the hydrodynamics of the area which has been published or 
which has been made available from different sources by the time of writing of report… has 
been reviewed and is included in the Section 2.2 of my report. Unfortunately (as I stated) 
much of this data is based on modelling and predictions rather than actual field studies. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; it is being understood that this is making reference to Section 3.4.4 of 
the EIA Coordinated Assessment.  However, it is evident that there is still a degree of 
uncertainty in the expert’s reply.  Clarification is required. 
Axiak's statement is self-explanatory and no further clarifications are needed in the same 
section 3.4 and in section 4.1.4 there are references to studies which have discussed the 
issues in question together with one, namely the Svasek study, which was being carried out 
in parallel with the work being carried out on both Axiak's and Borg (JA)'s ESRs, which was 
referred to in the same ESRs. 
In any case, in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report para 3.4.4.1 of the first 
draft has been removed. 

35 127 3.4.4.3 (1) Volume of cooling water, following the development of the new DPS extension should read 
43,000 cubic metres. 
(2) The EIS notes that ‘the discharged waters are now expected to be released at 8 degrees C 
above ambient’. Does this relate to the BWSC extension or to the new CCGT/LNG terminal 
under assessment in the EIS? 

Axiak points out: 
Point 1: Correct.  Figure (43,000 m3.h) will be corrected. 
Point 2: Such statement has been made by one of the reports of the EIS for the BWSC 
extension. A reference will be added to my final report to make this point clear. 
MEPA 211113: Point 1: Value has not been updated in the Coordinated Assessment (refer to 
Page 178, Section 3.4.4.). 
Point 2: Relevant section where these have been included is to be indicated. 
Please refer to section 3.4.6 in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

36 127 3.4.4.4 Same comment made on data availability for section 3.4.4.1 above refers. Same answer 

MEPA 211113: Noted; it is being understood that this is making reference to Section 3.4.4 of 
the EIA Coordinated Assessment. 
Please refer to the response in the previous row. 

37 131 3.4.5.15 Reference to the Department of Public Health should be amended to ‘Environmental Health 
Directorate’. 

OK 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
Done in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 

38 134 3.4.6.14 The EIA Coordinator is to confirm whether ‘surface foam’ is of an episodic nature. Will the 
proposed development exacerbate the situation further? 

Axiak points out: 
The presence of such foam has been occasionally reported by casual observers. It has never 
been reported during any of the monitoring programmes. So it is likely to be of an ‘episodic 
nature’. Incidentally, similar reports have been made from other inshore local areas not 
exposed to cooling water discharges..  Such foam MAY actually be in some cases due to the 
presence of natural oils and natural dispersant-like chemicals. But we do not have any 
further information on this phenomenon. The proposed development will not exacerbate the 
situation further.  All the likely impacts on water quality by the discharged cooling waters have 
been reviewed. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Please refer to section 3.4.6 in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 
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39 135 3.4.7.2 Reference is made to the following text: No details were provided regarding the water depths at 

which water samples were collected, nor on whether sediments were collected only from 
superficial layers. 
For the sampling of water, two replicates for each point at 5m of depth were taken. Superficial 
sediment samples were only collected, with the use of the Van Veen grab. 

Axiak points out 
Since this information is now being made available by MEPA, it will be included in my revised 
report. 
MEPA 211113: This information has not been provided in the updated Coordinated 
Assessment. 
The information is provided in section 3.4.7 of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

40 141 3.4.7.4, 
Point 6 

Is there any indication to the point source for Di(2-ethyhexyl)phthalate (DEHP) in the Marsaxlokk 
area, given that its levels have been described as being well above detection limits? Will the 
proposed development lead to further release of this contaminant? 

DEHP is a relatively ubiquitous chemical which may be found in the environment. The data 
made available for the consultant is not sufficient to indicate the likely source within 
Marsaxlokk. The likely source may be more properly assessed by the consultants who are 
reviewing the whole data set for sediment/water quality for other  coastal water bodies in 
Malta under the WFD. Given the usual sources of releases of DEHP, the proposed 
development will not lead to a further release of this contaminant in the area of influence of 
the proposed project. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
In the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report, the definition in question is inserted 
as an endnote to the sentence where DEHP is mentioned 

41 150 3.4.10.9 What is the data required for such clarifications? Axiak points out: 
See my answer to the previous comment (No. 41). Clarification of this point may be possible 
if the WHOLE data set of levels of contaminants in sediments  (and possibly in water) for ALL 
stations in Malta (and Gozo?) will be assessed. 
MEPA 211113: See reply to Comment 40. 
See previous row. 

42 156 – 159 3.5.1.19, 
3.5.1.22, 

3.5.1.24, 

3.5.1.26 

3.5.1.28 

Clarification vis-à-vis the term ‘negative conservation significance’ is required. Cassar & Lanfranco point out: 
The term ‘negative conservation significance’ refers to trees listed in Schedule III of Legal 
Notice 200 of 2011: Trees and Woodlands Protection Regulations. Such trees are ‘Invasive, 
Alien or Environmentally-Incompatible Species’ 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
In the Coordinated Assessment Report, clarifications inserted in endnotes linked to the 
corresponding sentences. 
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43 156 Figure 3-

49 and 
3.5.1.18 

The EIS indicates that there are species of carob (Ceratonia siliqua) located in Area A, however 
these are not indicated on the biotopes map in this section. This needs to be included and any 
uprooting of this species and other protected trees (e.g. olive, tamarisk, etc) due to the 
proposed development indicated accordingly. 

Cassar & Lanfranco point out: 
The legend for zone A specifically reads:  
QUOTE: Embellishment area planted with a wide variety of cultivated native, archaeophytic 
and exotic trees and shrubs, and colonized by a host of casual weedy species, including 
Foeliculum vulgare, Lavatera arborae, Dittrichia viscosa, Piptatherum miliaceum, among 
other species. UNQUOTE. 
Therefore, since the carob tree is an archaeophyte (mentioned in the map legend above) and, 
moreover, we are here talking of cultivated trees and shrubs – thus, a garden-type of 
environment – and the report deals with the Ecology of the area, the authors feel that there is 
no need to map planted trees individually.  Especially, since the report refers to planted 
trees per se and not a population or community of organisms that may have been 
encountered within the carobs, in which case, the carob would have been pointed out as a 
habitat in its own right. Area A is merely a copse of trees that was planted in recent years 
and, as a result, it was mentioned in the map legend as such. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
There is nothing in the Lanfranco & Cassar response that needs to be entered in the 
Coordinated Assessment. 

44 159 3.5.1.31  Beginning of this paragraph seems to be incomplete. The following text is missing: 'Vertical faces in the AoS were all colonised by a rupestral 
community dominated by Maltese Salt …' 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Done in the same location in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

45 162 3.5.2.12 The scientific names of the bird species listed in this section are to be indicated in italics as per 
standard practice. 

Agreed 

MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 
Done in the same location in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

46 235 3.8.4.5 Initial section of paragraph is to be clarified. Yes this paragraph is badly written. Will be seen to in the second draft 
MEPA 211113: Noted; revise and include in 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is to be 
provided. 
Paragraph improved in the third draft (same location) of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

47 236 3.8.5.1 Clarification is required as to why only Malta Waste Incinerator and Oil Tanking Malta particular 
were the two point sources taken into account as part of the baseline scenario. 

Fedra points out: 
Apart from point sources from the energy sector (MPS and existing DPS), the baseline 
scenarios have also included the following, from different source categories: 
Point sources: Marsa Thermal Treatment Facility (Waste Incinerator), OilTanking Malta 
Area sources: Valetta Harbour ship movements, Malta Freeport ship movements (including 
San Lucjan Oil Company), Malta Inernational Airport, 31st March 1979 installation 
Birzebbugia, Wied Dalam fuel depot,  and a total of 1329 road segments, grouped variably 
into 187 “traffic zone”. 
The list of sources for which emissions data had to be included in the model was provided by 
the MEPA (refer to MEPA ToR, Appendix 3) and is based on the major sources of emissions 
within the15 km impact zone that we had to assess. We have used all the sources that could 
provide data. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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48 249 Figure 

3-80 
A more legible version is required. Image layout has been improved 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
Apologies for inadequate response. 
It has been decided to remove the figure because the text is considered sufficient, given that 
the noise emissions of all operating machinery (i.e. all moving parts) was included in Calleja's 
very detailed computations. 

49 248, 249 
& 250 

Table 3-4 
 Table 3.42 

References to the International Organization for Standardization should be amended 
accordingly. 

Agreed 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Done in the same location in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

50 285 4.1.1.2 
and 

4.1.1.3 

It is not clear as to whether all of the scenarios have been considered (e.g. impacts from the 
different location of the CCGT plant or the onshore LNG storage facilities), in terms of impacts 
on land uses. Impact significance and any residual impacts need to be provided in detail in the 
EIS.  

Yes all the scenarios were considered. There are no residual impacts connected with the 
terrestrial aspect of land use. 
In the case of sea uses there will be a residual impact of low significance, evidently because 
the jetty and the jetty+FSU/FSRU would be taking up an area which would otherwise have 
been available for sea craft. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; however it is not clear as to why the FSRU is mentioned in this 
response. 
The FSRU was mentioned because the comment and response are about the contents of the 
first draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 

51 285 4.1.1.4 Same comment above refers. From a land/sea use perspective no changes are expected. In other words, the residual 
impact will not be of any significance when compared to the current state of affairs. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

52 285 4.1.1.6 Would different configurations of the FSU/FSRU lead to changes in the impacts and their 
associated significance on Marsaxlokk Harbour? These need to be discussed in more detail, 
with particular reference to worst-case scenarios. 

These considerations are discussed in the review of the QRA  

MEPA 211113: Noted; however this is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, 
reference is to be provided. 
Please refer to chapter 2 section 2.3 and section 4.3 in chapter 4 of the third draft of the 
Coordinated Assessment report. 

53 289 – 290 Landscape 
Impacts 

A brief description of proposed developments 1, 2 and 3 should be provided for ease of 
reference. 

This document is a coordinated assessment, and the description of the Options is provided in 
Chapter 1. This EIA Coordinator sees no reason for the repletion of this description. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; it is being understood that reference to proposed developments 1, 2 
and 3 is being superseded following the submission of the final proposal by the successful 
bidder and thus that the landscape/visual assessment reflects the final submission. 
Agreed 

54 291 Table 4-12 What is the difference between Table 4-11 and Table 4-12 since both are discussing the 
landscape impacts associated with proposed development 3? 

The title of Table 4-12 should have ended with 'development 4' 
MEPA 211113: Noted; comment above refers. 
Correction made in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 

55 292 4.1.2.14 It is preferable if A5 versions of the photomontages in the main text of the EIS are included for 
ease of reference. 

Point taken. 
MEPA 211113: A4 versions of the baseline photos and photomontages provided in Section 
4.1.2 have been noted. 
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56 293 – 297 Table 4-14 

to 4-24 
(1) It is not clear as to why certain viewpoints include more than one assessment table. This 
needs to be clarified. 
(2) Further to the above, separate visual impact assessment tables should be provided for each 
of the viewpoint options (Option A, B and C) assessed in the EIS.  
(3) It is being assumed that the photomontages are taking into consideration a 75m-stack 
height for the CCGT plant; however the air quality section also considers a 105m-stack height 
for the same proposed plant. Photomontages for this scenario need to be provided as these 
would indicate the worst-case vis-à-vis this option. 

1. In certain cases the montage would reveal more than one issue which needs discussing 
2. This will not be required in the second draft 
3. The 105m stack was the result of the requirement of the current legal notice requesting 

that the NOx level emission from the stack should not exceed 1.2µg/m3. Following further 
discussions and taking into consideration the submission made by the bidder it has 
emerged as per this EIS that the level of emissions mentioned  can be achieved with the 
75m stack 

MEPA 211113: Noted; it is being understood that the impact assessment and the related 
photomontages have been based on the latest proposal for the DPS. 
Yes 

57 298 4.1.3.2 (1) Are all the proposed options being taken into consideration in this section, e.g. (i) the on-
shore LNG storage option may require excavation/clearance of material found on site hence 
have a certain degree/magnitude of impact; or (ii) the ancillary infrastructure associated to the 
construction of the quay may possibly require trenching works? 
(2) Would the on-shore LNG storage option lead to changes in run-off patterns? 
(3) Will there be any displacement of soil in relation to the on-shore LNG storage option? 
(4) Would any changes to the proposed development e.g. the inclusion of any land reclamation 
works or dredging works lead to any changes in the impact significance associated with 
geology, geomorphology, hydrology and hydrogeology of the site in question? 

1. The terrestrial LNG storage option would take place on reclaimed land, no excavations are 
envisaged, though a substantial amount of material would need to be removed. 

2. Yes it would, given that the surfacing would be hard.  
3. Yes. This point is made in Chapter 1 
4. Yes but no reclamation was envisaged in the submitted proposal 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  These clarifications to be included in the 2nd draft. If already included, 
reference is to be provided. 
In the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report  these issues are discussed in the 
project description in chapter 1 

58 299 & 302 4.1.4.4 
4.1.4.26 

Whilst noting the comment by the EIA Coordinator in relation to possible dredging and land 
reclamation, this does not exclude MEPA from requesting further assessment of impacts arising 
from such, should these feature in any revised proposals submitted to MEPA. 

Point taken 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

59 303 4.1.4.39 An estimate of the thermal anomalies expected to result from the changes in discharge rates of 
cooling waters is to be provided. 

Axiak points out: 
The extent of such thermal anomalies has been evaluated in my Section 4.3.1.  Essentially, in 
view of the fact that the rates of discharge of cooling waters will be reduced, the present 
anomalies (as reviewed in my assessment of current situation in Ħofra ż-Żgħira) will be less. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
In the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report this issue is discussed in section 
4.1.4 

60 303 4.1.4.42 Additional discharge outlets are to be included as part of the application for variation of the 
current IPPC permit. Kindly indicate whether it would be possible to combine this discharge with 
the current cooling water discharge at il-Ħofra iż-Żgħira. It is not clear as to whether the cooling 
water which is proposed to be discharged in Marsaxlokk Bay (close to the current cooling water 
inlet) shall contain traces of biocides. 

The proposed discharge into il-Ħofra ż-Żgħira will be combined with the existing discharge 
from the DPS. In relation to the water discharged into Marsaxlokk bay it is important to note 
that the preferred bidder is proposing a different regasification than the one assumed which 
would not make use of sea water as the main component of the regasification process. 

MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

61 303 – 304 4.1.4.43 Clarify why it is envisaged that LNG will be in contact with cooling water. Axiak points out: 
LNG will not come in contact with cooling waters.  If this comment refers to my Section 4.3.2 
there is no such statement.. 
MEPA 211113: The original comment referred to the following sentence: “It is also assumed 
that such waste stream will not be contaminated with methane or any of the constituents of 
the LNG. Methane has a low solubility in seawater.” 
The cited statement does not indicate that LNG will come in contact with water.  
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62 303, 305 4.1.4.40 

4.1.4.51 
What is the ‘worst-case scenario’ being assumed in this case? Axiak points out: 

Worse-case scenarios refers to the approximate estimation of rates of releases of the 
different waste-water streams. In the case of periodic discrete events (operations: such as 
boiler washing). In making such estimates, it was assumed that the maximum number of 
such events/operations would occur per year, and the maximum amount of water will be 
used per operation. 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
 

63 305 Table 4-28 All hazardous substances and chemicals are to be stored in closed containers within a bunded 
area. 

Agreed 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  

64 306 4.1.4.57 In the case of a major LNG spill accident, what would be the likely geographical extent of the 
area affected by a possible accidental release of methane? 

This issue is covered in the QRA and in the review of the QRA in Chapter 4 

MEPA 211113: Relevant section where these have been included is to be indicated. 
The extent is indicated in the gas cloud maps which, in the third draft, are included in chapter 
2 (with respect to Options A, B, and C) and in chapter 4, section 4.3, with respect to the 
ElectroGas proposal. 

65 307 4.1.4.61 The EIS is estimating that six to seven calls shall be made per year by LNG carriers – what is the 
current LNG storage capacity being assumed for such an amount? Will maritime traffic 
increase/decrease significantly with a change in the storage capacity, and if yes, by how much? 

Axiak points out: 

As stated in my Section 4.3.5, The LNG re-supply ships are likely to be considerably larger 
than the oil tankers which currently serve the site. Therefore larger tankers will need to visit 
DPS less frequently. So all in all, the maritime traffic serving DPS will be expected to 
decrease. The maximum capacity on site would approximately be 130,000m3 for a daily 
consumption of circa 2,440m3 per day as per PDS would require 8-12 calls per year.  

MEPA 211113: It is being understood that Section 4.3.5 is referring to the ESR by Prof. Axiak 
and not of the EIA Coordinated Assessment. 
In project description section in chapter 1 of the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment 
Report, this matter is clarified once and for all.  
In the case of Options A to C, the number of calls per year was expected to be 5 to 7. In the 
case of the ElectroGas proposal the number is 8 to 10. The normal stay would be 48 hours. 

66 307 4.1.4.67 What would be the impact significance in relation to permanent changes in hydrodynamics, 
assuming the worst-case scenario in connection with the construction of the jetty? 

Axiak points out: 

This question is answered in my Section 4.3.6. 

MEPA 211113: It is being understood that Section 4.3.6 is referring to the ESR by Prof. Axiak 
and not of the EIA Coordinated Assessment. 
Yes. 



Comments on the 1st draft of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

EA 00014/13 (TRK. 152941 & TRK. 152951): 

Delimara Gas and Power  – CCGT (Combined Cycle Gas Turbine Power Plant) and LNG (Liquefied Natural Gas) Receiving, Storage and Regasification Facilities, at Delimara, Marsaxlokk. 

 

Page 14 of 66 

MEPA comments  

No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 
67 309 – 321 D Do all of the options being presented in the EIS have the same impact significance and 

magnitude in terms of water quality? This needs to be clarified in the EIS. 
Axiak points out: 
As indicated in my report on several occasions, in my assessment of impacts, whenever 
possible I have taken the worst case-scenario as resulting from the various options presented 
at the time of writing.  In my view, this would be more sensible, than assessing significance of 
impacts for each of the multiple project options being presented, each of which often include 
different sub-options. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 
In the first draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report it is indicated in chapter 1 that the 
EIA Consultants were to assume the worst cases. This is why Axiak and Borg (JA) talk about 
dredging and reclamation in their original ESRs; even though the jetty was located in an area 
where no dredging or reclamation was needed. The EIA Team had to be prepared for the 
possibility that the preferred bidder could propose a layout which involves dredging and/or 
reclamation.  
Now that the preferred bidder has been selected, we know that no dredging/reclamation will 
be required, and matters are clarified in the third draft of the EIS. 

68 309 – 314 D More details in terms of the mitigation measure ‘competent construction site management’ are 
required. What are the measures being envisaged to reduce any impacts associated with water 
quality? 

Such details will be included in the CMP.. 

MEPA 211113: An indication of the mitigation measures need to be provided as part of the 
EIS.  
Chapter 5 in the third draft of the Coordinated assessment Report includes a section which 
provides a framework for the EMS section of a CMP. This covers all the recommendations 
made with respect to good practice during construction works. 

69 322 4.1.5 Clarification as to whether the hydrodynamic changes that will take place as a result of the 
proposal will have an impact on the inner reaches of the Marsaxlokk Harbour, e.g. Il-Magħluq, is 
to be provided. 

This has already been done in Section 4.3.6 which states: “As expected, the model predicted 
that under all conditions, any modifications of the surface currents by the construction of the 
jetty as well as the presence of the floating LPG plant were limited to within 1 km (maximum) 
of the jetty and coastal engineering works. Such changes did not extend neither to the 
innermost half of Masraxlokk (off Marsaxlokk village) nor to the western basin of Marsaxlokk 
Bay. This effectively means that any change in hydrodynamics resulting from any of the 
options of this development at DPS will not aggravate any current problems of water 
contamination in such areas (due to already existing anthropogenic factors). For example, the 
occasionally weak eutrophic conditions in the innermost parts of eastern half of the bay (off 
Marsaxlokk village) will not be aggravated by predicted changes in the hydrodynamics due to 
the construction of the jetty and the presence of the floating LPG plan”. 
MEPA 211113: It is being understood that Section 4.3.6 is referring to the ESR by Prof. Axiak 
and not of the EIA Coordinated Assessment and thus that there will be no significant impacts 
with respect to hydrodynamics of the bay. 

70 334 / No reference to table is provided. 

Mitigations measures and associated residual impacts have not been included/assessed. 
These need to be provided accordingly. 

No monitoring framework has been provided. 

MM and comments have been added in document. 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Mitigation measures are discussed in chapter 5. 
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71 336 4.1.5.45 The EIS mentions that the proposed development may include the use of an onsite batching 

plant – have the likely impacts of such plant considered when assessing other relevant impacts 
throughout the EIS? 

The batching plant is mentioned as an option. Contrary to the perceptions of many, the 
potential impacts of an on-site batching plant would be of a substantially lower significance 
than the transport of ready-mixed concrete. The same amount of trips to and from the 
contractors' plant would be required to transport the raw materials, but the mixing of 
concrete on site would reduce the probability of batches of ready mixed concrete being sent 
back to the contractor's plant as a result of their being unacceptable to the site engineer. If 
for example, a ready-mix vehicle is caught up in a traffic jam; the quality of the mix may 
deteriorate and be refused upon arrival on site. 

The likely impacts of an onsite batching plant would be noise, which is not such an issue in 
the area, and water-borne or wind-borne particulates dispersion. This would therefore require 
storage facilities for sand, aggregate, and cement precludes such dispersion. Secondly, on 
site storage of such materials would need to be kept to a minimum and supplemented on the 
basis of the needs for a number of days, say three. 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
In chapter 5 of the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report reference is made to a 
framework for the EMS of the CMP. This includes a section which identifies the type of 
information about the plant that the Applicant would need to supply in order to ensure the 
environmental performance of the plant. 

72 337 4.1.5.47 A method statement in relation to how the excavations and reinforcement will be carried out is 
to be submitted to MEPA. Such works should not affect the integrity of the existing tanks and 
concrete bunds. 

Such a method statement should be submitted in a CMP rather than an EIS.  Also as Option A 
has been discarded the works will in no way have any impact on the existing tanks or their 
bunds. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments given that it is being understood that the current 
proposal does not include excavation works.  EIA Coordinator to confirm. 
Conformed (EIA Coordinator).  
While on the subject of the tanks section 4.3 includes a review of the Vaccari's Annex to the 
second QRA in which he discusses the Domino Effect issue with respect to these tanks. 

73 350 4.1.5.113 (1) First part of paragraph seems incomplete. 
(2) What are the measures envisaged to avoid significant environmental impacts in relation to 
any accidental spillage into the marine environment? 

Borg (JA) points out: 
(1) The first sentence of para 133 should read: “Since the effects of introduction of LNG to 
the marine environment on marine biota are not known, it is difficult to assess potential 
adverse impacts of the substance on marine ecology”. 
(2) The measures to avoid significant impact are the same as those adopted for the 
prevention of pollution of the marine environment. 
MEPA 211113: Point 1: It is not clear as to why no such details vis-à-vis impacts on marine 
biota are provided. 
Point 2: Noted; this is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is to be 
provided. 
Included in the same location in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 



Comments on the 1st draft of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

EA 00014/13 (TRK. 152941 & TRK. 152951): 

Delimara Gas and Power  – CCGT (Combined Cycle Gas Turbine Power Plant) and LNG (Liquefied Natural Gas) Receiving, Storage and Regasification Facilities, at Delimara, Marsaxlokk. 

 

Page 16 of 66 

MEPA comments  

No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 
74 351 4.1.5.121 What is the impact significance associated with the worst-case scenario? Borg (JA) points out: 

Based on the information provided, no worst-case scenario is foreseen for il-Hofra iz-Zghira. 
However, if such a scenario does happen, then the significance of impact will be medium to 
high. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Response by EIA Coordinator: A 'worser' case can than the one described in the EIS cannot 
occur because the plant in the DPS can never be operated at more than their power capacity; 
indeed, this plant, i.e. DPS 3 and the new CCGT, will be operating at less than full power all 
the time, except in case of the failure of the Interconnector, in which case these plant will 
function as indicated in the project description section in chapter 1 (of the third draft of the 
Coordinated Assessment Report) i.e:  149MW in the case of DPS 3 (in reality the actual 
output capacity would be 144MW) and 215MW in the case of the new CCGT, and this 
assumes the failure of both the interconnector and the contribution of RES technologies.  

75 351 4.1.5.122 
4.1.5.123 

It should be noted that the decommissioning of Delimara 1 would have to be considered 
through a separate planning application. With regards to the conversion of Delimara 3 to gas, 
further technical details as to how this conversion will be carried out has to be provided in line 
with Reference 14 of Table 1.5.1 of the Improvement Programme under the current IPPC 
permit. 

Borg (JA) points out: 
The author deemed it pertinent to refer to decommissioning of Delimara 1, as this will only be 
switched off. However, the relative text can be removed if this is preferred. 
Comments in relation to DPS 3 are noted 
MEPA 211113: Noted; information has been originally provided for the EIA Coordinator’s 
perusal accordingly. 
In the Coordinated Assessment reference is made to 'cessation of operations' of DPS 1, given 
that it is clear that the proposed CCGT plant will be taking over the role of this plant and 
relegating DPS 2A and 2B to 'emergency' and 'reserve' status respectively. 

76 353 – 357 
360 – 364 

Summary 
of impacts 

Identify the good practice and measures mentioned as appropriate mitigation measures to be 
implemented to reduce impacts.  

Borg (JA) points out: 
This refers to good practice and measures primarily during construction which might include 
but will not necessarily be limited to bunding of material, wetting of materials, wheel washing 
etc 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
As is noted above, references to good practice during construction works are covered in 
chapter 5 (section 5.1) through a discussion on the contents of the EMS section of the CMP. 
This EIA Coordinator submits that the summary of impacts is not the place where mitigation 
measures are discussed in detail.  

77 366 4.1.6.3 Whilst noting that the QRA indicates that a major accident is highly unlikely, what is the worst-
case scenario in terms of impacts on agricultural land in the area?  

Should the part of the gas cloud that reaches agricultural land during the weeks preceding 
the harvesting of the cereals, ignites (which is less unlikely than the gas leak per se), the 
fields will catch fire. The spread of the fire would depend on the period and meteorological 
conditions. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; it is thus being understood that the impact significance in a worst 
case scenario would be of high significance. EIA Coordinator to confirm. 
Definitely, if it were not there would be no need for the project to fall under the Seveso 
Directive 

78 367 Table 4-43 Description of Table 4-43 is to be amended. Agreed 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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79 368 – 372 C 

Summary 
of impacts 

Whilst noting that there is a degree of uncertainty related to the results associated with the sub-
bottom profiling, an indication of the worst-case scenario impacts is to be provided. 

The worst-case scenario cannot be assessed unless the full details of sub-bottom profiling 
are made available. 
MEPA 211113: It is still not clear from the response provided as to whether the sub-bottom 
profiling has been carried out, particularly since the study on marine archaeology has 
included sub-bottom profiling.  EIA Coordinator to clarify. 
It is very clear in the main text that sub-bottom profiling has been carried out. The full details 
of the findings of the sub-bottom profiler (SBP) would be known when divers examine the 
spots where anomalies were identified by the SBP [and the magnometer].  
Section 4.1.7 in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report includes a map of the 
anomalies on which the profile of the jetty is overlapped. 
The reviewer should also refer to the section in chapter 5 which is concerned with monitoring 
in connection with marine archaeology. 

80 377 4.1.8.8 Reference is made to the following statement in the EIS: “…inclusion of possible LNG reheating 
emissions (from 1.5% of DPS NG use).” Clarify what is meant by this statement. 

Fedra points out: 
Under the “worst case” assumption, a very small amount of gas that can possibly be used for 
the re-heating of LNG (amount to 1.5 % of the total gas consumption), has been added to the 
emission estimates. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Done in the same location in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report 

81 377 4.1.8.10 Clarify which particular levels of HFO and gas oil sulfur content have been taken into account. Fedra points out: 
The TOR do not include simulation of SO2 emissions/dispersion, hence the sulfur content of 
HFO and gasoil was not assessed in this study. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

82 378 / Table at the beginning of pg. 378 needs to be appropriately captioned. Agreed 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Done 

83 388 Figure  
4-13 

More legible versions of the two figures are to be provided. Fedra points out 
Larger versions of these images will be provided in a new appendix. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  
In the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report these images are not included 
because the information in the text is considered sufficient  

84 393 4.1.8.36 What are the ’11 stacks of the new DPS’ exactly referring to? This needs to be clarified. The reference to 11 stacks was taken from the IPPC permit for DPS that lists the set of 
emission points (with distinct coordinates) within DPS (7 for original DPS, 4 for the extension 
DPS3); these include all emission point including individual flues and bypasses, with 
correspondingly very low emissions. Since the TOR asked for “source complex modelling”. In 
the baseline emission estimate set of scenarios, we have explicitly included all possible 
emission point, even with (marginally) small emissions. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This should be clarified in the 2nd draft. 
Done through an endnote in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 

85 393 D – CCGT 
plant stack 
locations 

Is the data being provided in this section relating to NOx or PM10? The comparison of alternative locations is based on NOx simulations, under the assumption 
that  dispersion without deposition would show larger differences, if any. 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This should be clarified in the 2nd draft. 
Done in the header row of the 'Results of scenario runs for a single CCGT stack and for all the 
11 stacks of the 'new' DPS' table in the third draft if the Coordinated Assessment Report 
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86 394 E – Stack 

height 
analysis 

(1) The legal requirements associated with the maximum contributions of the new CCGT plant 
indicate that the annual levels of NO2 cannot exceed 1.2μg/m3 anywhere as long as the limit 
value in Schedule 7 is applicable. 
According to Schedule 3A of the Ambient Air Quality Regulations (Legal Notice 478 of 2010), 
limit values are applicable anywhere across Malta and Gozo, with the exception of a) locations 
in which there is no fixed habitation and where members of the public do not have access, b) 
road carriageways to which the public does not have access (non existent in Malta) and c) on 
installation premises.  
Figures quoted in Table 4-85 (2015+ scenario), indicate that the 5-year average exceeds the 
maximum contribution of 1.2ug/m3 by the plant (including a 75m chimney with no abatement 
measures). Therefore, this is in contrast with the statement on Pg. 397 of the EIS stating that:  
“The incremental 1.2ug/m3 requirement is easily and safely met for all meteorological 
conditions from 2008 – 2012 at all sensitive receptor locations defined in the 15km impact 
zone… with the proposed 75m stack height.” 
In this regard, it is not clear as to whether the requirement can be met once abatement 
measures are introduced.  
(2) Further to the above, according to the statement in Pg. 398: 
“To meet the incremental 1.2ug/m3, annual average requirements everywhere in the impact 
domain (15 km circle) including the immediate surroundings of the stack (screen dump above) 
or over the sea, and for all meteorological situations as observed between 2008 and 2015, a 
stack height of 105m would be required. Alternatively, at lower stack heights, emission 
reduction technologies to reduce NOx emission would be needed.” 
Therefore, is the EIS stating that the preferred stack height from an air quality perspective 
(without abatement measures) is 105m? 
(3) In accordance with the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) (Large Combustion Plants 
Directive), all NOx is to be considered as NO2. Was this the case with all the calculations 
involving the NO2 levels including the calculation of the stack heights? If not, the consultant is 
to revise in the light of the above. 

Fedra points out: 
1. The stack height analysis was performed using a 100m regular grid of “virtual receptor 

points” plus a set of 23 (precisely spaced) “sensitive receptor points”. 
2. The values quoted are NOT 5 year averages, but 5 ONE YEAR averages (as per legislation) 

with the meteorology of the past 5 years, 2008-2012); 
 There is NO 7 m chimney anywhere in the calculations; we tried stack heights from 

65 to 115 meters, and without abatement as per the CCGT description. 
3. At the 75 m stack “chosen” or stipulated, we conclude: 

 NO exceedences at any of the  23 sensitive receptor locations (representing areas 
of fixed habitation or otherwise deemed sensitive, see the exclusions under 
Schedule 3A of the Legal Notice); 

 Exceedences for stack heights (unabated emissions) BELOW 105 meters can only 
be observed in one or a few years in the five year period, as per the tabulated 
results; 

 ONLY in the immediate vicinity of the stack, usually with a zone immediately 
downwind of the stack of well below a 1 km extent; NO very high-resolution spatial 
analysis (below 100 m from the stack) is “meaningful” given the model (AERMOD) 
accepted by MEPA. 

 75 m stack height: given the exceptions under Schedule 3A, a 75 m stack (single 
stack configuration) is expected to meet the 1.2ug/m3 incremental contribution to 
the annual average ambient concentration at any and all “sensitive receptor 
locations”. 

 A 105 m stack would be needed (given the set of meteorological conditions 
tested) to ensure that NOWHERE in the domain – including the areas excluded by 
Schedule 3A the annual average will exceed the target value of 1.2ug/m3. 

 Please note that any and all of the above statements are based on the (arbitrary) 
selection of the last 5 years of meteorology (MEPA had stipulated 3 years but it 
was felt testing over the metrology of additional years would give a more robust 
assessment); no “engineering safety margin” was used beyond the extended set 
of years. 

 NOx/NO2: the models were always run with NOx (conservative) and interpreted as 
NO2; for sensitivity analysis, alternative NO2 simulations based on the 
AERMOD/OLM version were tried. 

This section will be updated to include a high resolution image of the incremental levels 
around the stack. 

MEPA 211113: Noted; these clarifications need to be included in the 2nd draft EIS. 
New image inserted in section 4.1.8 of the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment report. 
Fedra's explanation has also been inserted in an endnote. 
It should be noted that the 105m issue is now redundant as the Fedra second ESR which 
updated the first ESR with reference to the ElectroGas proposal indicates that the three 75m 
high stacks are acceptable under LN11/2013). 
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87 396 4.1.8.42 Indicate at which points within and/or outside the installation is the 1.2μg/m3 exceedance 

being perceived. This will determine whether higher stack heights and/or abatement measures 
will have to be adopted. 

Fedra points out: 
An example from the stack height analysis with the very high resolution (10m) model runs, 
and related qualifications, will be added to the report. 
However, please note that we do not have data on the “installation” beyond pictures ……. so 
we cannot answer that question precisely, even when ignoring the inherent model uncertainty 
at that resolution 
MEPA 211113: Response as provided is not clear and presents a degree of uncertainty.  EIA 
Coordinator to clarify. 
EIA Coordinator: Fedra is referring to the first draft of the EIS in which a concrete project was 
not available. His assessment of the ElectroGas CCGT/OCGT which he has presented in 
separate reports should not have the same problems (EIA Coordinator) 
Fedra points out: 
To clarify: 10 m resolution model results for the latest configurations (3 * 75 m (CCGT) and 
30 m (OCGT) stacks) with final, corrected emission data  around the (revised) stack locations 
have been provided, which clearly show compliance with the incremental 1.2μg/m3  
requirement. 
Refer to Our Report:   150-13_R (dated 7 Nov 13) 

88 398 / Reference is made to the following text: To meet the incremental 1.2μg/m3 annual average 
requirements everywhere in the impact domain (15km circle) including the immediate 
surroundings of the stack or over the sea… 
Clarify the extent of the immediate surroundings in the paragraph. 

See response above. 
MEPA 211113: Comment above refers. 
See EIA Coordinator's response in the previous row. 

89 398 4.1.8.46 In accordance with guidelines on how to calculate NOx as NO2, it should be noted that NOx 
emissions should be taken as 100% of NOx emissions. Thus, any analyses carried out utilized 
the 80% conversion factor are to be recalculated on the basis of the 100% conversion.  
All provisions of the LCP regulations stipulated that Emission values for NOx are measured as 
NO2. 

All dispersion models for the scenarios were run based on NOx as NO2; as requested by 
MEPA. 
We will correct the use of the 80% NOx in the calculations of the annual emission target 
values. 
Please note that with the estimates well below the target value, this will have no effect on 
compliance. 
MEPA 211113: Noted 

90 399 4.1.8.49 When references to the Gothenburg Protocol ceilings are made, calculations need to consider 
NOx and not NO2. 

See response above. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

91 400 G 
Summary 
of impacts 

Why is the residual impact being indicated as N/A? Fedra points out: 
The impact (impact interpreted as “negative”) of the CCGT plant substituting for MPS and 
DPS, and switching DPS3 to Natural Gas, is considered BENEFICIAL. 
residual impact 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Noted in section 4.1.8 (in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment report) and in 
Volume 5 
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92 400 G 

Summary 
of impacts 

The EIA Coordinator is to confirm as to whether there will be any impacts associated with odour 
on the nearest sensitive receptors in the worst-case scenario. 

Fedra points out: 
The air quality study did not take not take into consideration odour. However considering the 
safety record of such installation together with built in safety systems any gas leak will be 
limited and it is not expected that the odour of such leak will have minimal impact. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
The odour issue is discussed in the QRA and in the review of the QRA in section 4.3. in both 
the first and third drafts of the Coordinated Assessment Report, with reference to the use of 
mercaptan as an admixture with the gas. Ad Fedra (above) and Vaccari (in Row 97 on page 
21). 
The one odour that is of concern to Marsaxlokk and Birżebbuġa residents is the strong smell 
of hot asphalt cement (a by-product of the petroleum industry). The source of this strong 
odour is not clear, but clearly this is an issue that should be investigated by the MEPA. 

93 413 D 
Summary 
of impacts 

Identify the mitigation measures that are being envisaged as part of the ‘competent 
construction site management’ measures to reduce noise-related impacts.  

The Noise study has assumed the construction phase taking into consideration plant 
operations to determine the impact, if any , on nearby receptors. The results of such a 
scenario have indicated that the impact during construction is minimal. Notwithstanding the 
CMP should still emphasise that any potential mitigation measure that can be taken is 
employed during the execution of the works.  Such measure might include, silencers on 
machines, working hours, routing of traffic etc. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
A framework for the contents of the CMP is provided in section 5.1. Noise is covered in this 
framework 

94 414 4.1.10.1 Are any new infrastructural facilities/utilities required for the construction of the jetty, 
FSU/FSRU or the on-shore storage tanks? 

The jetty in itself is a new infrastructural facility but no other ancillary facilities are deemed 
necessary other than those included/indicated in the submitted plans. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Reference should now be made the new drawings in Volume Two of the third draft of the 
Coordinated Assessment Report. 

95 416 B  
Likely 

impacts 

What is the significance for impacts discussed in this section? Are there any residual impacts? Impacts will only occur in the unlikely event of a major accident. It is difficult to establish a 
level of significance because the part of the gas cloud which is flammable will have to make 
it, as it were, to the cultural asset in question and be ignited. Any attempt to establish a level 
of significance would be purely conjectural. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Section 4.3 in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report discusses these 
considerations.  
It should be noted that the significance of the impacts resulting from major accidents (which 
are studied in Risk Assessments) are always very high with respect to receptors who/which 
happen to be located within the corresponding risk contours.  
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96 418 4.3 

Environme
ntal Risk 

This chapter, as summarized vis-à-vis the QRA preliminary assessment report in Appendix 2 
Volume 7, does not facilitate an understanding of the risk assessment undertaken and its 
conclusions. In particular, better reference should be made to the figures in the appropriate 
context/section of the chapter. Certain aspects would benefit from elaboration so as to better 
explain the implications in practice. 
It is noted that the conclusions of the QRA preliminary assessment have not been included in 
the coordinated assessment. The conclusions clarify the findings vis-à-vis the three options, as 
well as the fact that “the solution finally adopted must be submitted to a detailed quantitative 
risk assessment, and final risk of the installation must be proven and eventually reduced to 
meet the conclusions of this preliminary study.” 
The QRA conclusions also include a number of recommendations which have not been included 
in the Coordinated Assessment, e.g.. the QRA “highly recommends” that a Nautical Risk 
Assessment and a Harbour Risk Assessment are to be carried out. Is this recommendation 
going to be acted upon? 

It is evident from the start that the detail to which this EIS could go into was limited by the 
fact that the operator of the CCGT Plant and LNG facilities had yet to be selected. Secondly, 
the conclusions of the QRA are discussed in Chapter 2 of the Coordinated Assessment in 
order to explain how the design of the jetty as indicated in the drawings submitted by Perit 
Zammit.  
It should also be noted that the risk assessment as prepared by Vaccari was used to 
establish through discussions with Transport Malta that the LNG receiving, storage, and 
regasification facilities could be accommodated in Marsaxlokk Harbour without having an 
adverse impact on sea craft movements within the harbour. 
It was always understood, and MEPA was always kept abreast of developments, that 
whatever assessments are required would be carried out. However, the ToRs did not ask for a 
Nautical and Harbour Risk assessments but for an Environmental Risk Assessment and the 
QRA did just that.  
MEPA 211113: The main conclusion made by the updated QRA i.e. “..that ELECTROGAS plant 
project is compatible with acceptability criteria proposed, in agreement with the set of 
critereia adopted in the calculation, provided that safeguards and leakage limitations 
considered in the calculations are set in place “have not been included in the EIA 
Coordinated Assessment. 
Thanks for drawing the EIA Coordinator's attention to this short coming. The omission of a 
specific aspect of a supporting report whether an ESR, a Risk Assessment, a HIA, and so on 
does not mean that whatever is 'left out' is disregarded. Normally, in cases where this EIA 
Coordinator disagrees with a specialist consultant he justifies his position. In other words, 
this EIA Coordinator does not have an issue with Vaccari's conclusions, which at the end of 
the day are the logical outcome of the Vaccari's workings. 

97 424 4.3.4.18 Clarification vis-à-vis whether the odouring process will be carried out on land is required. There 
is no mention of this process in the rest of the document. Furthermore, this aspect of the 
project needs to be included in the project description. Mitigation measures may need to be 
assessed and implemented. 

Vaccari points out: 
Odourization process is understood as a safeguard, not a risk. Odourization process is 
generally implemented in all gas facilities worldwide, in order to ensure that any possible 
leakage of gas can be immediately detected by people. Odorizing agent is normally a 
mercaptan, which can be detected by humans at very low concentration (less than 1 ppm).  
Odorization is also common in LPG bottling plants. Quantity of odorizing agent is in the order 
of IBC tanks (one cubic meter). Odourization equipment and corresponding mercaptan 
containers are in place in any regasification plant and in metering stations, along main gas 
pipelines. Minor spillages of mercaptan happen every year and in some case, can lead to 
false alarm, with population calling to emergency services saying that there’s a gas leak, but 
no major consequences are reported. The only remarkable alarm was a leak in a plant 
producing mercaptan in France, with effect at very large distances. In conclusion, no special 
mitigation measures are required, even if mercaptan must be treated as flammable materials 
and dangerous goods, with adequate firefighting, containment and spillage removal. 
MEPA 211113: Mitigation measures aimed at reducing odour of mercaptan from the 
odourisation process may have to be implemented by the operator. 
Agreed (EIA Coordinator). The mitigation measure would be the quality of the engineering 
design and installation of the storage facility, which is an aspect of the plant that would be 
evaluated in detail during the process leading to the issue of the IPPC operating permissions. 

98 428 Figure 4-42 Inclusion of Fig. 4-42 in this section which deals with assumptions in the methodology is out of 
place and confusing; the figure is being linked to effects in topography, when in fact it is an 
outcome of the overall risk assessment which takes a number of factors and assumptions into 
account, and in itself provides a recommendation on the location of the loading arms. The 
figure should be included at a later stage of this section of the coordinated assessment (i.e. 
Para 4.3.12.9) and not in this section. 

This EIA Coordinator was aware of this issue but time constraints did not permit him to modify 
the presentation. 
MEPA 211113: Response by the EIA Coordinator is still pending. 
The EIA Coordinator cannot say more than what is written. The issue has been addressed in 
the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 
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99 435 4.3.10.13 Reference is made to the following text in the EIS: Each starting point, based on the initial 

event, is identified in the tree as N. The tree has to be systematically raised in two branches: 
the one at the top reflecting success or the occurrence of the event (with probability P) and the 
one below representing the failure or non--occurrence of the event (probability 1- PP). The 
resulting event trees are shown below. 
Is the above referring to the event trees shown on the previous page in Section 4.3.10.10? 

Yes 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

100 435 4.3.11.1 What are the expected effects within the risk contours? This information is necessary to 
understand impacts and potential consequences within and outside these zones, e.g. from 
fires, physical damage to infrastructure from blasts etc. 
It is also noted that these effects do not appear to have been considered. Damage to the diesel 
tanks and their secondary containment systems would have severe implications for the 
environment. 

Vaccari points out: 
The scope of the report is to determine the risk contour. Effects contours are not presented in 
the report and investigation of effects within the risk contour is a nonsense. Consequences 
are always larger than admissible risk contour: is the result of introducing frequencies in the 
risk calculation. The difference between being inside the risk contour or outside is that inside 
people have unacceptable probability to die, outside acceptable. Risk contour must not be 
understood as “inside is risky, outside is safe”. Living inside is like driving at 200km/h 
without safety belt, outside is driving at 50km/h with safety belt, people can have be killed in 
an accident both ways, but the first one is not admitted by the society. 
If interested, consequences contour can be presented on maps, damages to the installation 
can be studied and possible domino effects can be calculated. This part is generally called 
“risk analysis” and is focused on protection of people, environment and facilities, while QRA 
is focused only on people and for land use planning. 
MEPA 211113: Domino effect on the diesel tanks and secondary comment has not been 
included in the report. 
It should be noted that the term 'nonsense' in Vaccari's response does not reflect a 
judgement on the reviewer's comment. It refers to the fact that 'Effects contours are not 
presented in the report and investigation of effects within the risk contour is not done' (EIA 
Coordinator). 
The Domino Effect issue is discussed in Vaccari's second QRA report and reviewed in the 
third draft of the Coordinated Assessment (in section 4.3) 

101 435 4.3.11.2 This paragraph makes reference to the Irish Health and Safety Authority (HSA) criteria for 
defining the boundaries of the inner, middle and outer zones for land use planning purposes, 
while previously (Para 4.3.6.34) reference was made to the (UK) HSE. References are to be 
amended for consistency/correctness. 
Also, the related wording (“must”) should be amended since there is no local requirement to 
use the Irish HSA or UK HSE criteria, although the approach in the Supplementary Planning 
Guidance is based on the methodology used by the HSE. 

SGS is checking. No reference to the Irish HSA is expected in the text. Criteria cited in the 
document are from Maltese HSA. SGS would insist in checking any possible 
misunderstanding in the references. 
MEPA 211113: Response by the EIA Coordinator is still pending. 
In the first place there is nothing wrong with Irish guidelines. Ireland is an EU member State 
and they follow the same directives that are followed in Malta.  
Misunderstandings of the type in question are bound to occur in countries like Malta which 
do not produce their own good practice guidelines.  
In the References pages of the QRA, reference is made to a Health and Safety Authority, 
which this EIA Coordinator assumed (after googling the name) was a reference to the Irish 
authority since its counterpart in England is called the Health and Safety Executive. The 
corresponding document that is referred to in the QRA is: 
Health and Safety Authority (HSA), Policy & Approach of the Health & Safety Authority to 
COMAH Risk-based Land-use Planning, 07 September 2009. 
This matter has now been resolved in the third draft (see sections 2.3 and 4.3). 
The need to follow HSE guidelines was requested by the Maltese OHSA (lead member of the 
Maltese Seveso Directive competent authority). Indeed, Vaccari followed this instruction 
together with Dutch guidelines knowing that the British and the Dutch health and safety 
authorities have collaborated a lot in research projects (EIA Coordinator). 
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102 435 4.3.11.3 Reference is made to the following statement in the EIS: As can be noticed, there is no 

incompatibility between the projected terminal and the land use planning. 
This statement implies that there will be no/minimal effects/consequences outside the zones 
shown, so that no land use planning constraints would need to be put in place outside said 
zones, thus clarification in this regard is required. Furthermore, clarification vis-à-vis the gas 
cloud contours shown in Figures 4-48 and 4-49 is required, also considering that frequency of 
the events considered there are of the 10-5 and 10-6 order. 
Moreover, it should be noted that given that there are a number of assumptions used for this 
preliminary risk assessment, it should be noted that the risk assessment and associated 
modeling for ascertaining compatibility with the surrounding uses will need to be repeated 
when detailed designs are available. 

The statement indicates that prima facie the provision in the Marsaxlokk Bay Local Plan 
which identifies the DPS site for future extensions in the energy sector is doable if Vaccari's 
advice regarding the location of the LNG loading arms is followed. Evidently the ultimate 
judge of this consideration would be the MEPA (i.e. the Board). 
SGS reaffirm the statement that there’s no incompatibility between the project and the land 
use, but disagrees about the conclusion on the left “implies that there will be no/minimal 
effects/consequences outside the zones shown, so that no land use planning constraints 
would need to be put in place outside said zones”. Individual risk contours are calculated 
according to international criteria. Societal risk is calculated based on people estimated 
presence in the area. Any change or interpretation of these factors might result in a different 
land use planning. For this reason, acceptability of the proposed criteria, implementation of a 
safety distance or limitations of use in land planning is responsibility of the MEPA. From SGS 
the only suggestion is to follow the example proposed by other public authorities, regarding 
the introduction of safety area and /or use of credible scenario’s consequences for use 
planning. 
MEPA 211113: Land use planning issues are to be discussed in the mainstream planning 
process. 
Land use issues are also considered in Risk Assessments, as they affect location decisions, 
and the same can be said with respect to EIAs. 
It should be noted that one of the most important guidance document that Vaccari had to 
consult was the HSE publication entitled: 'Policy & Approach of the Health & Safety Authority 
to COMAH Risk-based Land-use Planning' 

103 435 4.3.11.4 It is not clear what the conclusions of the societal risk calculation are, and for what areas they 
have been applied, given that the iso-risk contours previously shown do not impinge on 
residential areas, beaches etc. 

Vaccari points out: 
Societal risk cannot directly linked to the risk contour map. Risk contour is individual risk, 
societal is for society living in the area, thus no possible connection. The first is the 
probability to die for an individual living in the contour, thus is only a mathematical 
interpretation of risk. The second is the number of victims expected per year due to accidents 
in the facilities. Of course these victims can live outside the risk contour but inside the effects 
of the consequences, which impinge on beaches, houses, etc 
MEPA 211113: Reply should refer to the specific section the QRA. 
Sections 9, 10, and 11 in the first QRA 

104 435 Figure 
4-43 

(1) It is not clear for which of the 3 options the risk contours shown are applicable. Figure title 
needs to make reference to option A/B/C as relevant. 
(2) The diesel tanks, related bunds and other infrastructure are within the iso-risk contours 
shown. What are the implications and associated risks/potential consequences? 

(1) Point taken and the issue will be dealt with in the second draft 
(2) There are no ignition points in the tanks' area 
Vaccari points out: 
Again, take care about possible confusion between iso-risks contour (defined for people only) 
and consequences (for facilities in this case). Diesel tank can be involved in a gas cloud, can 
be engulfed by a flash fire or can be damaged by an explosion. Any further investigation of 
these effects on the tanks should be included in the “risk analysis” report, and is out of scope 
of the QRA. A priori SGS can affirm that no major consequences are expected for the tanks: in 
case of flash fire, the phenomenon is transitory and no ignition of the diesel is expected if the 
tanks are correctly protected with flame arrestors; in case of explosion, the deflagration is 
expected to be weak and containment kept. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  No further comments. 
Refer to sections 2.3 and 4.3 in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 
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105 437 Figure  

4-44 
The diesel tanks, related bunds and other infrastructure are within the iso-risk contours shown. 
What are the implications and associated risks/potential consequences? 

Same as above 
MEPA 211113: Further investigation on the effects on the diesel tanks which are within the 
gas cloud are to be included as part of the risk analyses report. 
This issue is referred to in the second QRA report and in section 4.3 of the third draft in the 
Coordinated Assessment Report. 

106 439 4.3.11.11 Reference is made to the following text in the EIS: Additionally, reference should be made to the 
Government position in the Major Accident and Hazards and Hazardous Substances policy 
document, as cited on page 418. Vaccari submits that according to his calculations, all 
requirements in this document can be considered as fulfilled by the three options. 
This conclusion needs to be better explained/elaborated within the coordinated assessment. 

Vaccari points out: 
The QRA has so far investigated the three options and adopted standard norms and criteria 
in determining the iso-risk and the gas cloud. In this version the QRA has been amended to 
reflect the submission made by the bidder. 
MEPA 211113: No further comments. 

107 440 – 441 Figure  
4-48 

Figure 
4-49 

(1) What do the two contours shown in each figure represent? Legend is missing. Also links to 
options A/B/C need to be indicated in the figures/titles. 
(2) What are the likely effects within the zones shown? If the gas cloud shown ignites, would 
this not result in fatalities? Clarification is required as to how this correlates with the iso-risk 
contours shown earlier in the section. 

Better explained in the second draft 
MEPA 211113: The reply should be included as part of the coordinated assessment. 
The explanation is provided in section 2.3 of the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment 
Report. 

108 443 4.3.12.6 Reference is made to the following text in the EIS: Both situations can be limited adopting 
special technologies not normally adopted for unloading arms (hence the high frequency), 
limiting the extension of a pool in case of LNG spillage or implementing a hydro-shield system 
around the area which disperses and dilutes the flammable cloud. Thus this extremely large 
cloud can be discarded from the generation of the final contour. 
This implies that specific technical measures would have to be implemented so as to be able to 
discard the likelihood of events resulting in gas clouds of such extent. If this is the case in the 
generation of the final contours, implementation of said measures would be required in the 
final project. 

Agreed. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

109 443 4.3.12.9 (1) With reference to Figure 4-42, is the EIS implying that the jetty location as assessed through 
Options B and C, would need to be revised in line with the recommendations of the QRA? 
(2) Drawing shown in Fig. 4-42 on page 428 needs to be inserted in this section of the chapter 
for clarity. 

As explained in Chapter 2, Vaccari was asked to assess the locations of the LNG receiving, 
storage, and regasification facilities as presented in three optional arrangements during the 
PDS hearing. As is noted above he used his judgement to discard Option C, which proposed 
the location of the CCGT Plant in Area B plus a floating stortage facility (either a FSU or a 
FSRU). He suggested to test Options A (CCGT Plant in Area A and LNG storage in Area B), the 
part of Option B which proposed the location of the CCGT Plant in Area A plus an FSU to the 
south-west of Area B), and the part of Option B (i.e. the new Option C), which entailed the 
location of the CCGT Plant in Area A and an FSRU to the south-west of Area B. 
He found that the options would work best (i.e. with respect to security of supply and safety) if 
the LNG/NGs loading arms are located within the green polygon in the above-mentioned 
Figure 4-42. This information was discussed with Transport Malta. The result was adopted in 
the drawings submitted by Perit Zammit.  
In other words, the recommendations in the QRA were adopted during the jetty design 
process. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 
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110 443 4.3.12.10 (1) Are there any plans vis-à-vis the relocation or removal of the Ħas-Saptan dolphin? 

(2) Which contour/figure is this referring to – Drawing 13? 
(3) Reference is made to the following text in the EIS: Also, the unloading operation at existing 
the dock in DPS is out of the red contour and is not affected nor affecting. 
Rewording of the sentence is required since meaning is not clear. 

(1) Presently there are no plans for the relocation of the Ħas Saptan Dolphin 
(2) The contour in Figure 13 of the QRA and Figure 4.4.2 of the Coordinated Assessment 
Report refers to the points at which the flammability of the gas is at its lowest limit under a 
combination of meteorological conditions. 
(3) To be addressed in the second draft 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 
In the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report  a 'no-impact on the dolphin' 
statement is made in section 4.1.1 (impacts on sea uses). This should have been done in the 
first draft, at least, in order to avoid misunderstandings. 
The other matters are discussed better in section 4.3 of the same third draft. 

111 455 4.4.2.81 Is the estimated total of six (6) additional vessels a year in Marsaxlokk Harbour valid for all 
options being assessed?  

The number of calls is based on the statement in the PDS that the maximum capacity of the 
LNG storage facility would be 180,000m3 and the daily fuel consumption would be 
2,440m3.  It is applicable to all the options. 
MEPA 211113: Given that further details have been submitted since the submission of the 
1st draft vis-à-vis the LNG storage facilities, it is understood that this response needs to be 
updated accordingly. 
Done in the third draft. 

112 456 4.4.2.85 
and 

4.4.2.87 

What kind of ‘further investigation’ is required vis-à-vis cadmium and mercury levels in the bay? Mamo & Cauchi point out that 
The waters of Marsaxlokk Bay per se are not highly contaminated with cadmium and mercury 
– facts show that levels were undetectable. 
What concerns us is the silt – that is a wholly other matter, as decades of mechanised 
marine traffic in the bay has led to considerable contamination of the silt in the bay. This has 
been confirmed by the EIA. 
We therefore would recommend that ANY activity done in the bay that involves dredging, or 
construction of a jetty, or the generation of strong currents (especially in a SE direction into 
the bay) should be accompanied by monitoring of these two elements in particular. Should 
levels rise to a dangerous level, activity should stop to allow the silt to settle again, and not 
spread into the food chain or into bathing areas.  
Additionally, the waters of the bay should also be monitored during natural events, such as 
storms, or during occurrences of strong currents in the bay. Water would require testing 
during these occasions to ascertain acceptable levels on fine days are still the norm during 
rough seas, and thus have a comparison 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
It is now confirmed that the ElectroGas proposal will not involve dredging and/or reclamation. 
For this reason, any monitoring that may need to be done should not be carried out by the 
Applicant or the operator. 

113 460 4.4.2.112 The EIS is to indicate all possible options associated with the disposal of construction waste. There are only two options: disposal in an inert waste landfill or at sea. The contaminated 
wastes would need to be disposed as advised by Waste Serv. 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Given that the preferred bidder is proposing a project which will not involve the generation of 
the amounts of wastes which concerned this EIA Coordinator, one can safely indicate that the 
details regarding the disposal of inert waste during construction work be provided in the 
CMP. 
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114 463 4.4.3.1 What are the hazardous toxic materials being mentioned in this section? The toxic materials would mainly consist of waste oils generated by the on-site servicing of 

non-mobile construction equipment. Such contamination would be avoided through the 
provision on site of bunded pallets which would be used underneath machines which are 
services and the provision of a bunded haz-mat store. Furthermore, hazardous materials and 
wastes should be stored on site for the shortest possible time. 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Reference to such toxic materials are mode in section3.4, 3.5.3, 4.1.4, and 4.1.5C of the 
Coordinated Assessment Report (all drafts) 

115 466 C – 
Summary 
of impacts 

What are the criteria used to determine the impact significance associated with health-related 
impacts for the construction and operational phases? 

Mamo & Cauchi point out: 
During our HIA we assessed all possible procedures during construction and operational 
phases that might have an impact on health. Indeed, all impacts were considered significant, 
though admittedly some are more serious than others (eg. Cancer can be deemed more 
harmful than asthma)  
However we refrained from comparing one potential effect with another, as the subjectivity of 
different patients with different diseases and its impact on their lives still warrants 
consideration. 
Indeed, in our opinion, even remote vague possibilities warrant investigation and caution 
where health is concerned, during both construction and operational phases. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
The 'official' criteria would be the ones established in the directives/regulations intended to 
protect the environment. One would however be aware that such criteria are politically agreed 
thresholds, which do not necessarily provide the level of protection for human beings that 
would be desired by health practitioners.  
However, any requirement imposed on the developer that goes beyond whatever is 
established in directives/regulations can be indicated at the discretion of the decision maker 
(the MEPA). This is why, this EIA Coordinator felt that the Mamo & Cauchi should at least be 
given regard to. 

116 492 5.1.5.1 Identify measures being proposed in terms of avoidance of light pollution. The use of luminaires which are assigned the Fixed Seal of Approval of the International 
Dark-Sky Association, which are represented in Malta by the Light Pollution Awareness Group. 
Such luminaires would normally be characterised by zero upward lighting, high elevation peak 
beam angle, and high beam efficiency with low glare. 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Done in section 5.1 of the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report. 

  



Comments on the 1st draft of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

EA 00014/13 (TRK. 152941 & TRK. 152951): 

Delimara Gas and Power  – CCGT (Combined Cycle Gas Turbine Power Plant) and LNG (Liquefied Natural Gas) Receiving, Storage and Regasification Facilities, at Delimara, Marsaxlokk. 

 

Page 27 of 66 

117 492 5.1.6.1 What are the ‘good practice and measures’ being envisaged in terms of prevention of impacts 
on marine ecology? 

Such details should be presented in CMPs rather than EISs. 
To be addressed in the second draft 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Chapter 5 of the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report incudes framework 
guidelines for the preparation of the CMP. It highlights the principal issues that the EMS 
section of this document will have to address. 
In chapter 1 (project management section) a suggestion is made regarding the issue of an 
outline CMP prior to the determination of the development permission and a detailed one 
when the contractor[s] are appointed. A similar procedure is at times followed by the 
Contracts Department with respect to EMS documents submitted prior and after the award of 
a tender. 

118 493 5.1.8 Heading of this section should indicate that this is related to the terrestrial cultural heritage 
impacts. 

Agreed 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

119 493 5.1.9 There is no mention/discussion of the conclusions of the QRA, which highlighted the need for 
more detailed risk assessments including a nautical risk assessment and harbour risk 
assessment. It is not clear whether these recommendations will be taken on board. 
It is also noted that the calculations in the QRA included a number of assumptions, some of 
which are mitigating measures that would need to be factored into the design (such as referred 
to in para 4.3.12.6), while others may affect the overall result if the detailed design changes by 
a factor of 30% (input information and data in section 6.1 of the QRA and para 4.3.3.9 in the 
Coordinated Assessment). 
It would be expected that these aspects are highlighted and discussed in the EIS. 

It has been evident to all involved that the first draft of the EIS was to be followed by a 
second draft which would discuss the selected option. The first draft was never intended to 
be a document which was to be submitted to the decision maker.  
The recommendations of the QRA were taken up during the design process leading to the 
location and configuration of the jetty. This EIS was being used as a design tool, as proper  
MEPA 211113: Comment is not acceptable given that the 1st draft of the EIS as an essential 
part of the process, and thus response needs to be reviewed accordingly. 
This EIA Coordinator disagrees with the reviewer. It should be noted that the first together 
with the problems that were highlighted were submitted to the bidders who had the 
opportunity to submit proposals with inbuilt mitigation measures. Vaccari was then asked to 
review his QRA and submit one which examines the actual ElectroGas proposal. This was 
done and the assessment together with recommendations are reviewed in section 4.3  

120 494 5.1.10.2 
and 

5.1.11.1 

What would the SCR, SNCR, ESP, Fabric Filter and wet scrubber abatement technologies 
consist of, should these be incorporated in the new plant? 

There are no plans for such technologies to be adopted 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
Point made in section 5.1 in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment report. 

121 496 5.4.1 Is there a preliminary framework for the decommissioning plant that could be provided at this 
stage? 

At this stage there are no formal plans. Such a plan would need to be submitted to the MEPA 
prior to the issue of the permit to operate under the IED. 

MEPA 211113: Noted; the requirements for a decommissioning plan would be included as 
part of the conditions for the IPPC permit. 
This EIA Coordinator has been informed that a detailed decommissioning plan is to be 
prepared for submission with the application for the IPPC operations permit. 

122 496 5.5 It is not clear as to why no monitoring in terms of air quality has been provided in this section. It is anticipated that an air quality monitoring programme will be agreed before the issue of 
the permit to operate under the IED.  
MEPA 211113: Noted.  The requirements for air quality monitoring shall be included as part 
of both the development permit conditions arising from the EIS and the conditions of the 
IPPC permit. 
In chapter 5 of the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment Report a comment proposed by 
Fedra regarding air quality has been included.  
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Coordinated Assessment – Volume 2  

123 / Perit’s 
Drawings 

Given that the air quality study in Volume One of the EIS Coordinated Assessment has indicated 
that the preferred stack height is 105m; proposed plans and sections should include an option 
indicating such. 
An indication of where the proposed jetty/FSU/FSRU location is to be provided. 

Re runs of the air dispersion taking into consideration the information provided by the bidder 
has indicated that that the dispersion of emissions can be attained with a 75m stack. Exact 
location of jetty has been included as part of this document 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  

124 / Utilities 
Drawings 

What does the ‘holding down area’ (in the site logistics plan) indicated in yellow, represent? Temporary storage area, primarily for equipment during the construction/assembly phase 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

125 / Baseline 
Photograph

s and 
Photomont

ages 

A full set of photomontages, including the preferred stack height of 105m are to be indicated 
(refer also to comments above) to provide a comprehensive assessment of all possible 
scenarios for the proposed development. 
What is the approximate height of the FSU/FSRU being included in the photomontages 

Kindly refer to answer for row 123. In relation to the height of the proposed FSU is 14m to 
deck and 30m to top of tanks   

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

126 / QRA 
Drawings 

It is not clear as to why the proposed CCGT is not being indicated in these drawings. 
(2)Given that the extension of the gas cloud for Options B and C covers all the possible ignition 
points from the present Delimara Power Station, what would the extension of the impact area 
be in the unlikely event of a domino-effect explosion? 

Vaccari points out: 

1) CCGT was out of scope of the QRA because no LNG is present. Can be added in the 
drawing if considered interesting. 
MEPA 211113: CCGT should be included in the drawing for ease of reference. 
Vaccari points out: 

2) We cannot fully understand the question. Conclusion about avoiding ignition of gas cloud 
was explained in the report. No domino effect in existing Delimara PS is calculated in case of 
explosion, study of existing facilities is out of scope. Can be studied in the already indicated 
'risk analysis' 
MEPA 211113: Noted.  This is to be included in the 2nd draft.  If already included, reference is 
to be provided. 
As is noted above the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment report includes (in section 
4.3) a review of Vaccari's assessment of the Domino Effect issue. 
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Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two – Volume One  
Cultural Heritage ESR  

127 / Delimara 
CCGT 

Summary of 
Impacts 

Has the ESR indicated any cultural heritage impacts associated with the 75m/105m chimney 
stack? 

No impact has been noted especially when one considers that existing stacks on site are in 
the region of 150m. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

128  3 Does the proposal of a heritage trail consider safety issues associated with the plant (i.e. 
distance)? 

The QRA has undertaken a detailed study taking into consideration populations in different 
areas around the site. Such population levels have also looked at number of people in bays, 
fields etc. Based on these numbers together with other relevant data the isorisk contours 
have been determined. 
MEPA 211113: Response does not specify whether this heritage trail has been considered.  
This EIA Coordinator submits that such matters are for the designers of the heritage trail to 
consider. Such a trail is provided for in the Marsaxlokk Bay Local Plan, and it is up to the 
Government (as the owner of the Local Plan) to specify safety arrangements. 

129  4 Paragraph seems incomplete. Point Taken 
MEPA 211113: Has this been amended? 
Yes 

Water Quality ESR  
130 23 2.5, Para. 3 It should be noted that for the sampling of water two replicates for each point at 5 m of depth 

were taken. Superficial sediment samples were only collected, with the use of the Van Veen 
grab. 

I am assuming that this comment is the same as that for the answer given in relation to 
section 3.4.7.2 pg 135.. This has been asnwered. 

MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

131 49 / Reference is made to the following statement in the ESR: “Evidently such statement needs to 
be treated with proper caution and in any case, its validity will need to be verified and 
confirmed by other studies currently being undertaken by MEPA in compliance with the WFD.” 
What are the studies being referred to in this statement? 

MEPA had provided me with data on sediment and water quality as produced by its 
Surveillance Monitoring done in compliance with the WFD. Such data was restricted to the 
Marsaxlokk Water Body.  In my Section 2.10, on the basis of the data reviewed in my report, I 
concluded that the chemical status for this water body (Marsaxlokk) may be that of GOOD 
POTENTIAL. However this status will need to be confirmed by further assessment of ALL data 
base from this Surveillance Monitoring for ALL other water bodies which had been monitored. 
For example, levels of contaminants in sediments in water column from Marsaxlokk will need 
to be compared to those from other harbour areas, as well as from areas less exposed to 
human pressures. 

MEPA 211113: Response above needs to be clarified. 
Clarification has been included in the revised report ref: 085-13_R (version dated 1 Nov 
2013), and also in the latest updated version (dated 4 Dec 2013) … see page 51 

132 50 / With reference to the last paragraph, EPD reserves the right to request further information vis-à-
vis water quality once more definite details on the proposed development are received. 

OK 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

133 60 / In relation to comment above, further information may be requested once more definite details 
on the proposed development are received. 

OK 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

134 67 4.2.3 Further information may be requested once more definite details on the proposed development 
are received. 

OK 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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135 Table 11 / Details in relation to the impact significance criteria used in Table 11 are to be provided. 

Further details in connection with ‘good practices of coastal engineering works’ are required. 

Would the use of ‘silt/geo-textile’ curtains be effective in this case? Also, is such mitigation 
measure realistic since such measure is often discarded during the construction phase due to 
financial implications? 

With reference to the impact associated with ‘offshore disposal of dredged material arising 
from the development’, defining impact as being ‘unknown’ is not acceptable. Further 
information on such, should there be any dredging in the area, is required. 

Point 1: These have been provided in my Section 4.1   
Point 2: Such details will be included in the CMP. 
Point 3:  In my assessment of impact from release of particulate matter during the 
construction phase (my Section 4.2.1) I have taken the worst-case scenario and assumed 
that: “ the deployment of silt/geo-textile curtains will be less successful than expected”. 
Point 4: The dredged material (if any) would presumably be disposed of in the same offshore 
site which had been used for this purpose (as permitted by MEPA) for disposal of dredged 
material from Marsaxlokk in 2009. This is presumably the official spoilt ground off  Grand 
Harbour. This is located at 14o 34’ East, 35o 55’ North, as per LN 128 of 1997. (see my 
Section 4.2.3). The impacts of disposal of the dredged material at this site will depend on the 
chemical profile of the material to be dredged, as well as on the benthic and other  
characteristics of the spoilt ground. Since at this stage, incomplete information is available to 
the present consultant on both aspects, the significance of impact of such disposal cannot be 
assessed.  However it may be pointed out that since the competent authority (MEPA) had very 
recently permitted the disposal of dredged material from the same area (Marsaxlokk 
Harbour)  to the same spoilt ground, risk assessment of such operation had already been 
carried out and was found to be acceptable. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

136 86 5.1(b) Should there be any dredged material from the site, is there any indication as to where such 
material will be disposed of? 

See my  answer to previous comment. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

137 86 5.1(c) Previous comment on the effective implementation of silt curtains/geo-textile curtains refers. See my answer to Comment No. 29 Point 3 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

138 87 5.2(a)  The reduction of discharge of cooling waters at Ħofra ż-Żgħira is to be confirmed once the final 
designs of the proposed development are submitted to MEPA. 

OK 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

139 88 Table 13 It is being understood that the proposed baseline monitoring for ‘total suspended solids’ should 
read Profile and Seasonally. 

Agreed. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

140 89 / Why hasn’t the hydrodynamic survey been carried out at this point in time? Ecoserv was not requested to undertake any hydrodynamic studies. For  this assessment, a 
study carried out by SVASEK (2013) was referred to in relation to the present study.  

MEPA 211113: Noted.  

141 / Annex I Annex mentioned in this section is missing. Report of sample analysis was included in the Annex of the report we submitted. We can 
reattach. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two – Volume Two  

Vertebrate-Fauna ESR  
142 / 4.1 A map indicating the location of this protected area is to be included in the ESR. A map indicating the Magħluq area has been inserted in page 9 of the  report 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

143 / / It seems that no mitigation measures have been provided vis-à-vis any vertebrates that might 
be affected by the proposed development. This needs to be clarified in the ESR. 

The issue has been addressed and inserted in page 61 of the report 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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Marine Ecology ESR  
144 4,5 Section 2 Legible and larger versions of Figures 1, 2 and 3 are to be included. The three figures have been taken from the report ‘AIS Environmental Ltd., 2009. 

Environmental impact statement for the proposed local generating capacity and Delimara 
Power Station ENV/3260/A/08 PA03152/05; Volume 1 Coordinated Assessment. Malta: 
unpublished report’. No original graphics files were available for these figures, hence it was 
not possible to enhance their quality, while copyright of the figures rests with the authors (AIS 
Environmental Ltd). 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

145 35 62 As indicated for other sections, EPD reserves the right to request further information vis-à-vis 
marine ecology once more definite details on the proposed development are received, 
particularly those associated with the construction of the jetty and ancillary requirements. 

Noted. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

146 41 93 Given that the ESR (and in turn the EIS) indicates that the impacts associated with the physical 
alteration of the seabed through land reclamation/dredging/deployment of structures is 
considered to be of high significance; further details on whether the proposed development 
shall actually be including such interventions is required. 

Noted. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

147 45 99 Given that the ESR (and in turn the EIS) indicates that the impacts associated with land 
reclamation and/or dredging works considered to be of high significance; further details on 
whether the proposed development shall actually be including such interventions is required. 

Noted. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

148 46 105 What would be the impact significance associated with a major accidental release of toxic 
substances and contaminants on the marine ecology of the area of study? 

In the case of a major accident, the significance of impact is deemed medium to high. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; this needs to be included in the revised ESR. 

149 48 118 What would be the impact significance of the worst-case scenario associated with a major 
accident? 

In the case of a major accident, the significance of impact is deemed medium to high. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; this needs to be included in the revised ESR. 

150 55 6. 
Summary of 

impacts 

Same comments made in the EIS Coordinated Assessment in relation to the provision of 
detailed mitigation measures refer. 

Details on mitigation measures can only be provided once the full CMP and PDS are 
available. 

MEPA 211113: Response does not provide an adequate reply to MEPA’s query. 
Response by EIA Coordinator. In the first place one cannot expect a specialist EIA Coordinator 
to provide detailed mitigation measures, given that normally such specialists would identify 
what should be prevented and it would then be the job of engineers to ensure that such 
impacts are prevented or at least controlled/minimised. The design of barriers for the 
protection of any type of receptor (e.g. filters, dykes, bunds, secondary containers, silencers, 
luminaires for the control of light pollution, and so on) is the task of engineers (in our case 
mechanical and environmental engineers) who are trained to design and supervise the 
installation of such barriers. 
In chapter 5 of the Coordinated Assessment Report (third draft) such measures are identified. 
They were drawn up by this EIS Coordinator. Chapter 5 also includes a proposal  

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two – Volume Three  

Noise ESR  
151 40 Figure 28 Is the noise level being predicted for the introduction of Option A uniform across all the area of 

study? 
There are different levels for varying area and plane sources. It cannot be uniform across the 
whole area. What is displayed is the difference between the existing and when the Option is 
introduced i.e where the changes will occur and by how much. 
‘Figure 28 displays the differences between the existing and the future situation. 

MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 
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152 43 Figure 30 Is the noise level indicated, cumulative or is it referring to the change between the baseline 

situation and the prediction being illustrated? 
It is the noise level according to ISO1996, and a day value covering 16 Hours. Cumulative 
does not form part of this kind of noise evaluation. Leq is averaging over time. Hence what is 
being displayed is the change/ difference. 
‘Figure 30 Level differences between present and future scenario with Option A and Phase 1 
not in use.’ 
MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

153 45 4.5 What were the criteria used to determine the location of the proposed monitoring points? All monitoring points are chosen according to the Option under consideration. These would be 
locations that would point out any changes or variations that could come about. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

154 49 Figure 33 Same comment as per Figure 28 above refers. See Point 1. 
‘Figure 33 Areas impacted by the introduction of Option B 
MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

155 53 Figure 35 Same comment as per Figure 30 above refers. See Point 2. 

‘Figure 35 Level difference changes between existing at present (August 2013) and future 
scenario Option B.’ 

MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

156 55 5.5 What were the criteria used to determine the location of the proposed monitoring points? All monitoring points are chosen according to the Option under consideration. These would be 
locations that would point out any changes or variations that could come about 

MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

157 61 Figure 38 Same comment as per Figures 28 and 33 above refers. See Point 1. 

‘Figure 38 Areas impacted by the introduction of Option C.’ 

MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

158 64 Figure 40 Same comment as per Figures 30 and 35 above refers. See Point 2. 
‘Figure 40 Level difference changes between existing at present (August 2013) and future 
scenario.’ 
MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

159 66 6.5 What were the criteria used to determine the location of the proposed monitoring points? All monitoring points are chosen according to the Option under consideration. These would be 
locations that would point out any changes or variations that could come about. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

160 74 7.6 What were the criteria used to determine the location of the proposed monitoring points? All monitoring points are chosen according to the Option under consideration. These would be 
locations that would point out any changes or variations that could come about. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; MEPA will include the appropriate mitigation measures as necessary. 

Land-use and land cover, including agriculture ESR  
 / / /  

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two – Volume Four  

Landscape and Visual Assessment ESR  
161 6 Figure 1.4 A more legible version of this diagram is to be provided. Point Noted 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

162 62 Table 4.7  What type of landscaping is being envisaged in relation to the proposed development? No landscaping is being proposed.  One has to take into consideration that this is a SEVESO 
site 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 
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163 67 4.5.2 (1) As indicated in the relative section in the Coordinated Assessment, photomontages which 

include a stack height of 105m need to be provided for assessment. 
(2) Reference to the separate Appendix with the A3 views of the baseline photographs and the 
associated photomontages needs to be made in this section. 
(3) It would be preferred it baseline photographs and photomontages are included in A4 size in 
this section. 

1. As indicated in previous sections of this matrix the 105m stack is not required as following 
re runs of the data provided by the bidder the air dispersion for stack height analysis is in 
line with legal notice requirements 

2. As requested by MEPA we have included these photomontages in A4 format in the 
document 

3. Noted and amended accordingly 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

164 80 – 81 4.5.3 
4.5.8  

As indicated in the relative section in the Coordinated Assessment, photomontages which 
include a stack height of 105m need to be provided for assessment. 

Kindly refer to comment 163 (1) above. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

Air Dispersion Modelling Study ESR  
165 3 Point 2 Reference to the Industrial Emissions (Large Combustion Plants) Regulations, 2013 should 

read Legal Notice 11 of 2013. 
Reference will be will amended. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

166 3 Point 2 Comments made on the Coordinated Assessment with respect to the 1.2μg/m3 incremental 
annual averages are being reiterated in this section. 

Please refer to response to same comment provided further above. 
MEPA 211113: Refer to earlier comments on the same. 
Please refer to comment 87 above. 
Moreover, the 2 summary points given in the Exec Summary of the report (to which the MEPA 
comment is originally addressed: pg 3) state that: 
2. Stack height modelling 

 With the planned 75 meter stack for the new CCGT plant, there are no 
exceedences at any of the sensitive receptor points, of the 1.2 μg/m3 incremental 
annual average ambient concentration limit (3% of the applicable limit value, LN 
11 of 2011) due to the new gas fired CCGT plant under all meteorological 
conditions tested (2008-2012, hourly resolution). 

 To also meet the 1.2μg/m3 incremental annual average ambient concentration 
target reliably everywhere in the 20 km model domain, (all hourly exceedences 
however, are predicted within less than 2 km around the stack) emission 
reduction technologies or a 105 m stack would be required for the range of 
meteorological conditions explored. 

We feel that these 2 points clearly answer MEPA’s original comment that states: 
“In this regard, it is not clear as to whether the requirement can be met once abatement 
measures are introduced.” 
By summarising that: 
i) at the sensitive receptor points the requirement can be met, and  
ii) within the whole 20km domain, some areas (in the close vicinity of the stack) will exceed 
the value but this can be addressed through abatement measures, as detailed in our original 
response to comment 87. 

167 3 Table  What do the green cells in the table represent? Please refer to the headers of the table – GREEN shows values in COMPLIANCE for the 
MINIMUM over the 5 years tested (5 years were used to illustrate the range of values due to 
meteorological variability). 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

168 13 / How was the 36.55μg/m3 annual average maximum within the 15km radius, 2012 
meteorology derived? 

Within the 20 x 20 km model domain, we calculate 7680 hourly concentration estimates for 
each year. For each of these years we calculate emissions at 100 or 250 m resolution. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

169 13 Nota Bene: 
Point 2 

How was this prediction (i.e. no exceedences of daily limit value) carried out? PM10 simulations are again based on HOURLY values, aggregated/averaged for the day. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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170 14 Figure  

1a – 1b 
More legible versions of these figures need to be provided. Larger versions of these images will be provided in a new appendix. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

171 15 Figure 2a – 
2d 

More legible versions of these figures need to be provided. Larger versions of these images will be provided in a new appendix. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

172 19 3.2 (1) Would there be any changes in the predicted emissions, should there be more than one 
chimney stack proposed for the CCGT? 

(2) Which particular levels of HFO and gas oil sulfur content have been taken into account in 
the assessment? 

1. Emission dispersion are not directly related to the number of stacks assuming that the 
same about of gas is being burned; IMMISSION would depend on the stack properties such 
as stack height, diameter, flue gas temperature and velocities and operational 
characteristics depending on the timing/operation of one or more burner/engines. 

2. As stated above: TOR specifies NOx and PM10; sulfur content is only relevant for the 
parameter SO2, which was not included in these simulations as per the MEPA TOR 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

173 28 Nota Bene: 
Point 2 

Are there any indications as to whether there will be any exceedences in areas other than the 
sensitive receptor locations? 

Please refer to the table just above the “Nota bene” section on p 28: this states that there 
are daily maxima ABOVE the limit value of 50; in the domain; it also states the number of 
days where that value is (predicted to be) exceeded in the individual years. Please note that 
the number of these exceedences is BELOW the allowable number of annual exceedences 
(which is 35 per calendar year, according to Directive 2008/50/EC) with the exception of 
2008: the 52 exceedences in 2008 however, are predicted at 11 different locations, with the 
maximum number at any one being 26 and thus well within the legal limit. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

174 31 – 34 Figure 
5a – 5b 
Figure 

6a – 6b,  
Figure 

7a – 7b 

More legible versions of these figures need to be provided. Larger versions of these images will be provided in a new appendix. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

175 35 3.4.2 The ESR makes an assumption that the entire DPS configuration shall have 11 stacks 
(including those from the new CCGT). Would the emission predictions change and what would 
be their associated impacts should there be an increase in the number of stacks? Would these 
change with different chimney stack heights? Clarifications in this regard are required. 

11 stacks (including bypass) refer to the EXISTING DPS configuration including DPS3, the 
new CCGT will add 1-3 stacks, depending on the BID/configuration considered. 
Number of stacks and their height (beyond the stack height analysis for the original one CCGT 
stack configuration) is outside the TOR for dispersion modelling, and depends entirely on the 
plant mechanical engineering solution proposed by the bidders. 
The impact of different number of stacks depends entirely on their physical and emission 
characteristics see above; these design issues are outside the scope of dispersion modelling 
TOR. 
However, as a general observation (and largely independent of the number of stacks) we can 
say that, everything else being equal, 

 higher stacks reduce local ambient concentrations; 
 everything that contributes to PLUME RISE (exit temperature and velocities) will 

reduce local ambient concentrations. 
HOWEVER, please note that all these design elements have an associated COST in term of 
investment and operational efficiency, so that the answer is not straight forward or “singular”, 
and would require a rather complex multi-criteria non-linear optimization solution. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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176 37 4. Stack 

height 
analysis 

The points within and/or outside the installation is the 1.2μg/m3 exceedence being perceived 
are to be indicated. This will determine whether higher stack heights and/or abatement 
measures will have to be adopted. 

See response on this point made further above; we can supply some very high resolution 
examples, but this question is no longer reliably addressed by the Gaussian steady state 
model accepted by MEPA (AERMOD). 
We can only repeat that exceedences (at a 75 m stack height) of the annual average of 
1.2μg/m3   are only predicted with a few hundred meters around the stack (depending on 
the year) for that the exceptions listed under Schedule 3A of the Legal Notice to apply. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

177 39 / Comment made vis-à-vis the stack height analysis in the Coordinated Assessment report refers. See response on the stack height analysis made further above. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

178 39 Second 
point 

The extent of the immediate surroundings in the paragraph is to be clarified. See response on this point made further above; 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

179 40 5. Annual 
Emission 

Totals 

In accordance with guidelines on how to calculate NOx as NO2, it should be noted that NOx 
emissions should be taken as 100% of NOx emissions. Thus, any analyses carried out utilizing 
the 80% conversion factor are to be recalculated on the basis of the 100% conversion. 

Noted, this will be corrected for the annual emission ceilings. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

180 43 / Is the link http://www.ess.co.at accessible to the public? Yes of course, this is our company home page. BUT all access to pages relating to the EIA 
report and the on-line EIA scenarios is restricted by user name and password. The reference 
to the on-line interactive tools will be removed from the report. 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  This needs to be removed accordingly. 
This had already been tackled in the latest version of report we submitted (Report 108-13_R, 
version dated 23-10-13) 

181 43 / Reference to L.N. 11 of 2013 should be amended. Reference will be will amended. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

182 43 / What are the criteria used to determine impact significance in the impact table? What are the 
likely impacts during the construction phase? 

Impacts during the construction phase are not part of the dispersion modelling TOR. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

183 45 7, Point 2 In terms of exceedences, which of the locations is being indicated as having a maximum of 
285? 

All locations with very high exceedences are in the Valletta/Marsa area, around the Grand 
Harbour. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

184 45 7, Point 3 What is the maximum number of daily exceedences is predicted, at a single location, with the 
extreme 2008 meteorological data? 

Daily exceedences must refer to PM10 as this is the parameter that has a daily exceedence 
value. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

185 53 9 Is the link http://www.ess.co.at/AIRWARE/MALTA accessible to the public? The reference to the on-line interactive tools can be removed from the report 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

186 66 Appendix D More legible versions of these figures need to be provided. Larger versions of these images will be provided in a new appendix.  

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two – Volume Five  

Social Impact Assessment ESR  
 / / /  

Marine Archaeology ESR  
187 4 Figure 1 A more legible version of the figure needs to be provided. Figure 1 updated 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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188 27 – 31 8 – 

Summary 
of impacts 

Impacts defined as ‘uncertain’ need to be assessed in a worst-case scenario perspective. Impacts table updated. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

Ecology (Terrestrial) ESR  
189 / 4.1 Reference is missing. Reference will be incorporated in the revised version of the report. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

190 / 7.6 – 7.13 Are the impacts discussed in this section taking into consideration the worst-case scenarios? Yes 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

191 / 8.2 With respect to the impact significance for the proposed development, shall the two species of 
conservation significance Darniella melitensis and Phagnalon graecum subsp. ginzbergeri in 
Site B, be removed/destroyed through the proposed development? 

The individuals that are within the footprint of development or along its immediate margins 
are likely to be removed. 
MEPA 211113: Noted 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two – Volume Six  

Health Impact Assessment  
192 / Summary 

of Impacts 
It is not clear as to why the report indicates that ‘criteria to describe impacts are difficult to 
quantify’, while this is provided in the accompanying table. 

The text states that the quantification is difficult not that it is impossible. 
MEPA 211113: Response provided is not clear. 
By stating “difficult” to quantify we were talking mostly about specifics – namely that one 
cannot say statements such as “the reduction of 10% in NOx levels would lead to 100 less 
cases of asthma a year” – however we can assume that yes, a reduction is likely. 
In other words, quantification difficulty here is referring to the ability of giving specific 
numbers. 
Another issue is that confounding factors abound in the field of air pollution, especially. For 
example – given the multitude of factors involved in asthma, it would be extremely difficult to 
ascertain whether an asthma reduction is due to reduction in pollutants from a power station, 
or due to other changes within society, or infrastructure. 

193 / 5 Is the HIA indicating that Option C is the safety option from a health impact perspective? The HIA is confirming that the safest options as determined in the QRA are also the most 
ideal from a Health impact aspect. 

MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

Agricultural Land use Report  

194 / / Page numbering is missing throughout the report. This has been corrected. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

195 / 4. Non-
technical 
summary 

The second sentence in paragraph four seems incomplete. This has been corrected 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

196 / 1.1 Reference to the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2007 (as amended) and to 
the Environment and Development Planning Act, 2010 need to be updated accordingly. 

These have been corrected 

MEPA 211113: Reference to the EDPA, 2010 is still incorrect. 

197 / Figures 3 – 
5 

A more legible version of the Figure (preferably in A3 size) needs to be provided. Resolution has been modified to improve legibility 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

198 / Figure 7 Figure 7 as presented in the ESR is illegible. A clearer version is to be included. Kindly note that this is a 1961 map and a more legible version is not available. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

199 / Figures 11 
– 16 

If possible and available, more legible versions of these figures should be provided. Kindly note that all these plans are dated 1961 and more legible versions are not available. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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200 / Figure 17 A more legible version of the figure should be provided. Image has been amended 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

201 / 3 
Summary 
of Impacts 

What would the environmental impacts on agriculture in case of the worst-case scenario be? In the eventuality of a gas cloud occurring which would encounter an ignition source the 
surface of the field could potentially catch fire if what is being produced poses a substantial 
fire load. This needs to be taken into context of the safety systems that the installation will 
have 

MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

202 / 3.1 Further details on this table (3.1) are required as it is not clear as to why this was included in 
the report. 

Table 3.1 was not found in the mentioned document 

MEPA 211113: MEPA is referring to the second table located in Pg. 41. 
EIA Coordinator: this table refers to the criteria that Meli used to discuss the impacts of a 
major accident, namely the possibility of the gas cloud mentioned in the QRA making it to the 
fields during the dry season, and the resultant spread of fire should the cloud ignite. In this 
table he only focused in the criteria that he used to describe the impact. In other words, in 
such an event the impact will without any doubt be adverse (and to a high degree). The same 
would be said for severity and significant – it goes without saying that the impact of such an 
event on agriculture would be of the highest level of severity possible.  
On the other hand, it is well known from the QRA that the probability of such an impact 
occurring is very low. 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two – Volume Seven  

Geology, Geomorphology and Hydrology ESR  
203 43, 46 3.4 

3.5.1 
Does the concluding remark in this section indicated that the proposed Option A is not feasible 
from a geological point of view given the nature of Middle Globigerina Limestone?  

Option A has been discarded for other reasons 

MEPA 211113: It is being understood that the revised proposal has no impacts on the Middle 
Globigerina Limestone member.  EIA Coordinated to confirm. 
Confirmed 

204 52 3.9 What did the additional investigations on this area conclude?  An offshore geotechnical investigation was undertaken the results of which including all 
the findings where included in the EIA 
MEPA 211113: Relevant sections where these were included are to be provided. 
Section 3.5.1 

205 62 4.3 With reference to the previous comment in relation to Option A, does this indicate that there 
would be significant environmental impacts associated with the stability of walls during 
excavation should this option be pursued further? 

Option A has been discarded for other reasons 

MEPA 211113: It is being understood that there will be no impacts associated with the 
stability of walls during excavation. 

206 64, 73 4.5, 6.3.1 The statement in this section in relation to the chimney stacks (i.e. ‘The CCGT plant would be 
equipped with one or more chimneys. The height of these chimneys is not expected to be less 
than 75m’) is not in line with what was discussed in the EIS Coordinated Assessment. This 
needs to be clarified. 

Following submission by the bidder and also after undertaking re runs for the air dispersion 
model the stack heights are confirmed at 75m 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 

207 65 4.7.1 Is there any preliminary indication of which landfills shall be utilized for the deposition of the 
excavation waste? 

There is no clear indication at this stage but it is expected that excavation will be minimal and 
any dumping of inert material will be in inert dumping sites. 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Consultants' Responses 
208 82 Table of 

impacts  
It is not clear as to why the residual impacts associated with ‘geology: loss of rock strata’ have 
been provided, particularly since no mitigation measures have been proposed. Same comment 
on geomorphology impacts refers. In terms of the geomorphology-related impact, it is not clear 
as to why the impact significance prior to mitigation is defined as ‘insignificant’ and that of the 
residual impact ‘minor’.  
Same comment above refers to impacts related to: (i) loss of soils, (ii) impacts on 
palaeontology, and (iii) impacts on mineral resources.  
In terms of the impacts on mineral resources, it is not clear as to why the impact significance 
prior to mitigation is defined as ‘major’ and that of the residual impact, defined as ‘not 
available. 
Impact significance prior to mitigation and the residual impacts do not tally for the following 
environmental impacts: (i) hydrology pollution through spillage of oil fuels associated with 
construction sites; (ii) sea-level aquifer pollution through spillage of oil fuels associated with a 
normal construction site; (iii) geomorphology – contamination of the coastline and shingle 
beach; and (iv) stability of the slope of the landfill. 

The proposal as put forward by the bidder will not have any impact as clearly indicated in the 
submitted plans as all the structures are built on reclaimed land. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

Quantitative Risk Assessment  
209 / / It is being assumed that the preliminary risk assessment would need to be updated once the 

final proposal for the CCGT and LNG terminal is submitted to MEPA. Section 13 in relation to 
the conclusions of the risk assessment refers. 

The QRA has been amended to reflect the data submitted by the bidder. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

210 69 / What are the implications in the relocation of the Has-Saptan dolphin? Have these been 
assessed in the EIS? 

It has been confirmed that the Has Saptan does not need to be relocated for this project to 
become operational and as such no further studies on its relocation have been conducted as 
part of this EIS] 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 

211 108 2.6 (1) MOBC is not located in Marsaxlokk/Birzebbuga Harbour and should thus be removed from 
the list. Gasco LPG is not included in list of COMAH sites. 
(2) The conclusions in this section only mention “devastating effects on the Maltese power 
system”  
- How would existing tanks at DPS be affected in the event of a major accident? Would the 
tanks and bunds be destroyed in the eventuality of a blast and/or by a fire? 
- Would the effects of a blast be extensive enough to affect other COMAH sites (particularly San 
Lucian Oil Company, OTM & March 31st)? 
These aspects should also be considered, if relevant. If no such effects are expected, this 
should be stated. 

Noted 
This has been dealt with in the revised version of the QRA 
No Impacts on site mentioned are expected as clearly indicated in the report 
MEPA 211113:  
(1) This comment has not been dealt with in the updated QRA. 
(2) Comment has not been properly addressed. Kindly refer to the specific section in the QRA 
report. 
Vaccari points out: 
The domino effect on DPS oil tanks has been included in the QRA. No statement about 
effects on other COMAH sites but looking at the drawing it’s clear that there’s no effect on 
them. 

212 118 / The ‘roll-over in tanks’ (onshore or offshore) assumes that any emission from safety 
instruments (such as pressure relief valves) should be delivered to a safe place. How is this 
catered for in LNG installation design? 

This is a condition which the detailed design will aim to achieve. There are various systems 
that can be adopted to deliver such leaks to a safe place. 
MEPA 211113: Details of the safety designs to ensure that the required safety instruments 
are in place would have to be considered as part of the Safety Report. This is to be confirmed 
by the OHSA. 
I agree that “Details of the safety designs to ensure that the required safety instruments are 
in place would have to be considered as part of the Safety Report”. So they are NOT expected 
to be included in the preliminary QRA. They would be identified and engineered specifically 
for this FSU and they would appear in the HAZOP study and other reports to be prepared 
before commissioning. 

213 120 / Reference is made to Annex A, Pg. 75. Drawing 3 referred to here (Population estimation) is 
missing from the document and should thus be inserted accordingly. 

This has been amended 
MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Consultants' Responses 
214 121 / The estimate of 40 people using the coastal ecology/swimming areas of the eastern side of the 

Delimara peninsula during summer seems to be unrealistic and needs to be clarified. 
The 40 people assumed is an average of beach users. One also has to note that the bays on 
the other side of the DPS will have no impact in view of the fact that once LNG begins to 
vaporise it will travel upwards and will not go back down into the beach after scaling the 
vertical cliff face behind the DPS Site 
MEPA 211113: The estimate of 40 is still deemed as being on the low side. 
Estimation of 40 people is an average for 365 days. This is the same as counting 300 people 
in the crowded days of the summer and a few people in the remaining part of the year, but 
you have the last word on this decision. 
EIA Coordinator: Please note that in his assessment Vaccari notes that the probability of the 
fire (in case of a major gas leak) reaching the top of the peninsula is virtually zero, and the 
chances of this fire making it to the swimming areas on the east side of the peninsula is 
literally zero.  

215 132 / Would spills from the LPG tanks be an issue given height of tanks vis-à-vis topography? The QRA has assumed leaks from the tanks within the FSU and their impacts are clearly 
indicated in the report 
MEPA 21113: Kindly make refer to the specific part in the QRA report. 

216 159 / Comment on Section 4.3.11.3 of the EIS Coordinated Assessment refers. This statement 
implies that there will be no/minimal effects/consequences outside the zones shown, so that 
no land use planning constraints would need to be put in place outside said zones, thus 
clarification in this regard is required. Furthermore, clarification vis-à-vis the gas cloud contours 
shown in Figures 4-48 and 4-49 is required, also considering that frequency of the events 
considered there are of the 10-5 and 10-6 order. 
Moreover, it should be noted that given that there are a number of assumptions used for this 
preliminary risk assessment, it should be noted that the risk assessment and associated 
modelling for ascertaining compatibility with the surrounding uses will need to be repeated 
when detailed designs are available. 

The QRA has been undertaken based on a number of assumptions which have been further 
refined after selection of the preferred bidder and included as part of this submission. The 
applicant is fully aware that as the detailed design develops the QRA would need to be 
amended to reflect the ultimate design. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; issue to be discussed during the mainstream planning process. 
Leaks from the tanks should be referred to the discarded option with the tanks onshore. This 
is not an issue after ElectroGas proposal for an FSU. 

217 159 / Which areas were considered for the societal risk assessment, given that the iso-risk contours 
previously shown do not impinge on residential areas, beaches etc.? 

The ISO Risk contours are a calculation based on potential leaks as put forward by relevant 
standards. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

218 165 / Reference is made to the following statement in the QRA: The comparison between the three 
options using the risk contours (drawing # 7, 8 and 9), shows that option A presents the largest 
individual risk to some of the scattered houses near the Delimara Power Station.  
This statement concludes that option A presents the highest individual risk to nearby 
residences; however said residence lies outside 3x10-7/yr iso-risk contour. A clarification in this 
regard is required. 

Option A mainly poses a risk in view of the fact that the gas cloud will still be within its 
flammability limit when the cloud passes over the existing DPS plant. This has to be avoided 
as this area is deemed to have the potential of 100% ignition. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

219 166 Conclusions The carrying out of a nautical risk assessment is recommended in the QRA conclusions. Will this 
assessment be undertaken? This recommendation was not included in the Coordinated 
Assessment. 

Discussions with TM have indicated that a Nautical Risk Assessment might be required but it 
is not deemed that such a NRA will have any other impact on the project apart from 
introducing new mitigation measures on the operation of the existing Enemalta port facilities 
and other minor mitigation measure on the port operations in general such as but not limited 
to potentially restricting vessels entering and leaving the port when the LNG tanker is 
entering or existing the port. 
MEPA 211113: Statement from Transport Malta on the matter is to be provided. 

220 179 – 181 Drawings 
10 – 12 

Reference is made to the gas cloud contours. What does the inner zone represent? What is the 
expected effect in case of ignition? Can these be quantified (e.g. levels of thermal radiation)? 

Thermal radiation is currently being quantified to enable map to map the Seveso zones. 
MEPA 211113: Noted. Kindly indicate at what stage will this study be submitted. 
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General Comments  

Appendix Three – Current and wave study  
221 2 1.3 Are the options in line with those assessed in the EIS Coordinated Assessment? Is there an 

Option B? 
The difference between the option considered in the current and wave study is the 
construction form of the jetty. One option considers a closed wall jetty (closed wall beneath 
sea level) whilst the other assumes an open wall jetty (open wall beneath sea level). These 
two scenarios are suitable and applicable to all three options considered in the EIS. 
MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

222 21i 6 Same as comment above. Same as above 

MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

223 39 12.2 Same as comment above. Same as above 

MEPA 211113: Noted; no further comments. 

 
Non-Technical Summary 

MEPA comments  

No Page Para Reviewers' Comments EIA Coordinator's Response 

General Comments  

Non-Technical Summary  
 i / Date on the front page should read 02/09/2013. Noted and corrected 

MEPA 211113: Noted.  

 i (English 
version) 

/ Date on the revisions table should read 02/09/2013. Noted and corrected 

MEPA 211113: Noted. 
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No. Comment made by Comment EIA Coordinator's Response 

1 Din l-Art Ħelwa EIA Directive 2011/92/EC requires a developer to provide, “an outline of the main alternatives 
studied by the developer, and an indication of the main reasons for his choice, taking into 
account the environmental effects.” Yet the draft EIS states that it will not assess any 
technological alternatives (eg. the supply of gas through a pipeline) since this project is a 
government policy decision. The EIA Directive does not exempt a developer from assessing 
alternatives due to a policy decision. This argument would exempt all government projects 
from the EIA Directive, which is certainly not the case. Furthermore, government policy on 
energy and with an impact on land use should first be assessed through the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment procedure and this has not yet been carried out. 
Further information on this issue can be viewed here 

An answer to this query has been included as part of the third draft submission 

2 Din l-Art Ħelwa The report states: “Given that the operator of the CCGT plant/LNG facilities has not been 
selected yet, the level of details into which the above descriptions of the project and the 
project management arrangements is limited. However this Coordinator of this EIA submits 
that the research carried out by the individual ESR authors, their assumptions and the 
information provided to the EIA Team by Enemalta ensure that the submitted environmental 
information draw up an accurate picture of the environmental and social implications of the 
proposed development.” (p.54) 
Din l-Art Helwa does not agree that the environmental implications of the project are 
adequately assessed in this draft EIS. The limited level of detail leaves many questions 
unanswered, for example: 

 The EIS does not clearly present which of the three proposed layouts of the CCGT 
project at Delimara has the least overall environmental impact and which is the 
preferred option. The EIS must include a clear comparison of all the environmental 
impacts of the various layouts being considered, to enable the best choice to be 
made. 

 Besides the three proposed layouts, point 1.2.3.5 (p.52) indicates that the operator 
may propose yet another location for berthing facilities which will require dredging 
and land reclamation for supply carriers to be accommodated, and notes that the 
research required for this option has already been carried out – yet the details of 
this option are not included. This information must be provided for assessment and 
evaluation in this EIS. 

 The EIS states that it might be necessary to remove or relocate the existing Has-
Saptan re-fuelling dolphin, but does not confirm whether this is the case or not. 
Point 4.3.12.10 (p.443) on the Has-Saptan dolphin is incomplete and ends mid-
sentence. Information on this point may be relevant to choosing which layout option 
is preferable, in line with Regulation 20(10) of LN 114 of 2007. The EIS must 
present a full analysis of the predicted cumulative/residual impact of the 
removal/re-location of the Has-Saptan re-fuelling dolphin, together with the 
alternatives for this dolphin and proposed mitigation measures, if any. 

  The Water Quality Assessment in the EIS notes that, “limited detailed information is 
available of the required amounts of land reclamation, excavations or dredging.” 
Information on these matter is relevant to choosing which layout option is 
preferable. Detailed information on these points must be included for assessment 
in the EIS in line with Regulation 20(10) of LN 114 of 2007. 

  In its discussion of the disposal of the dredged material, the EIS states that, “The 
level of confidence in assessing the significance of such impact is presently low. 
This is mainly due to insufficient data being available on the quality of sediments in 
the areas to be dredged. Since marine sediments are known to be quite a dynamic 
phase, sufficient samples will need to be collected to get a picture of the vertical 

The draft EIA had looked at different alternative and made a number of assumptions to 
arrive at certain conclusions in relation to impact. Further to the selection of the preferred 
bidder the EIS has been revisited and data originally assumed has been confirmed or 
otherwise amended to reflect the actual submittal of the bidder 
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and horizontal distribution of potential contaminants in such sediments. The TORs 
issued by MEPA for this EIS stipulate a total of 7 to 15 samples which need to be 
collected since the approximate amount of dredged material will amount to 
between 100,000 to 500,000 m3 (MEPA TORs Appendix 4, Table 1). Once this 
information is available, the likely environmental impact of disposal of such 
dredged samples at sea, will be more reliably determined, and subsequently, the 
most environmentally appropriate disposal option could be recommended”. The 
Coordinator notes that, “the unavailability of the data referred to by Axiak is a 
function of the level at which this EIS has been formulated. Given that the operator 
of the proposed development has not been selected yet, a detailed design of the 
structures required for the CCGT plant and LNG facilities are not available yet. Once 
the operator is selected and drawings prepared the data will evidently be available.” 
(p. 302).Detailed information on this matter, together with data on the extent of 
material to be excavated and dredged, is relevant to choosing which layout option is 
preferable. The EIS cannot be considered complete before this data is available for 
assessment, and the disposal method recommended, in line with Regulation 
20(10) of LN 114 of 2007. 

 The Water Quality Assessment states: “Likewise, it is likely that during the 
construction phase, there will be increased maritime activity to and away from the 
DPS construction sites. It is yet unclear the extent to which excavation and 
demolition materials will be transported away from the site via sea transport.” This 
information must be provided and assessed in the EIS. 

 Point 4.1.5.131 states: “prediction of the impact of the development on the 
ecological status there is very difficult and with a low level of confidence given that 
any potential impacts will depend heavily on a number of factors and variables, 
including the present lack of detail on the exact nature of the works to be 
undertaken, the level of workmanship and supervision of works, application of 
precautionary procedures, the hydrodynamic regime of the area, duration of the 
works and time of the year when the works are carried out (due to the indirect 
influence on rainfall, wave action and sea currents) and mitigation measures, if any, 
that will be adopted.” Information on the exact nature of the works to be 
undertaken and other details must be available for assessment in the EIS, in line 
with Regulation 20(10) of LN 114 of 2007. 

 In the Qualitative Risk Assessment, the EIS states that, “The QRA is based on 
information and data strictly associated to the location, the site facilities and 
surroundings, listed below. Given that the operator has not been identified most of 
the data that is required was not available to Vaccari. For this reason expert 
estimations were required in order for the QRA to be carried out.” (p.420). The QRA 
should be carried out when more actual data is available for assessment, instead of 
estimations. 

  The EIS notes that the FSU will need to discharge ballast water into Marsaxlokk bay 
during the unloading of LNG, but does not provide details of the predicted 
environmental impact or the relevant regulatory framework. Similarly, the discharge 
of bilge water is noted but not described in detail as the expected volumes “are not 
available at this stage”. This information must be provided to assess the 
environmental 

 impact of this activity in the EIS. 
  Regulation 14(2) of LN 114 of 2007 stipulates that the EIS should describe the 

after-use of the development where the proposed development has a limited life. 
This information is missing. It should be included in the EIS, irrespective of whether 
or not further details on decommissioning are provided in the environmental permit 
at a later stage, as the environmental permit and the EIA are not being carried out 
as a single procedure for this application. This information may also have a bearing 
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on which of the three layouts is considered to be preferable, as is also indicated in 
the Social Impact Assessment in this EIS, and the data is therefore also required in 
terms of Regulation 20(10) of LN 114 of 2007. 

3 Din l-Art Ħelwa The EPS previously submitted by the same applicant (Enemalta) in its application for the 
submarine interconnector cable to Sicily states that the Interconnector will enable the closure 
of the Marsa Power Station. The EPS for the Interconnector states that, “Under the EU’s Large 
Combustion Plants Directive (LCPD) (EU Directive 2001/80/EC) the Marsa Power Station has 
exceeded its 20,000 allotted hours in 2011. The Marsa Power Station is not expected to be 
fully decommissioned before the undersea cable link is connected to the European Power Grid 
by 2013. At present, the Marsa Power Station provides 45% of the total electricity generating 
capacity on the Maltese Islands, and if this Power Station will be shut down at this time, this 
will create an insufficient capacity to meet the full demand for electricity.” In the assessment 
of alternatives the ‘Do Nothing/Zero Option’ should therefore not include the continued 
operation of the Marsa Power Stationwhose decommissioning is dependent on the 
Interconnector and not on this proposal for a CCGT plant and LNG facilities. For the same 
reason, any benefits of the new CCGT plant as presented in the EIS should be compared to a 
scenario which excludes the Marsa Power Station, which is due to be shut down as soon as 
the Interconnector is in place in 2013/14, well before this proposed CCGT plant is operational. 

The baseline scenario taken into consideration was that requested by MEPA which as far as 
we are informed was based on the current situation which is currently being monitored. We 
are in full agreement that MPS will be shut down as a result of the interconnector and not as 
a result of the proposed CCGT.  The proposed CCGT will replace DPS 1 and also allow DPS 
2A and @B to be used solely for back up  

4 Din l-Art Ħelwa The EIS indicates that NOx air emission targets will be adhered to in line with the Gothenburg 
Protocol, as long as extensive use is made of ‘clean’ energy from the Interconnector, together 
with the two gas-fired plants (including Delimara3 extension). What is the expected utilisation 
rate of the Interconnector, year by year from 2014 to 2020? What is the estimated timeframe 
for the conversion of the Delimara3 extension to gas? This information must be clearly 
presented in the EIS. 

The EIS covers an application for a new CCGT and assumes that such CCGT will be utilised to 
satisfy base load requirements. Other considerations such as making more use of the 
interconnector and reducing the use of the proposed CCGT may result in less environmental 
impact, but such a decision is not only taken on the environmental impact but on a range of 
other considerations including but not limited to economic issues. Such considerations are 
being dealt with in he CBA which will form part of the IPPC permit as requested by MEPA 

5 Din l-Art Ħelwa The Project Description Statement states that the Delimara3 extension (when converted to 
gas) is only expected to have a utilisation rate of 50% once the proposed CCGT plant is 
operational. What are the expected utilisation rates of the proposed CCGT plant, the 
Interconnector, and the rest of the Delimara plants, from 2015 to 2020? What will be the 
“default pecking order” of the various power plants and the Interconnector? This analysis must 
be included in the EIS. 

Refer to answer in query 4 

6 Din l-Art Ħelwa The Air Dispersion Modelling Study notes that in order to achieve ambient air targets reliably 
everywhere in the 20km model domain, emission reduction technologies or a 105 m stack 
would be required, instead of the proposed 75 meter stack (p.3). Please clarify whether the 
proposed chimney is to be 105m high as recommended by the consultants, or whether 
emission reduction technologies will be used. A 105 meter stack must be included in the 
visual impact assessment and in the photomontages, if this is the planned height of the stack. 

As indicate din other sections of the EIS and also through these queries the stack will be 
75m high as re runs of the air dispersion model (without abatement technologies) have 
yielded satisfactory results 

7 Din l-Art Ħelwa Dredging should not be permitted during the bathing season, as is the case at the Freeport 
Terminal. 

No permit for dredging is being requested and such works are not envisaged for the 
successful execution of the project 

8 Din l-Art Ħelwa As already noted in a previous submission by Din l-Art Helwa 
(http://dinlarthelwa.org/uncategorized/delimara-power-station-dlh-responseto-eia-scoping/), 
the overall environmental assessment of this project should include a Cost Benefit Analysis 
which takes into account the environmental costs of this proposal in comparison with the 
other technological alternatives. This analysis should be completed before a final decision is 
made on this application. 

The CBA is being undertaken and we have been requested by MEPA to include this study as 
part of the IPPC permit. 

9 Environmental Health 
Department 

The Environmental Health Directorate (EHD) is concerned about possible health impacts on 
residents during the construction phase especially with regards to the increased heavy vehicle 
movements carrying construction waste (at least 11,000 heavy vehicle one-way trips over a 
period of 18 months, should option A be chosen). 

Option A has been discarded 

10 Environmental Health In the air quality report, traffic was considered (3.8.3.5) but it seems that only the operational Comment noted 
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Department stage was considered. 
We would therefore recommend that a traffic impact assessment and health impacts from air 
quality, noise and vibrations be carried out for the traffic movements during the construction 
phase. The traffic impact assessment should include the proposed route to be taken by these 
vehicles and description of the sensitive receptors along this route 
This was a requirement of the terms of reference- 1.2.4 Access, transportation and related 
infrastructure. 

11 Environmental Health 
Department 

Monitoring for air quality and noise along the identified route should be carried out during the 
construction phase. 

Comment noted 

12 Environmental Health 
Department 

A professional Construction Site Management Plan should be drawn up and strictly 
implemented to address waste and safety measures and adherence to proper site 
management practices so as to prevent/mitigate adverse air quality, noise and vibration 
impacts on sensitive receptors, adverse impacts on marine water bodies from particulate 
matter, potential contamination by fuel, lubricating oils, accidental spillages of hazardous 
materials, etc. during the construction phase. 
Effective mitigation measures and monitoring so as to ensure implementation of all necessary 
mitigation measures and adherence to work practices throughout all the phases of the project 
should be proposed and enforced during the construction phase (e.g. upgraded and dedicated 
roads leading to development bypassing as much as possible residential areas, avoidance of 
transport during sensitive hours, use of non-polluting (air quality and noise) vehicles, etc. 
Adequate, safe and proper handling of raw materials on site should also be ensured. 

A fully detailed CMP include all necessary documentation as requested by MEPA will be 
submitted. 

13 Environmental Health 
Department 

A waste management strategy should be adopted and strictly implemented so that all 
generated waste streams will be contained, separated and disposed of safely through the 
appropriate facilities and according to the necessary permits/licences. With regards to 
removal and disposal of any hazardous waste, adherence to regulatory codes and procedures 
and due diligence should be ensured. 
All marine discharges of any effluents from the CCGT and LNG facilities during the operation 
phase and other marine discharges of wastewater streams such as run-off, boiler washings, 
floor washings, etc. are to be treated so as to strictly comply with the relevant legislation 
controlling such releases. 
Good practice together with adequate/preventive measures during the operational phase 
regarding risks to water quality from maritime traffic through operational losses of fuels and 
oils and regarding accidental spillage of LNG are highly recommended 

A fully detailed CMP include all necessary documentation as requested by MEPA will be 
submitted for the construction phase whilst the operational permit will study all aspects of 
discharges during the operational phase of the project 

14 Environmental Health 
Department 

The EHD strongly recommends that all mitigation measures set down in this document 
especially those related to dust and other waste management (5.1.4), NOx and PM reduction 
during operations (5.1.10) and other measures recommended in relation to the social impact 
report (5.1.11) including the suggested “continuous Impact assessments” and the setting up 
of a local management committee should be included in the ensuing permit. The remit of such 
a local management committee should start from the construction phase (e.g. monitoring of 
air quality and noise due to increased heavy vehicles used during construction) to limit 
detrimental effects during this stage. 
Mitigation measures aimed at reducing residual impacts (5.2) and the proposals for 
monitoring programmes (5.5) should also be taken up. 
Any other unpredicted impacts and nuisances which may arise from this project and that may 
have a significant adverse effect on public health should be immediately addressed by the 
applicant and the necessary mitigation measures taken. 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. 

Comments Noted 
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15 Environmental Health 
Department 

Page 131 of Co-ordinated Assessment Report (Volume 1, Technical Report); official bathing 
water monitoring programme is carried out by the Environmental Health Directorate 
(Superintendence of Public Health, Ministry for Health ) not as stated (Department of Public 
Health). According to our records, during the official bathing seasons of 2009 and 2010, 258 
bathing water samples were collected from official bathing areas Site Codes A 10 to A 15 at 
Birzebbuga (Pretty Bay and St. George’s Bay). Only 11 samples of the 258 collected exceeded 
100 CFU/100mL E. Coli. This amounts to 4.26% and not to 6% as stated (3.4.5.15). 
“Marsaxlokk (St. George’s Bay and Pretty Bay)” should read: Birzebbuga (St. George’s Bay and 
Pretty Bay). 
Page 444: 4.4.1.2 “The former was prepared by the sociologist Dr Marvin Formosa, who 
carried out a survey of public views in the villages of Marsaxlokk and Birżebbuġa, while the 
latter was prepared by Dr Julian Mamo assisted by Dr John Paul Cauchi, both of whom are 
medical doctors who specialise in public health.” Should read: The former was prepared by Dr 
Julian Mamo assisted by Dr John Paul Cauchi, both of whom are medical doctors who 
specialise in public health, while the latter was prepared by the sociologist Dr Marvin Formosa, 
who carried out a survey of public views in the villages of Marsaxlokk and Birżebbuġa. 

Comments noted 

16 CPD With reference to the above mentioned proposal, the Civil Protection Department at this 
preliminary EIA stage following the in-depth risk assessment studies offered, the department 
finds no objection for the proposals to take place. LNG terminals/installation have a good 
safety track record and have exhibit a high operational standard of safety record compared 
with other installation of petrol chemical installations provided a high safety standard of the 
equipment is continually maintained. 
As soon as a decision has been taken to which proposal arrangement option is going to be 
adopted the department will be in a position and be more knowledgeable to consult the safety 
and risk assessment of the option selected hence gives its views on precautions and safety 
measured need to be taken and made. 

Comments noted 

 Birzebbuga Local Council Having perused the contents of the EIS the Birzebbuga Local Council notes that the 
conclusions reached are qualified as the exact proposal is not yet known. 

Agreed. The third draft of the EIS deals with the actual proposal. It should be noted that The 
first draft of the EIS was distributed among the bidders in order to provide them with 
guidance regarding the expected environmental performance of their proposed systems. 

17 Birzebbuga Local Council Whilst acknowledging that the use of gas instead of HFO will lead to considerable emission 
improvements and consequently to air quality in the area the following points still need 
clarification: 
Whether utilisation of different gas supplies would lead to different types of emissions and if in 
the affirmative the impacts of the differences on the emissions, 
An analysis of the cumulative impacts of the emissions taking into consideration traffic 
emissions, emissions from ships using the Freeport as well as emissions from commercial 
aeroplanes using the flightpath just over Birzebbuga, 
 The specific point where the gas utilised by the power station will be stored, the method of 
storage and an analysis of the risks faced by the Birzebbuga community as well as by those 
utilising seacraft in Marsaxlokk Bay 
The impacts in general on all users of Marsaxlokk Bay, those making use of pleasure seacraft, 
sailing boats as well as fishermen. 
Birzebbuga Local Council reserves its position until such time as an answer to these issues is 
known. 

The applicant is not aware of any particular difference in emissions with varying levels of 
methane contained with LNG 
Cumulative impacts have been considered and air quality study highlights values at sensitive 
receptors 
This is indicated in the plans included in the original draft and the exact location has been 
further confirmed following the selection of the preferred bidder 
The impacts on the individual areas of study have been included in the EIS 

181 MRA Authorisation for Electricity Generation: 

 The electricity generation plant has to comply with the Electricity Market 
Regulations (S.L. 423.22) and applicable network codes. In particular, the 
electricity generation plant will require an authorisation to construct the plant 
issued by the Malta Resources Authority as per regulation 11 of Electricity Market 

Comments noted 
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Regulations (S.L. 423.22) the prior to construction. In order to obtain an 
authorisation to construct the electricity generation plant an application has to be 
submitted to the Authority using the form that may be download from : 
http://mra.org.mt/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/generation_application_v1.pdf  

 In addition, according to Regulation 4 of the Electricity Market Regulations the 
operator of the electricity generation plant will require a licence to generate and 
supply electricity to Enemalta issued by the Authority.  

19 MRA Authorisations relating to LNG Importation and Storage. 

The importation and storage of LNG used to supply fuel to the CCGT plant has to comply with 
the following legal notices S.L.423.28 (Petroleum for the Inland –Wholesale- Fuel Market and 
Primary Storage Facilities Regulations) and S.L.423.21 (Natural Gas Market Regulations). To 
this effect the operator will be required to attain the following authorizations from the Malta 
Resources Authority. 

 An Authorisation for the operation of a Primary Storage facility. 

 An Authorisation to carry out the functions of a storage systems operator. 

 An Authorisation for the Importation and Wholesale of LNG. 

 An Authorisation to carry out the functions of an LNG system operator. 

The application for the issue of an ‘Authorisation to operate a primary storage facility’ should 
be submitted at the design stage and can be downloaded from the link: http://mra.org.mt/wp-
content/uploads/2012/08/884/Primary-Storage-Application-Form.pdf. Documents to be 
submitted at this stage include a technical proposal compiled by an MRA-approved competent 
person. This document should describe in detail the design and operations that shall be 
carried out, including all safety and emergency measures.  

Comments noted 

20 MRA Permits and other requirements relating to greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to the EU 
Emissions Trading Scheme. 

In respect of a new electricity generating plant in which the activity “Combustion of fuels in 
installations with a total rated thermal input exceeding 20MW” takes place, the following will 
be required pursuant to Directive 2003/87/EC establishing a scheme for greenhouse gas 
emission allowance trading within the Community.  

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Permit: an application for a permit has to be submitted at 
least 120 days before the commencement of the activity as mentioned above. 

 GHG Emissions Monitoring Plan (for approval by the EU ETS competent authority): 
submission of the plan at the same time as the submission of an application for a permit. 

 Operator Holding Account (to be opened for registry accounting purposes): it is suggested 
that the application for the opening of an OHA and associated documentation be 
submitted at the same time as the application for a permit, so as to facilitate opening of 
the account once permit is issued. 

The above assumes that the plant in question will be a separate plant from existing plants 
operated by Enemalta. The responsibility for the above lies with the operator of the new plant. 

Comments noted 

21 MRA Further requirements. 

The operator is also required to comply with relevant obligations under the following 
regulations: 

 Legal Notice 167 of 2011, Natural Gas Market Regulations, 2011 
 Regulation (EC) No715/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of the 

Comments noted 
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13 July 2009 on condition for access to the natural gas transmission networks and 
repealing Regulation (EC) No 1775/2005. 

 Regulation (EC) No 994/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of the 
20 October 2010 concerning measures to safeguard security of gas supply and 
repealing Council Directive 2004/67/EC. 

And any relevant obligations arising from the subsequent transposition of Directive 
2012/27/EU of the European Parliament and the Council of the 25 October 2012 on Energy 
Efficiency. 

22 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Energy generated From Waste: 
Just a mention of the incinerator at Delemara Power Station. We wonder why this was referred 
to in the EIS. When the subject was discussed at Marsaxlokk, it was almost turned into a riot. I 
was there together with other members of our Pressure Group. Police stayed out of site and it 
was with my intervention with the police that peace was restored. Ex Minister George Pulidno 
was the main speaker, we new beforehand the subject of the public meeting -'the incinerator'. 
Seeing the subject raised again, one wonders if this is going to be an issue. 
Traces of Hard Metals are present at il-hofra ix-xghajra, EIS suggest that heavy metals were 
present at intake point. Kindly give Chemicals, Hydro Carbons and Hard Metals amounts as 
well as MSDS 

Comments noted 

23 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Public participation and consultation: 
Proportionally more persons from Marsaxlokk were asked to comment on the new proposed 
CCGT then residents of Birzebbuga. On paper, this does not manifest as a beneficial to 
calculate the opinion poll. As the crow flies Birzebbuga and Marsaxlokk are equal distance 
from the proposed storage gas ship. Whatever the perception of the opinion poll, Birzebbuga 
residents felt ignored and will never accept the excuse that there was no time. The Aarus 
convention gives the right of information, participation and justice. We would have anticipated 
that the contractor of the EIA would have organized public consultation as a scoping meeting. 
Other, less national scale entities, organized direct contact public meetings. 

Comments noted 

24 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Waste program and waste management: 
EIS is full of propositions and that there is a possibility that the some hazardous waste does 
exist. As far as waste is concerned, this has to be identified as such. Legal Notices, LN337 of 
2001 and LN184 of 2011 as emended. There is the Environment Development Act Cap 504, 
also L157 of 2001, governs waste codes and finally Waste Hierarch. According to European 
Waste Code, the plant are regulated by Chapters 10-13-15-16-18 (construction) and 19. This 
will determine hazardous waste. 

Comments noted 

25 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

We welcome the use of Natural Liquid Gas as fuel for Deli mara 3 and 4. We can never 
understand why the option of storage ship anchored on hurds bank was rejected by Enemata. 
This will save the building of a jetty for mooring storage tanker at Marsaxlokk bay. The 
alternative will involve laying about 13 nautical miles of submarine pipe line to Power Station. 
The option of having storage ship along a jetty at the PS will create possible closure of 
Marsaxlokk bay. This was explained to us during the scoping meeting on 17th September, we 
were informed that a buffer zone must be adhered to meaning no fishing boats can move in or 
out of the Bay close to the Green Buffer zone. Or be restricted to an area which can create 
problems in bad weather. Having a storage ship along a quay will have visual negative effects 
to Marsaxlokk and Birzebbuga residents.The most area affected by the visual effects are lol-
Kavalerizza and Tal Papa Housing Estate. This will also have a social negative effect on 
property values. 
IPPC.  permit should be permanent not rentable from year to year. This alone can guarantee 
that the emissions from Delimara 3 and 4. Currently Delimara 3 is over the limits of emissions 
and this is why the 
IPPC is renewable from year to year. Best practice should be that every three or five years, 

Comments noted 
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experts will define emission, as is done with pharmaceutical producing active ingredient. 

26 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Trees as -rnbellishment in a Seveso II or Comah plants are illegal for the effects of lightning. 
Enemata 315t March Depot, and Falzon San Lucian Depot are both illegal for the number of 
trees planted in such depots. Why not use murals to embellish the whole plant. Oil Tanking at 
Kalafrana is according to the Seveso II Directive. 

Comments noted 

27 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Sound proofing. We must deviate from the use of trees as sound barriers and go for more 
modern sound proofing which is tested and approved. Sound can be deflected or amplified. On 
the same principle as the car silencer, sound can be reduced. As a resident of Birzebbuga I 
know the effects of humming, continuous noise particularly at night from the Freeport 
Terminals. It is only now that sound values and effects are being calculated 

Comments noted 

28 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

The current tendency is that there are no financial rewards in industrial zones. We beg to defer 
for the simple reason that the south has been inundated with industrial and commercial 
entities to the detriment for the residents suffering a degrading in the quality of life and 
financial losses especially in their property. There is no comparison with living in Mellieha or 
Gozo, or any other place in the north, with the emissions, noise and light pollution one suffers 
in the south. Therefore, we insisting that Marsaxiokk`and Qajjenza will be awarded a 5% 
discount on the electricity bills. Birzebbuga residents will get 3% discount. This is not the first 
time that local Councils received funds for projects in their vicinity, such as Smart City. The one 
off payment to Local Councils is not agreeable 

Comments noted 

29 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Current EIA study falls under the prospective phase, monitoring will require current stage study 
and further retrospective study will decide on the long term strategy. 

Comments noted 

30 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

EIA fails to identify chemicals, hard metals and hydrocarbons. EIA states that these hazardous 
wastes can be found in il-Hofra lz-Zghajra. The only one way these impurities are found in the 
Hofra lz¬Zghajra is though cooling water. Fresh water is pumped , after additives are mixed to 
prevent clogging of algae to cool machinery that produce Power. Hot water is then fed into il-
Hofra iz-Zghajra. 

Comments noted 

31 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Alarm System for major fires or large gas leakage. Residents who can be effected by such 
leakage must be educated to the significance of the alarm. Once a year the alarm will be 
tested so that new residents will know the significance of the noise. During the last scoping 
meeting of the 17th we were told that gas is heavier than LNG. We beg to differ because LNG 
is lighter than air and gas cloud could hover and travel in air. 

Comments noted 

32 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Use of Scrubbers: 
the EIA reefers to scrubbers in the use of Gas Oil and LNG. Scrubbers as per EIS has a value of 
1.5% of the total cost of machinery. This is the only abatement recommended by the EIS for 
Delimara 3 & 4. Should, because of the cost and maintenance, the use of Scrubbers be 
dropped. pollutants will have effect the public health and the environment. 
Release of 291 NXo tones per annum means 5.6 tones per week. "EIA states that the 
abatement measures may not be required 

Comments noted 

33 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

To use Safety Guidelines as per World Bank Comments noted 

34 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Demolishment of stack: It's well known that the chimney top is used for repeaters for cellular 
phones. Without these repeaters Birzebbuga, Marsaxlokk and Marsascala will suffer lack of 
reception in their use to the mobile phones. We recommend that the chimney will remain as a 
reminder of the polluted emissions release. Users of the stack must clean and paint the top of 
the chimney. 

Comments noted 
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35 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Sea of Marsaxlokk Bay is heavily polluted. We recommend a number of aeration pumps  
Cadmium, Mercury, Lead, arsenic and hydrocarbons liters the sea bed. Easy way out is to 
declare no fishing zone as suggested in the EIS. Better solution is to clean the bay. Why rod 
fishing should be abolished? Marsa locality air and sea are so heavily polluted that it will take 
years to clean as long as the bottom is not dredged. 

Comments noted 

36 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

No consideration was given for the use of Solar Panels in the estimate of power produced. It is 
estimated that within the next twenty years solar panels will produce 100 KW/h 

Comments noted 

37 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Permit condition:  
real time air monitoring at Marsaxlokk ( Carbon, Argonit, Nitrogen etc). At the expans of 
Enemalta 
Long term sustainable plan 

Comments noted 

38 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Should the Dolphin be removed due to the close vicinity to the Green danger zone the 
repercussions must be calculated. Apparently the Dolphin is the only means of transfer fuel to 
Has Saptan underground fuel depot. This, further proof that our suggestions of anchoring the 
storage boat on the Hurs Bank. We have good faith in Transport Malta to protect the ship from 
any collision. Constant satellite monitoring has prevented any accidents in the past. 
Permanent mooring facilities can be put in place. 

Comments noted 

39 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

A Capacity of 180,000 cb meters will provide fuel for 73 days. Therefore the supply ship needs 
to replenish the storage vessel five to six times annually. Transfer of gas is considered the 
most dangerous time of the operation, further studies to find the best and safest option. The 
whole EIS is full of further monitoring and assessment. The domino effect, particularly fuel 
depots and gas installations must always be considered. 

FSU of selected bidder will have a capacity of approximately 125,000 cubic metres 

40 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

Although the EIS quoted the last census the population of Birzebbuga is 12,000 and it is the 
reason that the next Local Council election can have an extra two candidates who can be 
elected. EIS quotation is erroneous. Figures should be quoted exact. 

Comments noted 

41 Birzebbugia 
Environmental Action 

group 

It is not clear if the mercaptans is added before it s transferred or in Malta Mercaptan will be added during the regassification process 

42 SCH In its correspondence of 5 July 2013, the Superintendence had raised three points regarding 
the possible cultural heritage impacts of this proposal. All three points have been addressed 
by the EIS.  
(1) Impacts on terrestrial cultural heritage appeared to be minimal – The EIS confirmed that no 
appreciable impacts are identified for any terrestrial cultural heritage. 
(2) Dredging and construction works on the sea-bed presented potentially high risks to the 
maritime cultural heritage. – The EIS confirmed the potential risk to marine archaeological 
assets, both by dredging and piling operations. In particular the EIS identified eight sub-bottom 
targets buried in the silts within the Area of Study. The archaeological or historical character of 
these eight targets could not be confirmed. The presence of a surface scatter of artifacts was 
confirmed both through documentary research and through direct observation of the sea-bed 
by divers. However the actual density of archaeological artifacts that may be disturbed on the 
sea-bed surface and within the harbour silts could not be established. 
(3) Impact on coastal erosion in other sectors of Marsaxlokk Bay –  The EIS established that 
wave action will not be increased by the proposed works. Consequently erosion on coastal 
heritage sites – such as at Fort Dellimara and at Għar l-Aħmar – should remain constant. 
In view of the above the Superintendence has no objection to the EIS presented 
for EA00014/13. 

Comments noted 
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The Superintendence also endorses the Mitigation and Monitoring recommendations 
proposed for the Marine Archaeological Impacts (section 5.5.4 of the Coordinated Assessment 
Report). All monitoring and investigation activities that may result from the implementation of 
these recommendations are to be carried out with the approval of the Superintendence and in 
line with its TOR. 

43 Kunsill lokali Marsaxlokk A copy of the letter issued by Marsaxlook local council has been attached to this matrix The contents of the letter have been noted and the following points are submitted: 
Noise. 
The EIA presented also includes a study of the Noise levels that would result from layout 
options A, B & C. 
Two specific scenarios have been considered namely: 
the likely impacts that would result during the construction phase, and  
The noise generated by the plant when in service. 
The report presented states that the impacts that would result during the construction 
phase, fall within tolerable limits. 
In this case the Marsaxlokk Local Council has no points to raise on this specific issue, more 
so when the construction phase itself is of a limited duration. 
Impacts during Operation. 
The Noise Impact Assessment also analyses the 3 layout options during the operations 
phase. For the sake of argument the comments to be presented hereunder shall only 
consider the new plant operating together with the existing plant. This is perhaps the worst 
case condition. The situation would be expected to improve once other plants are either not 
in operation or even decommissioned. 
Options A, B and C result in a noise level in the range of 25 to 35 dB(A) in basically all 
residential areas. The report itself in the summary of impacts (Page 412 — Annex 2) 
Classifies the impacts as being adverse, with a low to moderate severity, and being of a 
permanent nature. 
Option B in particular will, quote “bring about changes of +4dB on land and +l2dB on the 
sea — moderate to severe significance.” (Page 407 — 4.1.9.10 -Annex 3) 
It will be understood that noise will have a definite impact on the residents, particularly 
during the summer months, and even more so on the businesses basically the numerous 
restaurants located all along the sea front, most of which provide services to diners outside. 
In the light of the above the Marsaxlokk Local Council seeks further clarification on: 
I. The changes in noise levels compared to the present situation. 
2. Measures that may be undertaken to reduce noise levels to those recorded at present. 
The EIA process needs to expose ALL areas where changes to noise levels are bound to 
occur under the right propagation conditions. The areas could be disused fields, walkways, 
residential areas etc.. Since the basis of the propagation for this EIA is according to ISO 
1996, all areas and points are analyzed under the right propagation conditions – i.e. the 
receiver is always downwind of the source- . It is impossible to have the levels displayed 
occurring in reality but a display of what could be the worst case scenario for each area or 
point is feasibly deduced from the approach taken. The levels presented of 25 to 35dBA are 
already exceeded whether the power station (as at present and as a whole) was in the area 
or not. The points put forward by the Council of 35 dBA having an impact on the residents 
and/or restaurants is highly unlikely, since for such levels to be discerned at any one point 
within Marsaxlokk the following conditions must be true: the sea state must be 0; no activity 
must be occurring in the area including cars on the roads, the wind must be exactly from the 
direction of the power station  directly towards that point; the other sources in the area must 
not be in operation and the restaurants closed. And even under such a situation 35dBA 
would be an ideal situation which many people around the world would like to subscribe to. I 
can understand the concern of the Council, but if the Council’s concern arises from 
reference to the levels presented in the WHO Community guidelines (not the night noise 
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guidelines) it would be grossly mislead, as the WHO guidelines are guidelines which 
represent an ideal situation far removed from reality.  E.g. If the restaurants are open and 
the usual traffic on the sea front is underway, the overall level for a period of 5 to 6 hours 
will be more like 55 dBA. Kindly keep in mind that the study has the possible contributions 
solely from DPS under the right conditions. 
The changes which the Options bring about, either with DPS under the present condition or 
when DPS has Phase 1 deactivated are already displayed in the EIA; showing WHERE the 
changes will occur and by HOW MUCH the expected changes are expected to be, again 
under the right propagation. I refer the Council to Figures and pages: 
Fig. 4.30, Page 405, 
Fig. 4.32, Page 406, 
Fig. 4.34, Page 408, 
Fig. 4.36, Page 409, 
Fig. 4.38, Page 410, 
Fig. 4.40, Page 411, 
Whereby all expected changes and their location is displayed. 
No particular changes are expected within Marsaxlokk proper, but the EIA process has to 
display what changes will occur in any area whether it is residential or not. The fields and 
areas on Delimara peninsula and the areas on the sea in the bay are considered to be part 
of the environment. 
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MEPA Further Comments on 2nd draft on Revision 01 – 22 November 2013 
 Pg.  Para. MEPA Comments Consultants’ Responses 

 / / Submission of the Non-Technical Summary in Maltese is pending.   This is to be presented in the third draft 

 / / Numbering of paragraphs in the Non-Technical Summary in English needs to be revised. This issue has been seen to in the third draft 

Coordinated Assessment – Volume One 
1 59 Table 1-5 Table 1-5 includes reference to PVs, wind and RDF electricity supply which was not previously 

included in the 1st draft.  Does this emerge from the NEP document? 
The table seeks to provide a acenartio which assumes that 10% of the total available 
electricity supply in Malta would be derived from RES. The information in PVs – Wind – RDF 
row assumes that by 2020 the minimum requirements under Directive 2009/28/EC would 
be fulfilled. 

2 68 Table 1-8 The proposed NOx emission limit value of 30mg/Nm3 is in line with the emission limit value of 
50mg/Nm3 stipulated in both L.N. 172 of 2010 and L.N. 11 of 2013 (which will come into 
force in 2020).  
However, the Commission is currently undergoing a review of the LCP Bref which is expected to 
be adopted in Autumn 2014  (and legally binding 4 years after adoption). In line with Regulation 
8 of L.N. 10 of 2013, the emission limit values adopted in the BAT conclusions, which in the 
case of NOx are currently being indicated as 10-25mg/Nm3, will become legally binding. Should 
the revised BAT conclusions adopt the above emission limit values, the new CCGT would not 
conform to these limits. 
Applicant is to not that derogation from such limits is only possible through the application of 
Regulation8(4) of L.N. 10 of 2013. 

Thanks for the update.  
The issue is referred to in an endnote connected to the corresponding entry in the table. 
Fedra points out: 
This refers to EMISSIONS that we accept as INPUT data to the dispersion modelling of 
compliance; for compliance, lower emissions can only IMPROVE the situation. 
this has no bearing on the dispersion modelling. 

3 69 1.2.3 Section 1.2.3 on ‘Project Management arrangements’ fails to include any mention to the OCGT 
for the first six months of the commissioning of the plant.   

This section in the third draft includes a statement to this effect. 

4 71 1.2.7 The EIS text indicates that ‘there is the possibility after 2020 for more power generation 
plant/facilities to be added’.  Does this emerge from the NEP? 

This point was made in both the PDS and in the NEP 2012. The NEP 2012 indicates that the 
options regarding the post-2020 period should be left open. Section 1.2.7 in the third draft 
makes a similar point. 

5 101 2.4 The information presented in para 2.4.1 on downscaling needs to be clarified further.   There is not much that can be said about downscaling. Enemalta have informed this EIA 
Coordinator that as was established as far back as 1996, the Interconnector requires a 
backup which would either consist of a second cable or a power plant of min 200MW. Given 
that the Sicilian grid is under pressure, the power plant option is considered the more 
reliable. 
Keeping in mind the plans for the closure of DOS 1 and the 'relegation' of the no so young 
and clean OCGT and CCGT to backups (emergency and reserve) , the proposed CCGT plant is 
considered by Enemalta an imperative. 

6 355 Chapter 4 The impact tables for each of the environmental aspects assessed in the EIS has not been 
submitted with the 2nd draft and should preferably be included. 
Appropriate cross-referencing to Coordinated Assessment Report - Volume 5 should be 
included. 

Done in the third draft 

7 463 4.1.9.21, 
4.1.9.22 

and 
4.1.9.24 

Paragraphs are illegible and need revision. Done in the third draft 

8 526 4.4.4 It is being understood that the SIA is based on the original proposals submitted in the 1st draft.  
EIA Coordinator to clarify. 

Exactly. It is still considered important for the second and third drafts because it refers to the 
interviewees preference for a 'floating LNG storage system' option 

9 550 5.1 EIA Coordinator is to confirm as to whether the mitigation measures provided in this chapter 
reflect the latest proposal by ElectroGas. 

Yes.  

10 551 5.1.3.13 & 
5.1.3.14 

Paragraphs are illegible and need revision. Done 

11 559 5.5.4.1, 
5.5.4.2 and 

5.5.4.8 

Paragraphs are illegible and need revision. Done 

12 555 5.2.1 The residual impacts discussed in Volume Five do not feature in Chapter 5 (Section 5.2) of the 
EIS Coordinated Assessment.  EIA Coordinator to amend. 

Done 
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MEPA Further Comments on 2nd draft on Revision 01 – 22 November 2013 
 Pg.  Para. MEPA Comments Consultants’ Responses 

Coordinated Assessment Report – Volume 5 
13 / / Impact associated with landscape and visual amenity refers.  The proposed mitigation measure 

identified in the EIS is ‘good landscaping plan for the Delimara peninsula’.   
Given that the Delimara PS site is a SEVESO site, is such mitigation measure actually 
realistically feasible?   
The impact significance provided for these impacts has been determined to be ‘low to high’.  
Thus, it is not clear as to (i) which receptors this is referring to and (ii) why the residual impact 
has been assessed as high. 

The mitigation measure has been revised in the third draft of the Coordinated Assessment 
Report 

14 / / With respect to the ‘effects on the character and visual amenity of Birzebbuga’, it is not clear as 
to why the mitigation measure proposed is ‘human beings’. 

That is evidently an error. Actually very little can be done in the case of Birżebbuġa, as the 
DPS is one of a number developments (such as the Freeport), in the south which have 
contributed to the loss of character of this once picturesque village.  

15 / / Impact on geology and on stability of slope in Area B refers.  It is not clear as to why the residual 
impact is termed as ‘unknown’.  This requires clarification. 

The impact has been altered to Low because the slope is to be protected by the rock armour 
which is to be installed to ensure the stability the re-gas unit. 

16 / / Impacts of noise on vertebrate fauna refer.  Does appropriate noise control mean the 
construction of a shed-like structure? 

According to the LCP BREF (both the current and the forthcoming one) CCGTs are normally 
enclosed. A proposal to this effect has been made by the Noise ESR consultant. 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two Volume One 
Assessment of Environmental Impacts on Water Quality of Proposed Project 

17 55 3.2 It should be noted that the CCGT shall have 6 stacks (3 75-m stacks and 3 by-pass stacks). Text of report has now been revised to address these issues. Report 085-13_R (version dated 
4 Dec 13) 

18 61 3.3 It is not clear as to why the ESR is still making conditional references to the configuration of the 
LNG plant, given that details should be currently available. 

Text of report has now been revised to address these issues. Report 085-13_R (version dated 
4 Dec 13) 

19 86 5.2 Text still makes reference to FSRU. Text of report has now been revised to address these issues. Report 085-13_R (version dated 
4 Dec 13) 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two Volume Two 
Report on Marine Ecological Studies 

20 / / Header still reads July 2013. The header is correct as it refers to the period when the marine ecological study was carried 
out, i.e., June – July 2013. The report date (October 2013) is indicated on the title page.  

21 47 / It is not clear as to why the section on the Operational Phase still makes reference to the PDS, 
given that further details have been provided through the selected project proposal. 

Marine ecology consultant’s response: it has been assumed that aspects of the development 
from the original PDS provided by Enemalta still hold for the selected project proposal. 

22 60 / Table still retains reference to FSRU. Noted; this has been amended. 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two Volume Three 
Revised Noise Report 

23 9 / Details vis-à-vis the pumping systems to be used for the FSU need to be provided given that 
these in turn influence the outcome of the noise study results.   

The new Addendum included in the third draft of the EIS package will provide this information 

Landscape and Visual assessment 
24 68 – 79 / It is not clear as to why the two options were presented, particularly since the proposal from the 

successful bidder features three stacks of 75m. 
Dr Conrad was asked to revise her landscape assessment while Fedra was still evaluating the 
the ElectroGas plant. As we were not sure of Fedra's findings. Pace was asked to prepare 
montages for 75m and 105m stacks and Conrad to evaluate both sets of montages 
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MEPA Further Comments on 2nd draft on Revision 01 – 22 November 2013 
 Pg.  Para. MEPA Comments Consultants’ Responses 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two Volume Four 
Addendum to Air Dispersion Modelling - Addendum to Study Report 1, V3 (07 Nov 2013) 

25 4 / Clarification is required as to whether such inversion situations are considered by the model 
and what is the typical frequency of such inversion situations occurring? 

The dispersion modelling is performed with an hourly resolution and DYNAMIC, hourly, 
meteorology. This used input to AERMOD based on the AERMET pre-processor. In the 
absence of vertical soundings, this is using HOURLY 3D meteo input generated as "dynamic 
downscaling" (3 km resolution) with the 3D dynamic prognostic model MM5, using the NCEP 
re-analysis data as input.  
This generates two parameters (height of mechanical and convective boundary layer) for 
"boundary layer or mixing height" that characterises  situations of reduced vertical 
exchange/mixing  including inversions  (responsible for elevated concentrations due to 
reduced vertical exchange). 
Please note that the results of AERMOD scenarios always represent a steady-state (and thus 
worst case) solution. For details on the computations of concentrations in the CBL 
(convective boundary layer) please refer to 
http://www.weblakes.com/guides/aermod/section6/6_2.html 
FREQUENCY of OCCURENCE: 
************************************* 
Using the CBL upper limit (mixing height) as an indicator for reduced vertical exchange and 
inversions, typical frequencies (on an hourly basis) are estimates by AERMET at an annual 
average 15% (2008-2012) with a CBL at or below 50 m. 
GENERAL COMMENT: 
************************* 
To avoid misunderstanding of a loosely defined term, it may be better to REPLACE the term 
“inversion” with something like: “situations of low mixing height including inversions” 

Environmental Survey Reports – Appendix Two Volume Six 
Geology, Geomorphology and Hydrology Report 

26 / / Section 1 of the report still makes reference to the various options that were discussed in the 
1st draft EIS (inc. references to FSRU). 

The report has been revised. 

 


