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Environment & Resources Authority (ERA) 

Report on Environmental Planning Statement (EPS) – January 2017 

 
 

 

PA 05548/10: PROPOSED MALTA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT MASTERPLAN 

 

AT, MALTA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, VJAL L-AVJAZZJONI, LUQA 

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

 
The then Malta Environment and Planning Authority (MEPA) requested an Environmental Planning 
Statement (EPS) for the development proposed in perit application PA 05548/10 (Proposed Malta 
International Airport Masterplan at Malta International Airport, Vjal L-Avjazzjoni, Luqa). The application 
required the submission of an EPS in accordance with Schedule IA, Category II, Section 2.2.2.1 (Expansion 
of an airport), 3.10.2.1 (Construction of car-parks providing more than 600 spaces), and 7.6.2.6 
(Construction of a new fuel servicing station) of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, 2007 
(Legal Notice 114 of 2007, as amended).  The EPS was coordinated by Ms. Rachel Xuereb, Ms. Krista 
Farrugia, Ms. Eilis McCullough, Mr. Yury Zammit, Mr. Andrea Pace and Ms. Rachel Decelis for ADI 
Associates Ltd. 
 

1.1 Description of the proposed development  
 
The EPS assessed a Masterplan for the expansion (large-scale mixed-use), predominantly of the landside 
facilities of the Malta International Airport (MIA), consisting of a range of uses. The Masterplan includes 
retail, food and beverage, a supermarket, offices, a trade / exhibition centre, a hotel, family leisure and 
recreation, and expansion of operational space in the passenger terminal building. The aim of the 
expansion of the passenger terminal building is to increase operational facilities at the Malta International 
Airport, including check-in desks, security areas, boarding gates, departure lounges, arrivals facilities, 
baggage handling areas and other ancillary facilities. The proposal provides for the construction of the 
following blocks (Figures 3.14 – 3.22, pages 39 to 55, of the EPS Coordinated Assessment): 
 

 Block A (recently built – Sky Parks
1
): a footprint of 4,600m² and six storey high (underground 

parking, commercial and offices uses); 

 Block B: a footprint of 3,200m² per floor and six storey high (commercial and office space uses); 

 Block C: a footprint of 1,400m² and eight storeys high (the tallest building proposed) (offices and 
hotel uses); 

 Block D: the relocation of the existing fuel service station (footprint of 1000m²); 

 Block E: a footprint of 2,500m² per floor and five storey high (commercial and office space uses); 

 Block F: a commercial area for retail use with a footprint of 300 m²; 

 Block G: a footprint of 2,300 m², including a supermarket on one floor; 

 Block H: a footprint of 1,000 m², including terminal operational facilities; 

 Block J:  commercial facilities on two levels, each with a footprint of 7,000 m²; 

 Block K: a recreational zone with a total area of 2,000 m²; and  

 Block L: lateral extensions to the existing terminal (arrival and departures lounge) with a footprint of 
7000m²). 

                                                 
1
 SkyParks building was recently approved under PA 02760/09 including respective amendments (PA 01195/10, PA 02760/09) and 

constructed. It constituted Phase 1 in the rolling out of the proposed Masterplan. 
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The site is currently accessible through two public entrance points: (i) an underpass leading off Triq l-
Avjazzjoni and into the Airport grounds (primary access); and (ii) from Ħal-Kirkop / iż-Żurrieq which provides 
access to the existing petrol station and McDonald’s restaurant. The existing access point to and from the 
site will be maintained after the completion of the Master Plan.   

 
The site is an approximately rectangular parcel of land between Luqa and Gudja currently forming part of 
the Malta International Airport (MIA) with an area of over 130,000m

2
. It presently features the SkyParks 

building (Block A), public and private surface car parks, catering facilities, and a petrol station (refer to 
Figure 3.4 of the EPS Coordinated Assessment for existing layout). 
 

1.2 Assessment of alternatives 
 
The proposed development shall supersede all previous and approved Master Plan applications. The 
original Masterplan was approved by MEPA on 10 July 1997 (PA 05681/96) and reflects the present 
situation within the MIA grounds (for the exception of Skyparks which forms part of the proposed 
masterplan). The EPS identified that the do nothing scenario is not a preferred option given that market 
demands have changed from time of approval. 
 
Alternatives were considered in relation to the overall layout of the site and takes into account the 2010 
preliminary study and outcome of the Masterplan audit carried out in 2011. In 2003, a Masterplan 
(PA/05306/03) was proposed to replace the 1997 Masterplan, however was subsequently withdrawn at the 
request of the applicant. Alternative technologies were considered only for the proposed petrol station given 
the nature of the development. 
 

2. EIA CONSULTATIONS 

 
2.1 EIA SCOPING 
 
During the scoping stage, the Project Description Statement (PDS) was circulated to the following 
consultees and made available for a 21-day public consultation period between 31 May and 21 June 2013: 
 

 Luqa Local Council; 

 Local Council Association (LCA); 

 Environmental Health Directorate (EHD); 

 Superintendence of Cultural Heritage (SCH); 

 Transport Malta (TM); 

 Civil Protection Department (CPD); 

 Malta Resources Authority (MRA); 

 Malta Tourism Authority (MTA); and 

 Environmental NGOs: Din l-Art Ħelwa, Kummissjoni Ambjent, Birdlife Malta, Nature Trust Malta, 
Ramblers Association of Malta, Flimkien għal Ambjent Aħjar, Friends of the Earth Malta, 
Żminijietna, Fondazzjoni Wirt Artna, GAIA Foundation, Light Pollution Awareness Group, Moviment 
Graffitti, Malta Organic and Agriculture Movement, Malta Water Association, Youth for the 
Environment, Noise Abatement Society of Malta. 

 
The PDS was also circulated for internal review within MEPA.  Comments were received from the 
Environmental Health Directorate (e-mail dated 13 June 2013) and the Superintendence of Cultural 
Heritage (email dated 18 June 2013). 
 
A copy of the comments as submitted are included as Appendix I. The final Terms of Reference were 
issued to the applicant and architect on 6 December 2013. 
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2.2  EIA REVIEW 
 
The draft EPS was submitted to MEPA on the 10 July 2014 and was circulated for review to the same 
consultees consulted during the scoping stage (see Section 2.1 above) as well as the Gudja Local Council. 
The EPS was also circulated for internal review within MEPA.  
 
The consultation period spanned between 11 July 2014 and the 11 August 2014. Within the stipulated 
consultation period, comments were received via e-mail from: Transport Malta (email dated 4 August 2014), 
the Environmental Health Directorate (email dated 7 August 2014), and the Malta Resources Authority 
(email dated 8 August 2014). 
 
Comments made by MEPA and its consultees during the review stage were forwarded to the EIA 
Coordinator, the developer and architect on 18 August 2014. These comments were addressed by the EIA 
Coordinator and responses were submitted to MEPA, all of which are included in an Addendum to the EPS. 
Comments received during the consultation period are inserted in Appendix II to this Report. 
 
2.3 EIA CERTIFICATION  
 
The EPS was certified on the 1 September 2014 and was published for a three-week public consultation 

period, with a deadline for submissions being 14 October 2014. Comments were received from Carmel 

Cacopardo on behalf of the Gudja Local Council (email dated 13 October 2014). Details of these 

submissions are included in Appendix III to this report. 

 

3.  EIA FINDINGS 
 

The characteristics of the site, assessment of impacts and mitigation measures were identified in the EPS 

as follows: 

 

3.1 Geo-environment 

 

The study was based on desktop surveys in relation to geology, geomorphology, hydrology and 

hydrogeology of the site. Figure 5.36 (page 129) in the EPS Coordinated Assessment indicates the extent 

of the geology and hydrology area of influence.  

 

3.1.1 Geology 

The EPS notes that the site for the proposed development is located in an area where Lower Globigerina 

Limestone is the exposed rock formation. The most recent geo-technical study carried out in 2013 indicated 

that the rock head (Lower Globigerina Limestone) was found at a depth ranging between 2.0 to 4.5 meters 

beneath a layer of fill or soil, possibly resulting from anthropogenic influence during the construction of the 

existing terminal facilities. Figure 5.37 (page 131) in the EPS Coordinated Assessment provides the 

geological map for the site in question. 

 

In terms of structural geology, one fault traverses the MIA site, striking NE – SW. A Ground Penetrating 

Radar (GDR) survey (undertaken in 1989) indicated that the ground is highly jointed.  These joints are 

spaced around 0.2 to 2 m apart.   

 

The EPS also assessed the quality of the soil present in the proposed site.  Terra Soil is the main type of 

soil, characterised by its typical flatness, complete lack of lapis or out rock surfaces, and almost complete 

lack of terracing. The topsoil in the area has very low to low organic carbon content with zinc levels lower 

than 200 mg/kg, copper content between 40-50 mg/kg, and electrical conductivity lower than 500 μS/cm. 
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3.1.2 Hydrology and hydrogeological features  

 

The area for the proposed Masterplan is underlain by Lower Coralline Limestone, which constitutes the 

mean sea level aquifer, and lies within a Drinking Water Protection Zone and a Drinking Water Safeguard 

Zone (Figure 5.3, page 135, in the EPS Coordinated Assessment refers). The mean groundwater thickness 

is 67.5 meters and presently there are three boreholes within the area of influence. To the southeast of the 

site there are Wied ta’ Ħas-Saptan, Wied il-Qoton and Wied Żembaq, while to the northwest there is Wied 

il-Kbir.    

 

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE AND PREDICTIONS 

 

The EPS notes that impacts on geology/geomorphology are likely to be of major significance, in view of the 

extraction of mineral resources, which will amount to approximately 122,000m
3
.  

 

In terms of hydrology, the change in the drainage and run-off due to the change in the rainwater catchment 

area (i.e. decrease in the site’s soft landscaping area) is expected to be not significant subject that 

appropriate mitigation measures are adhered to. 

 

During both the decommissioning and operation of the fuel service station, such activities are expected to 

have an impact of minor to not significant on run-off and groundwater quality, depending on the mitigation 

measures.   

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

Mitigation measures as proposed by the EPS include:  

 Reuse of excavated material both on-site and off-site; 

 Preparation of a Construction Management Plan that also addresses issues of groundwater and 

surface water pollution arising during the construction phase;   

 Maximisation of rainwater collection on site, in the underground reservoirs and in the Gudja 

soakaway;  

 Adherence to the Decommissioning Plan for the fuel service station; and 

 Construction of the relocated fuel service station in accordance with all the appropriate industry 

standards, including the installation of the underground fuel storage tanks with double skins, leak 

detection systems, and surrounded by impermeable bunding, and the installation of an 

impermeable forecourt and oil-water interceptor.  Operational management practices designed to 

monitor the performance of pollution control measures will also need to be adopted, including leak 

detection systems for the tanks, pipework and dispensers, regular emptying of the oil-water 

interceptor chamber, and regular inspections of the surface water drainage system (particularly 

after storms) to avoid contaminated surface water run-off reaching the groundwater. 

 

RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

 

With the implementation of the appropriate mitigation measures proposed above, residual impacts are 

considered to be minor to not significant. In terms of impacts on geo-environmental resources, residual 

impact is still identified as being of major significance. 
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3.2 Cultural Heritage 

 

The cultural heritage desktop study involved the identification and documentation of known archaeological 

and cultural heritage features and an evaluation of the significance of impact from the proposed 

development on such remains. Figure 6.1 (page 149) in the EPS Coordinated Assessment illustrates the 

cultural heritage area of influence studied in the EPS. 

 

Historical background 

 

The Luqa airstrip was originally constructed during World War II, and together with the surrounding 

barracks, was used for military reasons. Following the war, the airstrip was also used for civilian purposes 

and in 1979 the airport became totally a civilian one. The site was subject to a number of works and 

excavations on site (Figure 6.2, page 154, in the EPS Coordinated Assessment) throughout the years. 

 

Cultural heritage features 

 

An exhaustive list of the cultural heritage assets found within the Area of Influence are listed in Table 6.3 
(page 155) and their locations illustrated in Figure 6.3 (page 157) in the EPS Coordinated Assessment. 
Cultural heritage features identified include: 

1. Scheduled Grade B Ħal Resqun Catacomb Complex (as per Government Notice 628 of 2008) 
situated within the roundabout immediately north of the site (the buffer zone is situated within the 
proposal site boundary); 

2. Scheduled Grade B Megaliths including a short menhir (as per Government Notice 35 of 1996) 
located a few meters north of the site along the Gudja bypass;  

3. Scheduled Grade 1 Gudja Ġnien Tal-Kmand (as per Government Notice 590 of 2009) north-east to 
the site; 

4. Scheduled Grade 2 Dwelling (as per Government Notice 582 of 1998) south-east to the site; and 
5. A number of other cultural heritage features including a church, religious niches, a nissen hut, and 

rubble walls. 
 

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE AND PREDICTIONS 

 

According to the EPS the cultural heritage features identified are situated outside the proposed 
development site, therefore impacts on cultural heritage may arise from possible loss of or damage to 
unrecorded archaeological artefacts during excavation. The extent of the impact is uncertain, as it will 
depend on whether artefacts are present, their importance and the extent of any loss or damage. No 
impacts on rubble walls identified in the area of study given that the proposal does not include the removal 
of any rubble walls. 
 

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES  

 

Mitigation measures as proposed by the EPS include:  

 Supervision of works in particular where there are cultural heritage features by qualified 

archaeologists who would report to the Superintendence of Cultural Heritage in the eventuality that 

uncharted artefacts are encountered; and 

 Implementation of a Construction Management Plan that ensures that heavy vehicles do not 

damage of cultural heritage importance. 
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RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

 

The EPS notes that the loss of cultural heritage features will result in a residual impact that is uncertain as it 

will depend on whether artefacts are present, their importance and the extent of any loss or damage.  The 

implementation of the mitigation measures may reduce the scale of the impact. 

 

 

3.3 Landscape and Visual Amenity 

 

The landscape assessment and visual amenity assessment were based on a desk study and field survey.  

The visual amenity assessment was also based on the assessment of related viewpoints.  The Zone of 

Visual Influence (ZVI) is illustrated in Figure 7.1 (page 177) of the EPS Coordinated Assessment.   

 

GENERAL LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION 

 

The development site is located within the footprint of the MIA site which is a large plain dominated by 

runways, airport associated structures and buildings (e.g. aircraft hangars), and extents of greenery 

(towards Safi and Gudja). The dominant feature within the airport is Skyparks (referred to as Block A in the 

proposed masterplan) which is visible when approaching the site from all directions. Intensive quarrying 

activities (including dumping, badly surfaced roads, and a generally dusty environment) are evident to the 

south of the site (mostly within the confines of Mqabba). To the north-east there is an element of rural 

landscape while to the west of the airport there is the Wied il-Kbir valley system. 

 

Landscape characterisation
2
 

 

The following are the landscape character types and landscape character areas as identified in the EPS: 

 

 Malta International Airport: MIA footprint, runways and airport related structures and buildings, with 

moderate landscape sensitivity. 

 South Airport Hinterland: Area also comprises three distinct Local Landscape Tracts (LLTs):  

- LLT: Settlements – Traditional villages, with high landscape sensitivity. 

- LLT: Quarries – Series of operational and disused quarries, with low landscape sensitivity. 

- LLT: Agricultural land – Dry farming, cultural heritage features, and large carob trees, with 

high landscape sensitivity. 

 North Airport Hinterland: Area also comprises three distinct Local Landscape Tracts (LLTs):  

- LLT: Settlements – Settlements that include some modern buildings (Marsa), with low 

landscape sensitivity.  

- LLT: Industrial estate – Low urban quality, with low landscape sensitivity. 

- LLT: Green belt – Trees and greenery in the area, with moderate to low landscape 

sensitivity. 

 Għaxaq Gudja Hinterland: Area comprises of three Local Landscape Tracts:  

- LLT: Settlements – Traditional villages, with moderate landscape sensitivity. 

- LLT: Agricultural land – Dry farming, cultural heritage and large carob trees, with high 

landscape sensitivity. 

                                                 
2
 Landscape types and character areas that provide the landscape context to the development site are listed in this section.  The 

distinction between the types and areas is defined as follows:  
- Landscape Character Types: describe distinct and homogenous generic landscape units that share common combinations 

of elements. 

- Landscape Character Areas: single unique areas that represent the discrete geographical areas of a particular type.  Each of 
these areas can be divided into Local Landscape Tracts (LLT) that describe potential problems and pressures affecting the 
landscape character. 
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 Siġġiewi-Żebbuġ Foreland: Area comprises of three Local Landscape Tracts:  

- LLT: Settlements – Siġġiewi, Żebbuġ and Ħal-Farruġ settlements, with low to moderate 

landscape sensitivity. 

- LLT: Industrial Estate – Poor urban quality and industrial areas, with low landscape 

sensitivity. 

- LLT: Wied il-Kbir valley system – A major tributary system in the Maltese Islands and an 

Area of High Landscape Value which is impacted from development and industry in 

Siġġiewi, Żebbuġ and Qormi, with high landscape sensitivity.   

 Birżebbuġa Valleys: Valleys leading to Birżebbuġa dominate this character area and are designated 

AHLVs in accordance with the Local Plan, with high landscape sensitivity. 

 

VISUAL AMENITY 

 

Six viewpoints (VPs) (Figure 7.1 (page 177) of the EPS Coordinated Assessment) were identified to assess 

the visual impact of the proposed development as follows: 

- Viewpoint 1: Vjal l-Avazzjoni (towards Luqa). 

- Viewpoint 2: Kappella ta’ Santa Marija ta’ Bir Miftuħ. 

- Viewpoint 3: Vjal l-Avazzjoni (towards Gudja). 

- Viewpoint 4: Triq l-Industrija. 

- Viewpoint 5: Dawret il-Gudja. 

- Viewpoint 6: Triq Dawret it-Torri. 

 

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE AND PREDICTIONS 

 

Impacts on landscape character 

In terms of landscape character, the EPS notes that there shall be no significant impacts on most of the 

landscape character areas.  Given the increase in density and mass of buildings, the proposal is expected 

to adversely affect these character areas, as follows: (i) Malta International Airport Character Area (minor to 

major significance), (ii) Għaxaq-Gudja Hinterland Character Area LLT: Settlements (major significance), and 

(iii) Għaxaq-Gudja Hinterland Character Area LLT: Agricultural land (major significance).  The EPS notes 

that the presence of SkyParks has already affected the landscape in this way.   

 

Impacts on visual amenity 

Impacts for each of the viewpoints analysed in the EPS are as follows: 

- Viewpoint 1: Vjal l-Avazzjoni (towards Luqa) – Major significance. 

- Viewpoint 2: Kappella ta’ Santa Marija ta’ Bir Miftuħ – Major significance. 

- Viewpoint 3: Vjal l-Avazzjoni (towards Gudja) – Minor to major significance. 

- Viewpoint 4: Triq l-Industrija – Minor significance. 

- Viewpoint 5: Dawret il-Gudja – Minor to major significance. 

- Viewpoint 6: Triq Dawret it-Torri – Minor significance. 

 

The EPS notes that the impact of the proposal on the visual amenity from the viewpoints identified above 

ranges from minor to minor/major significance, with significance dependent on the scale of change to the 

landscape and the visual amenity of the area, the intrinsic value of which was classified as low to moderate 

and the sensitivity of the receptors that will view the proposed development. 

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

In terms of mitigation measures, the EPS recommends that an alternative design (especially with regards to 

massing and height of buildings) at full development phase is to be considered. 
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RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

 

The EPS indicates that the impacts will remain of major significance unless in the further development of 

the Masterplan and subsequent phases of the project development, changes are made to the massing and 

height of the buildings. 

 

3.4 Air Quality 

 

The air quality assessment carried out for the EPS focuses on the potential impacts on air quality as a result 
of vehicular traffic emissions during operation. Impacts on air quality arising from vehicular traffic emissions 
during the construction phase (thresholds were not exceeded) and the relocation of the fuel service station 
were scoped out. The relocation of the fuel service station was scoped out given that: (i) the proposed fuel 
service station will be relocated approximately 125 meters from the existing station; and (ii) Stage IB and 
Stage II vapour recovery will be installed at the relocated station, to abate emissions arising during petrol 
delivery into the storage tanks and vehicle refuelling, respectively.  Previous work on similar fuel service 
stations has shown that when such vapour recovery systems are installed, operations have a negligible 
impact on benzene concentrations. Impacts on air quality arising from vehicular traffic emissions during the 
construction phase was also scoped out given that the envisaged heavy vehicle traffic flows will be 83 
AADT (worst case scenario); which is well below the legal thresholds (1000 AADT) to trigger an air quality 
impact assessment. As a result, the assessment focused on PM10 and NO2 emissions, likely to be 
generated from operational traffic. 
 

In terms of sensitive receptors, five sensitive receptors were identified along the surrounding main roads 

(Triq San Tumas, Vjal il-Kunsill tal-Ewropa, Vjal l-Avjazzjoni – Luqa Arm, Vjal l-Avjazzjoni – Hal Far arm, 

and Triq Dawret il-Gudja) with receptor 1 being a football pitch, receptors 2 to 5 are residences (Figure 8.2 

of the EPS Coordinated Assessment refers). 

 

BASELINE DATA 

 

The Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) conducted in 2013 identified the following baseline data for present 

traffic flows at the following main roads: 

 

 Triq San Tumas – 12,205 vehicles; 

 Triq il-Kunsill tal-Ewropa – 21,647 vehicles; 

 Vjal l-Avjazzjoni (Luqa arm) – 18,665 vehicles; 

 Dawret il-Gudja – 6,806 vehicles; and 

 Vjal l-Avjazzjoni (Ħal Far arm) – 9,265 vehicles. 

 

The background air quality baseline values were derived by combining the results of the monitoring (Figure 

8.1, page 219, of the EPS Coordinated Assessment refers) over the six-week period and the scaling factors 

which were provided by MEPA. The values obtained were as follows:   

 NO2: 12 µg/m
3
; and  

 PM10: 19 µg/m
3
.  

 

The background values are compliant with the annual (40 µg/m
3
) and hourly limits for NO2 (18 exceedances 

of 200 µg/m
3
) and the annual (40 µg/m

3
) and daily limits for PM10 (35 exceedances of 50 µg/m

3
). 

 
IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE AND PREDICTIONS 

 

The EPS identified the following traffic growth in the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) with and without 

the proposed masterplan in 2024: 
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Road Baseline AADT AADT (2024 

without proposal) 

AADT (2024 with 

proposal) 

Triq San Tumas 12,205 13,482 18,772 

Triq il-Kunsill tal-Ewropa 21,647 23,912 31,149 

Vjal l-Avjazzjoni (Luqa arm) 18,665 20,618 33,564 

Dawret il-Gudja 6,806 7,518 10,528 

Vjal l-Avjazzjoni (Ħal Far arm) 9,265 10,234 10,523 

 

Table 8.1 (page 217) of the EPS Coordinated Assessment illustrate the predicted traffic growth. 

 

In terms of NO2 annual ambient air concentrations, the EPS predicts that with the development in place 

(2024), the worst case scenario is at residence in Triq il-Kunsill tal-Ewropa where NO2 is likely to increase 

by 1.8μg/m
3
, and thus notes that impact is negligible. Additionally, since the annual mean is not exceeded 

under any scenario, it is likely that the allowed number of hourly exceedances will not be exceeded either.  

 

Results obtained for PM10 ambient air concentrations show that the impact from traffic during operation on 

PM10 annual averages (increase by 0.8μg/m
3
) and exceedances (increase of 3 exceedances) of the daily 

limit is negligible under all scenarios considered. 

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

 

Since the results show a negligible impact on ambient air quality, no mitigation measures are considered 

necessary. 

 

RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

 

There are unlikely to be significant traffic-related air quality residual impacts following the completion of the 

proposal. 

 

3.5 Noise 

 

The noise assessment undertaken considered the potential noise impacts arising from the construction 

(related activities) and operation (particularly vehicular traffic) of the proposed Masterplan. 

 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE ASSESSMENT 

 

Construction is envisaged to be phased over a period of approximately nine years with the aim of ensuring 

minimal interruption to normal operations within the Malta International Airport complex. Any activities 

during this phase will be restricted to daytime hours only (mostly 0700hrs – 1900hrs), avoiding Sundays and 

public holidays.  

 

Four residential receptors were identified as being noise-sensitive receptors (NSRs) with the closest point 

262 metres northwest and the farthest is 550 metres southeast of the site. The locations of the four NSRs 

are indicated in Figure 9.4 (page 247) in the EPS Coordinated Assessment. A list of all the plant and 

machinery to be used on site during construction and their sound levels are provided in Table 9.2 (pages 

245-246) of the EPS Coordinated Assessment.  
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TRAFFIC NOISE ASSESSMENT 

 

The noise assessment for traffic during operation was undertaken in accordance with the UK Department of 
Transport’s Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN) 1988, the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges; 
Revision 1 – Noise and Vibration 2011, and the UK’s Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
(Defra) Method for Converting the UK Road Traffic Noise Index L10, 18h to the EU Noise Indices for Road 
Noise Mapping. 
 
The NSRs were identified whilst taking into account potentially sensitive residential receptors on the main 

approach roads to the site. The noise monitoring points were located as follows (Tables 9.7 and 9.8, and 

Figure 9.5, pages 216 to 262, in the EPS Coordinated Assessment refer):  

 Point A: Triq il-Kunsill tal-Ewropa; and  

 Point B: Triq San Tumas. 

 

A total of 2 sound level surveys were carried out and based on a three hour reading.  The baseline readings 
(Table 9.10 and 9.11, page 264, in the EPS Coordinated Assessment) indicated that the highest noise 
levels are at Point B (Triq San Tumas) with an L10 (3-hr) dBA of 77.3dB(A), while at Point B the levels were 
76.1 L10 (3-hr) dBA A. 

 

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE AND PREDICTIONS 

 
The assessment predicts the highest noise levels during construction at NSR D (farmhouse located 35m 
from proposal), during phase 4 (Block K). The noise level predicted is expected to reach 79 dB which could 
potentially exceed the maximum threshold value of noise levels. During other phases noise levels at all 
sensitive receptors were predicted to result in potentially minor to no significant impact. However, the EPS 
argues that such results were obtained given that the worst case scenario was assumed (plant/machinery 
operating simultaneously and continuously), the duration and extensiveness of the phase (a single-storey 
building expected to be completed in two months) and that no mitigation measures (including use of 
barriers, operating hours) were considered. Therefore should these factors be considered, the predicted 
noise level will be reduced to below the maximum threshold value and the noise insulation trigger value 
(both 75dB), thereby representing an impact of minor significance.    
 
The predicted noise levels from traffic during operation at the noise sensitive receptors are presented in 
Table 9.20 (page 268) of the EPS Coordinated Assessment.  The EPS indicates that the predicted change 
in 2024 noise levels at both  noise monitoring points is 79.1 L10(18-hr)dB(A). This was determined through 
reference to the predicted change in background noise levels as a result of the predicted change in traffic 
flows. As a result, it was concluded that such impact is likely to be of minor significance in relation to the 
closest sensitive receptors along both Triq il-Kunsill tal-Ewropa and Triq San Tumas, with a change in the 
noise level of 1.1 dB and 1.4 dB, respectively. 

 

PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES 

- Submission of a detailed Construction Management Plan (CMP); and 

- A noise monitoring plan. 

 

RESIDUAL IMPACTS 

Residual impacts from construction activities will range from being of no significance to potentially being of 
minor significance while from traffic during operation will remain of minor significance. 
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3.6 Environmental Risk Assessment 

 

The aims of the detailed environmental risk assessment include: 

 A description and an evaluation of the risks to the environment associated with the 

decommissioning, including risks arising due to the nature of the materials being handled, risk 

associated with the equipment being used, and risk associated with the decommissioning 

activity; and   

 A description of the measures which will be undertaken to mitigate such risks, and evaluating 

the residual risk levels. 

 

Environmental risk assessment is the process by which source-pathway-receptor linkages are identified and 

evaluated, and should any of the three elements be absent there would be no complete linkage and thus no 

unacceptable risk (Figure 10.1, page 275, in the EPS Coordinated Assessment provides an illustration of 

source-pathway-receptor model for underground storage tanks). 

 

The decommissioning of the fuel filling station will include the generation and handling of hazardous 

substances (e.g. fuel tank bottoms, contaminated equipment, wastewater) and activities related to 

decommissioning (e.g. tank bottoming), which, without mitigation, could create a risk to the environment 

through underground, surface and airborne pollution. Table 10.4 (pages 278-279) in the EPS Coordinated 

Assessment identify potential sources of pollution and the respective pathway to the relevant sensitive 

receptor, together with the relevant mitigation measures. 

 

Risk evaluation 

 

Risks associated with both the unmitigated and mitigated scenarios were evaluated and assessed. As 

illustrated in Table 10.6 (page 282) of the EPS Coordinated Assessment, the highest resultant risk levels 

without any mitigation measures are associated with: (i) spillage of liquid hazardous waste on site or during 

transport; and (ii) fire / explosion, particularly during inerting of fuel tanks; all of which lead to a high 

resultant risk level. Moderate resultant risk levels are associated with: (i) fuel spill during tank bottoming; 

and (ii) VOC emissions from tanks, pipework and dispensers during inerting. 

 

With the appropriate mitigation measures in place, the resultant risk levels all are reduced to low.  

Appropriate mitigation measures include tanks having hoist straps, spill kits on site monitoring of fuel 

presence in the separator, appropriate containment, and works carried out when wind conditions favour 

dispersion away from the nearest receptors. 

 

3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

 

In terms of cumulative impacts, the EPS notes that given that: (i) no other major developments were noted 

to be underway and/or planned in the area; and (ii) the proposal is part of the delivery of a comprehensive 

Masterplan for the entire MIA complex, no particular cumulative impacts are envisaged. 

 

Limited and localised noise and air emissions during the excavation phase are envisaged should 

modifications to the existing roads infrastructure outside of the site (as suggested in the TIS) be carried out; 

however they are unlikely to be of significance, and levels will revert to baseline once the construction is 

completed. 
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4. ENVIRONMENT AND RESOURCES AUTHORITY COMMENTS AND 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

The EPS and relative studies as indicated above have predicted a number of potential impacts on the 
environment as a result of the proposed development. Whilst the EPS proposes mitigation measures to 
minimise these impacts, it still identifies potential adverse environmental residual impacts (i.e. impacts that 
are still likely to prevail after all mitigation measures have been exhausted), particularly:  

 Geo-environment, in terms of excavated waste, which however may be re-used as screed or for the 
production of concrete; 

 Cultural heritage (depending on whether artefacts are identified, their importance and the extent of 
any loss or damage during excavation); and  

 Landscape and visual amenity (both long and short distance views). 
 
The Environment and Resources Authority (ERA) notes that the site falls within an area designated as the 
Malta International Airport Master Plan Area covered by Policy SMLU07 of the South Malta Local Plan.  The 
latter land use policy states that a Master Plan is to be prepared for the area indicating the various 
proposed developments and uses, which may include facilities related to airport operations, retail and 
commercial facilities, entertainment, parking as well as an element for tourism accommodation.  The 
proposed Master Plan supersedes the previous and approved Master Plan application (PA 05681/96).   
 
With regards to land use, the ERA has no particular concerns on the principle of the proposed Master Plan 
in view that the site is already committed and developed. However, the EPS identified that the development 
currently proposed as part of the Master Plan will result in substantial intensification in building mass, 
density, and height, given that “at least three of the buildings included in the Scheme are tall and large in 
terms of mass, and can be observed from all directions, including long-distance views.” The EPS concluded 
that “the residual impact remains major unless in the further development of the Master plan and 
subsequent phases of the project development, changes are made to the massing and height of the 
buildings.” 
 
The EPS concluded that there are no Air Quality issues envisaged from the proposed development and that 
the impact on NO2 and PM10 annual ambient air concentrations is negligible under all scenarios (2024 and 
2029; with and without project) considered. However, the amount of traffic likely to be generated as a result 
of the proposal (worst case scenario is an increase of 12,946 vehicles along Vjal l-Avjazzjoni - Luqa arm) is 
deemed considerable and may lead to congestion and other associated implications. The ERA is concerned 
with the Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) undertaken for the proposal, which recommends modifications to the 
existing roads infrastructure outside of the site through the widening of the three arms at Junction D (the Ħal 
Resqun roundabout), and its consequent land take, in particular any associated pressures for the uptake of 
the surrounding agricultural land. Since the site is directly abutting the already-congested Ħal Kirkop-Ħal 
Luqa-Gudja-Ħal Far roundabout, the likelihood and significance of such pressures is expected to depend 
largely on whether the currently proposed development is allowed to physically constrain any future junction 
upgrading such that the least environmentally-impacting alternatives may be prejudiced. In this regard, the 
ERA is also recommending that, apart from the downscaling of the proposal, an adequate contingency 
margin for road widening and junction redesign should be factored into the overall design of the master 
plan. Additionally, the development should be shifted further away from the site boundary so as to allow a 
reasonable margin for any potential future road widening, thereby pre-empting the afore-mentioned indirect 
impacts. 

 
Pertaining to the proposal regarding the decrease in the soft landscaping (from approximately 40,000 
square meters to 36,300 square meters) and the existing ‘’ trees will be transplanted to other locations 
within the site and elsewhere’’, ERA is of the opinion that there should not be a decrease in soft 
landscaping and that existing trees should be transplanted on site as a mitigation measure. It is to be 
ensured that there is synchronisation between the built-up areas and the open spaces in any development. 

 
Relating to energy, a proposal of this extent requires huge amounts of energy to operate, thus ERA is 
encouraging the use of renewable energy sources to create a carbon neutral development. The proposed 
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master plan will result in an estimated annual average electricity consumption of 9,500 MWh. However, the 
EPS is stating that “the Applicant is committed to the use of renewable energy sources, and already has 
former MEPA and Transport Malta (Civil Aviation Directorate) approval for more than 20 MWp of 
photovoltaic (PV) farms, including MRA approval for nearly 8 MWp (with potential for further approval once 
the 2014 PV schemes are issued).” Therefore, this will result in an offset over 130% of the electricity 
consumed by the development.  
 
Water consumption should be reduced particularly through the collection of rainwater in underground 
reservoirs. The Malta International Airport already has five reservoirs that harvest rainwater, for irrigation, 
having a total capacity of 14,560 cubic metres. The proposal seeks an additional underground reservoir with 
a capacity of 3,204 cubic metres to provide rainwater for landscaping and as second-class water. 
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APPENDIX I: 

 

Comments received through EPS Scoping stage (31 May and 21 June 2013) 
 
A. Environmental Health Directorate (e-mail dated 13 June 2013)  
 

Comments EPD Comments 

With reference to your e-mail dated 31 May 2013 regarding subject indicated in caption 
and following review of the Project Description Statement, please be informed that we 
would like to have the following issues related to public health included in the terms of 
reference for this proposed development : 
 

1. Adverse air quality impacts from particulate matter and emissions from heavy 
vehicles, noise and vibration impacts during the demolition, excavation and 
construction phase on the Area of Influence and on the general public. 

2. Waste management and disposal issues for all generated waste streams 
including generated wastes, cleaning chemicals, etc. from the proposed on-site 
ablution facilities.     

3. Run-off management 
4. Adverse impacts caused by unsafe, inadequate storage and improper handling 

of raw materials on site. 
5. Traffic management and related problems including access arrangements and 

safety measures both for pedestrians and vehicular traffic. 
6. Air pollution control at underground parking facilities i.e. effective ventilation 

measures to prevent build-up of emissions during operational phase. 
7. Details regarding the process to be adopted for the relocation of the petrol 

station to Block D. 
The VOCs vapour recovery unit is also to be installed in line with the relevant Directive 
before the start of operation of the relocated petrol station. 
 
It is to be pointed out that rain water harvested in reservoirs should not be used for 
human consumption and/or personal use. All water used for human consumption and 
personal use is to be adequate and potable and preferably from the Water Utility Supply 
i.e. Water Services Corporation. 

 
Applicant is also requested to carryout specific discussions with the Environmental 
Health Directorate regarding the proposed catering facilities and supermarket in view of 
specific regulations under the Food Safety Act.  
 
The EPS should also include a detailed description of the measures envisaged to 
prevent, minimize and where possible offset any significant adverse health effects and 
nuisances on sensitive receptors in the Area of Influence and on the general public. This 
should include details of monitoring programmes that may be proposed.  The EPS 
should also identify, describe and discuss in detail the possible health effects of any 
residual impacts that cannot be mitigated.  
The overall cumulative impacts of the development on receptors in the area of Influence 
and the general public are also to be assessed. 

Noted. Issues raised have 
been included in the 
TORs for the proposed 
development. 

 
B. Superintendence of Cultural Heritage (email dated 18 June 2013) 
  

Comments EPD Comments 

Reference is made to your letter of consultation of 31 May 2013 to the Superintendence 
of Cultural Heritage. The Superintendence would like to see the following included in the 
Terms of Reference of the Environmental Planning Statement: 
 
(1)A description of the current existing site, including the following: 
a.levels already excavated 
b.locations where rock-cutting has already taken place and at what depths 
c.drawings will be required to be attached to this description 
 

Noted. Issues raised have 
been included in the 
TORs for the proposed 
development. 
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(2)A description of the proposed rock-cutting, including the following: 
a.location and depths of proposed rock-cutting 
b.drawings will be required to be attached to this description 
 
(3)A description of the clearing works and services to be passed from the footprint and 
outside the footprint, including the following 
a.locations and depths of the works including the services,  
b.drawings will be required to be attached to this description 
 
The Superintendence will require re-consultation on this project from the planning 
section. 
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APPENDIX II: 

 

Comments received through EPS Review period (11 July 2014 and the 11 of August 2014) 
 
A. Transport Malta (Email dated 4 August 2014) 

 
Comments ADI Responses EPD Comments 

Kindly be advised that Transport Malta has 
no comments to make on the EPS at 
present, and has no objection for it being 
made public. 

Noted Noted; no further comments. 

 
B. Environment Health Directorate (Email dated 7 August 2014) 

 
Comments ADI Responses EPD Comments 

With reference to your e-mail dated 11th July 
2014 regarding subject indicated in caption, 
please be informed that following review of 
the EPS submitted this Directorate would like 
to submit the following 
comments/recommendations regarding this 
proposed development:  
  
Applicant is recommended to adopt best 
practice methods together with good site 
practices and ensure compliance with 
Environmental Management Site 
Regulations during the demolition, 
excavation and construction phase and to 
implement all proposed mitigation measures 
so as to cause least nuisance and mitigate 
adverse air (from dust dispersal and 
emissions from vehicles and machinery), 
noise and vibration impacts on sensitive 
receptors in the Area of Influence. Effective 
and continuous noise, vibration and dust 
control measures during all the phases of the 
construction works is of utmost importance to 
mitigate adverse impacts on nearby 
receptors and to avoid nuisances and 
complaints.  
  
Hence the importance of drawing up and 
implementation of a Construction 
Management Plan (which should include 
specific noise mitigation measures and 
monitoring) so to ensure adherence to 
proper site management practices to mitigate 
adverse construction impacts and to ensure 
safety measures. Monitoring of construction 
works is also highly recommended so as to 
ensure compliance with appropriate 
legislation, implementation of all necessary 
mitigation measures and adherence to work 
practices throughout all the phases of the 
project. 

Noted and agreed.  An outline 

Construction Management Plan 

(CMP) has already been prepared  

(pp. 73 – 75), and a detailed CMP 

will be provided by the contractor 

awarded responsibility for the 

works. 

Noted; no further comments. 

All proposed mitigation measures together 
with precautionary measures are also to be 
implemented during the decommissioning 
and operation of the petrol station so as to 

Noted and agreed. Noted; no further comments. 
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mitigate adverse impacts on the quality of 
the groundwater and surface run off and to 
prevent/minimise the likelihood of incidents. 
Monitoring of the pollution control measures 
during the operation of the petrol station 
should also be implemented. The proposed 
emergency plan should also be in place.   

Adequate measures should be taken so as 
to prevent adverse impacts caused by 
unsafe, inadequate storage and improper 
handling of raw materials on site and from 
potential accidental spillage of hazardous 
fluids, fuel and lubricants which are to be 
well managed and adequately stored. 

Noted and agreed. Noted; no further comments. 

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 is important in 
view of any adverse impacts on sensitive 
receptors. 

Noted and agreed. Noted; no further comments. 

It is also pertinent that storm water runoff be 
carefully managed and properly channelled 
and that adequate measures are taken to 
ensure that no water used from water 
dousing regimes, from wheel wash facilities 
and any general cleaning runs off the site.   

Noted.  This aspect will be 

addressed in the detailed  

CMP. 

Noted; no further comments. 

Generated wastes, cleaning chemicals, etc 
from any on-site temporary toilet facilities for 
on-site workers should be properly disposed 
of. Moreover all water for human 
consumption and personal use including that 
of any showers at said  facilities is to be 
adequate and potable and preferably from 
the Water Utility Supply i.e. Water Services  
Corporation. 

Noted. Noted; no further comments. 

Regarding traffic management and access 
arrangements, it is recommended that 
construction traffic follows established 
specific routes and adequate measures 
(such as covering of all trucks leaving site 
with proper tarpaulin sheets) are taken to 
mitigate adverse dust impacts and nuisances 
from HGVs during transportation of 
construction material. Rain water proposed 
to be collected in underground reservoirs 
should not be used for human consumption 
and/or personal use. 

Noted and agreed. Noted; no further comments. 

The VOCs vapour recovery unit is also to be 
installed in line with the relevant Directive 
before the start of operation of the relocated 
service station which should be constructed 
in accordance with industry standards in 
relation to pollution avoidance as is being 
proposed. The proposed operational 
management practices to monitor the 
performance of pollution control measures 
should also be adopted in the new fuel 

Noted and agreed. Noted; no further comments. 
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service station. 

Applicant is also requested to carry out 
specific discussions with the Environmental 
Health Directorate regarding the proposed 
hotel, the food and beverage outlets and 
supermarket in view of specific regulations 
under the Food Safety Act.   

Noted.  Discussions will be carried 

out prior to start of operations. 

Noted; no further comments. 

It is recommended that all proposed 
mitigation measures regarding adverse 
impacts arising from this development be 
strictly implemented by applicant to mitigate 
significant adverse health effects and 
nuisances on sensitive receptors in the Area 
of Influence and on the general public. The 
possible health effects of any residual 
impacts that cannot be mitigated should also 
be taken into consideration. Moreover any 
other unpredicted impacts and nuisances 
which may arise from this development and 
that may have a significant adverse effect on 
public health are to be immediately 
addressed by the applicant and the 
necessary mitigation measures taken. The 
proposed decommissioning plan should be 
strictly adhered to during the 
decommissioning of the existing fuel service 
station. 

Noted and agreed. Noted; no further comments. 

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. A pollution 
incident control plan should also be in place. 
Records of all pollution incidents, especially 
regarding potential pollution of the 
surrounding environment, are also to be kept 
and reported to the respective authorities 
accordingly. 

Noted. Noted; no further comments. 

 
C. Malta Resources Authority (8 August 2014) 
 

Comments ADI Responses EPD Comments 

It is noted that the new location of petrol station is 
safer when compared to the existing location. 
Although it is closer to Airport borehole (public 
groundwater source), the petrol station is being 
shifted further away from three groundwater 
public boreholes i.e. Gnien borehole, Kappella 
borehole and Bir Miftuh borehole. Please refer to 
the attached document (image below).   
  
It is also brought to your attention that point 5.34 
of EPS needs clarification since the eight 
boreholes mentioned here are not private 
boreholes but WSC public boreholes. However 
such boreholes are more than 300m away from 
the development site.   
  
The three boreholes in the A of I area (at point 

Noted.  

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

Clarification noted.  

  

 

 

 

 

Noted; no further comments. 
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5.35.) are also WSC public sources. 

 

Noted. 

 
APPENDIX III: Comments received following certification of the EPS (Public Consultation – 

1 September 2014 to 14 October 2014) 
 
A. Perit Carmel Cacopardo on behalf of the Gudja Local Council (email dated 13th October 2014) 

 
Comments ADI Responses EPD Comments 

ToR Consultation  

 
When MEPA carried out consultations in 
order to draft the terms of reference (ToR) 
for the Environmental Planning Statement, 
the views of the Gudja Local Council were 
not sought. As a Local Council bordering the 
area subject to the Masterplan, the Gudja 
Local Council ought to have been one of the 
most obvious consultees. In fact the 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Regulations provide that :  

“The Director of Environment 
Protection shall invite relevant 
government departments and the 
local council which is responsible for 
the locality where the development is 
proposed to be executed and other 
local councils, that in the opinion of 
the Director of Environment Protection 
are likely to be affected by the project, 
to provide information ............”

3
 

 
This was not done as the Director of 
Environment Protection, instead of 
identifying the Local Councils likely to be 
affected by the project, notified the Local 
Councils Association and expected that the 
said Association would, after identifying the 
affected Local Councils notify them itself.

4
  

This delegation of responsibility is not 
permissible in terms of the regulations. The 
Director of Environment Protection should 
have informed the Gudja Local Council 
directly in order to be provided with 

Comment addressed to MEPA. During the scoping stage 
(TORs), the Project 
Description Statement (PDS) 
was made available for a 21-
day public consultation period 
between 31 May and 21 June 
2013 and adverts issued on 
local newspapers. 
Furthermore, the PDS was 
circulated to the Local Council 
Association (LCA). No 
comments were received by 
the Gudja Local Council 
during the stipulated 
consultation period. 
Furthermore, the Gudja Local 
Council were consulted during 
the first draft EPS review and 
no comments were received 
which requested amendments 
or additions to any studies and 
results provided in the same 
EPS. 
 

                                                 
3
 Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2007, regulation 10(2)  

4
 Email correspondence with MEPA dated 6 October 2014.  
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information on the Council’s views relative to 
the terms of reference for the Environmental 
Planning Statement under review. 
 

Core Functions  
 

The purpose of the Masterplan is “to expand 
the Malta International Airport (MIA) through 
extension of the existing terminal building, 
relocation of the existing petrol station, 
construction of five new buildings for a range 
of commercial and leisure uses, and 
associated modifications to existing roads 
and service infrastructure and construction of 
new roads and services, and associated 
landscaping. The expansion will take place 
wholly within the existing MIA complex.”

5
  

 
It is then emphasised that “There will be 
some expansion of operational space in the 
passenger terminal building to increase 
operational facilities”.

6
 However with the 

exception of the proposed block H at level 1
7
 

the core functions of the Malta International 
Airport hardly get a mention in the 
Environmental Planning Statement. This is 
an important consideration as the Malta 
International Airport is not just the area 
subject to the Masterplan.  
 

The Masterplan covers the 
commercial development of 
opportunity areas within the site 
and the EPS therefore includes an 
assessment of the environmental 
impacts arising from the 
development of these areas.  The 
Masterplan is not based on 
aviation operational projections.  

 

Noted; no further comments. 

Studies carried out  

 
The focus of the Masterplan is on developing 
the Malta International Airport as a business 
hub. Internationally, we are told, “airports, 
particularly international airports, are 
becoming important as business hubs, and 
are expanding to include ancillary business 
and retail facilities; the tendency to co-locate 
hotels with airports is already well 
established. The Applicant anticipates the 
need to respond to the international trends in 
airport development ........”.

8
  

 
To develop ideas for the Masterplan the 
applicant commissioned Locum Consulting 

to carry out a preliminary study. We are 
informed that according to this study the 
office market in Malta is far from being 
developed. We are further informed that the 
study concluded that “although the most 
sought-after areas are deemed to be Sliema 
and St Julian’s, high quality office stock 
supply is limited when compared to demand, 
and firms are seeking alternative locations.”

9
 

Comments noted.  The studies 
being referred to are commercial 
studies and not environmental 
studies, and therefore do not form 
part of the EPS. 
 

 

Noted; no further comments. 

                                                 
5
 ADI Associates: Environmental Planning Statement. PA 05548/10. Proposed Malta International Airport Masterplan at 

Malta International Airport, Vjal l-Avjazzjoni, Luqa. Version 2: July 2014, page 9, para 3.2. 
6
 Ibid para 3.4. 

7
 Ibid page 41, figure 3.15 . 

8
 Ibid page 9, para 3.7 . 

9
 Ibid page 10 para 3.8 
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It is not known whether projects currently in 
hand were taken into consideration in the 
preliminary study drawn up by Locum 
Consulting.  
 
The applicant also considered it necessary to 
commission an audit of the proposed 
Masterplan, which audit was carried out by 
Eriksson + Partner GmbH. We are also 
supplied with a list of the conclusions of the 
said audit.

10
  

 
Except for selective quotes therefrom, the 
study by Locum Consulting and the audit by 
Eriksson + Partner GmbH have not however 
been available for public scrutiny. MEPA, 
when contacted to make these studies 
available, considered that these studies 
“were commercial studies and not 
environmental studies”. Hence in MEPA’s 
view they “do not form part of the EPS”

11
.  

 
Likewise when the applicant was contacted 
(as suggested by MEPA) in order to grant 
access to the said studies, an authorised 
representative declined to give such access 
as it was considered that they “are 
commercial/marketing studies and not 
environmental studies.” The studies are also 
considered as being “commercially sensitive 
documents” which “have no relevance to 
environmental issues”. 

12
 

 

Need to justify proposed uses 

The South Malta Local Plan approved in 
2006 is considered to be the basic 
justification for the Masterplan under 
consideration. In fact the said South Malta 
Local Plan establishes in policy SMLU 07 
that: 

“ For the area designated as the Malta 
International Airport Master Plan 
Area, as indicated in the Luqa Airport 
and Environs Policy Map LU 3, a 
Master Plan is to be submitted to 
MEPA by the Malta International 
Airport indicating the various 
developments and uses proposed for 
this area which may include facilities 
relating to the airport operations, retail 
and commercial facilities, 
entertainment facilities, parking, as 
well as an element of tourist 
accommodation.”

13
 

 
The above quoted Local Plan policy does not 
determine in a definite manner the 

Comment noted.  A full social 

impact assessment was not 

requested but effects on human 

populations (e.g. through noise 

impacts) are included in the 

relevant chapters of the EPS.  

Also, economic justification for the 

Masterplan is outside the scope of 

the EPS and would be 

commercially sensitive.  However, 

the EPS includes an estimate of 

the employment generated by the 

Scheme during operation 

(paragraph 3.136) and 

construction (paragraph 3.79). 

Noted; no further comments. 

                                                 
10

 Ibid para 3.9 
11

 Email correspondence with MEPA official dated 6 October 2014. 
12

 Email correspondence with MIA official dated 7 October 2014 
13

 MEPA. South Malta Local Plan. Approved Plan. July 2006. Page 114. 
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permissible development on the site having 
an area of 155,000 m

2
. It rather lists the 

permissible uses which “may” be considered. 
It follows that applicant needs to justify the 
proposals made. In view of the impacts 
identified MEPA may permit some or all of 
the permissible uses.  
 
Socio-economic considerations are of 
considerable relevance in the discussion as 
to which permissible uses ought to be 
considered. The Environmental Planning 
Statement is the appropriate forum for such 
considerations to be made clear. In fact the 
relevant regulations

14
 define environmental 

impact assessment as “the process of 
identifying, predicting, evaluating and 
mitigating the biophysical, social, economic 
and other relevant effects of proposed 
projects and physical activities prior to major 
decisions and commitments being made”.

15
  

 
Even if the studies abovementioned by 
Locum Consulting and Eriksson + Partner 
GmbH are deemed by MEPA as being too 
commercially sensitive to be released, 
economic justification of the Masterplan 
proposals in some other format ought to 
have been submitted for public consultation. 
Without such essential information the 
environmental planning statement is 
incomplete as economic considerations are 
an integral part of the decision taking 
process.

16
 The economic case for the project 

still needs to be made publicly. This is a 
matter of public interest. The relevant 
information needs to be disclosed in order 
that the public debate on the advantages and 
disadvantages of the proposed Masterplan is 
an informed one.  

Retail Impact Assessment  

 
Through the Interim Retail Planning 
Guidelines

17
 MEPA policy provides a 

comprehensive framework to guide MEPA in 
the assessment of applications as well as to 
guide retailers and developers in formulating 
development proposals.

18
 These guidelines 

identify key objectives of channelling retail 
development to appropriate locations and 
their impacts on town centres.  
Specifically the Interim Retail Planning 
Guidelines provide that in the case of major 

Comment for MEPA. 
 
Retail Impact Assessment does 
not form part of the EIA process 
but is a separate assessment in 
the same way that a Traffic Impact 
Assessment is separate.  As 
stated in the comment, MEPA may 
request an RIA under its policy 
framework.  We understand that 
MEPA has not requested such an 
assessment. 
 

A Retail Impact Assessment is a 
commercial study and not an 
environmental study, hence do 
not form part of the EPS.  

                                                 
14

 Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2007 
15

 Ibid regulation 2(1)  
16

 14 Ibid, definition of effects (socio-economic effects), definition of environment, definition of environment impact 
assessment.  
17

 MEPA. Interim Retail Planning Guidelines. February 2004.  
18

 Ibid page 1, para 1.0.2 
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developments MEPA will advise applicants 
to undertake a Retail Impact Assessment.

19
 

The guidelines provide that this retail impact 
assessment should demonstrate whether or 
not the proposal would:  

 a. Materially diminish the prospect 
of attracting private sector 
investment, into one or more town 
centres,  
 b. Cause an adverse impact on one 
or more town centres, either singly 
or cumulatively with recent 
developments or other outstanding 
planning permissions, sufficient to 
undermine the quality of the centre 
or its role in the economic and social 
life of the community,  
 c. Diminish the range of activities 
and services that a town centre can 
support,  
 d. Cause an increase in the number 
of vacant properties in the primary 
retail area that is likely to persist in 
the long term,  
 e. Ensure a high standard of access 
both by public transport, foot and 
private car so that the proposal is 
easily accessible by all sections of 
society,  
 f. Link effectively with an existing 
town centre so that there is likely to 
be commercial synergy.

20
  

 
Put simply: what is the impact which the 
retail and commercial outlets proposed in the 
Malta International Airport Masterplan will 
have on the small business community in 
Gudja, and consequently on the social fabric 
of the Gudja community? Even though they 
are situated slightly further away, the same 
argument applies to the other localities 
surrounding the Malta International Airport, 
that is to say Ħal-Luqa, Ħal-Safi and Ħal-
Kirkop. The impacts are however most on 
the Gudja community which can access the 
proposed development on foot.  
 
MEPA should have advised the developer of 
the duty to carry out a Retail Impact 
Assessment, but apparently it did not. As a 
result the Environmental Planning Statement 
is also not concerned about this issue as I 
could not trace any reference to the manner 
in which the economic and social 
infrastructure of Gudja and the other 
localities bordering Malta International 
Airport would be impacted.  
 
It is submitted that the Local Plan policy 

 

 

                                                 
19

 Ibid page 6, para 1.3.9  
20

 Ibid page 7, para 1.3.10  
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SMLU 07 does not determine in a definite 
manner the permissible uses in the area 
under consideration. These have yet to be 
determined by the Masterplan when this is 
approved. The Masterplan may include some 
of the uses indicated in Local Plan policy 
SMLU 07, but not others, on the basis of an 
analysis of their impacts. It therefore stands 
to reason that it is imperative that a Retail 
Impact Assessment is carried out before the 
Masterplan is approved as this assessment 
may determine which of the proposed uses 
is acceptable and which is not.  
 
The absence of this Retail Impact 
Assessment is hence another point that 
makes this Environmental Planning 
Statement incomplete. 
 

Passengers  

 
When considering noise and vibration the 
Environmental Planning Statement limits 
itself to the construction phase of the 
development proposed. It is respectfully 
submitted that the Malta International Airport 
Masterplan is not only concerned with the 
development which results directly from 
implementing the Masterplan proposals. The 
Environmental Planning Statement hence 
ought also to be concerned with the core 
activities of the Malta International Airport 
and the impacts generated from such core 
activities both as existing and as projected 
over the timeframe to which the Masterplan 
is applicable. (When dealing with traffic, for 
example, the Environmental Planning 
Statement under consideration gives 
information as to the situation that could 
arise both with and without the scheme.)  
 
From information perused on the Malta 
International Airport website it results that the 
core activity of the airport during the 2013 
financial year resulted in the airport facilities 
handling 4.04 million passengers and 30,759 
flight movements. The passengers handled 
represent a 10.4% increase over 2012 whilst 
the flight movements increased by 9.1% over 
the same time

21
. A 2% increase in passenger 

traffic for 2014 has been forecasted.
22

  
 
The noise generated from the airports 
operations can have an obvious significant 
impact on the neighbouring communities. 
This matter is however not considered in the 
Environmental Planning Statement.  
 
The matter assumes significance in respect 

Noise impacts are assessed in 
Chapter 9 of the EPS.  The 
Masterplan is not based on 
aviation operational projections, 
and any possible development 
related to aircraft movements and 
cargo handling is not related to the 
proposal under consideration. 

 

Noted; no further comments. 
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of increased impacts generated as a result of 
increased air traffic. The impacts would vary 
depending on the time of day that they are 
generated. If increased air traffic is shifted 
towards the night hours this would be a 
much greater nuisance. These impacts, 
resulting from noise related to the aircraft 
movements during night hours will be of 
concern not just to those communities 
surrounding the Malta International Airport 
(Gudja, Ħal-Safi, Ħal-Kirkop and Ħal-Luqa). 
Communities in the vicinity of the lowest 
parts of the airport approach and departure 
flightpaths are already concerned with night 
time noises but they would have cause to 
worry much more when they are aware that 
Malta International Airport encourages 
airlines to use the airport at night by “waiving 
of the night surcharge all year round”.

23
  

 
The Environmental Planning Statement 
assessment of noise generated at Malta 
International Airport ignores all this. Nor does 
it identify the airport’s targets for passengers 
and flights handled in the near future. Hence 
it cannot be accepted and has to be sent 
back to the drawing board.  
 

Traffic  

 
The Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) analyses 
the traffic projections with and without the 
Masterplan scheme. Out of the four junctions 
analysed the TIS concluded that in respect of 
junction D (roundabout at Triq Ħal-Qormi j/w 
Triq Ħal-Farruġ in Ħal-Luqa) widening to two 
lanes per arm will be required. This, it is 
suggested would involve extensive 
intervention and expropriation of land.

24
  

 
The TIS did not consider difficulties within 
Gudja as well as the other localities relative 
to traffic management pending at the time of 
writing. Each locality has its own different 
internal pressures as a result of building 
development which has left various gaps in 
the local road networks. These gaps will be 
the source of considerable difficulties as a 
result of the increase in traffic in the area 
analysed by the TIS. These difficulties will be 
made worse as a result of the additional 
traffic generated. It is known, for example, 
that there is a parking spillover from the 
airport carpark into Gudja. Various 
employees within the airport as well as 
passengers are known to park in Gudja and 
then just cross the road into Malta 
International Airport territory. The impacts on 
Gudja residents are substantial as for long 

Comments noted. 
 

A Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) 

has been prepared by Perit 

William Lewis for EM Architects & 

Civil Engineers. 

Noted; no further comments. 
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stretches of time parking spaces earmarked 
for Gudja residents are taken up by Malta 
International Airport clients and/or 
employees.  
 
The Environmental Planning Statement did 
not factor into its projections any (positive) 
impacts from possible improvements to the 
public transport system. Given that TIS 
projections are being made over a fifteen 
year period this is an issue which should 
have as a minimum been mentioned, even if 
possibly it is difficult to quantify at this stage. 
 
The Environmental Planning Statement 
follows the trend in considering that traffic 
management problems may be ameliorated 
by upgrading the system. This “normal 
attitude” merely encourages the use of more 
cars on our roads which are now well past 
their saturation point. With or without the 
scheme proposed by the Masterplan a focus 
on sustainable transport is required urgently. 
A holistic analysis of Malta’s transport 
policies is long overdue. Obviously this goes 
beyond the remit of the Environmental 
Planning Statement under consideration but 
it needs to be done urgently as it impacts all 
large projects such as the one under 
consideration. The neglect of public transport 
in Malta for the past 50 years has contributed 
to a road network bursting at the seams. 
Tweaking the system by road widening or 
improvement of junctions will not solve 
anything. It will only make matters worse. 
 
As on the 30 June 2014 Malta’s roads 
hosted 329,053 vehicles

25
. With a population 

of 425,384 as on the 31 December 2013
26

 
this means that 77 out of every 100 persons 
in Malta own a vehicle. The sooner we 
reduce the number of cars on the road the 
better. 
 

Water harvesting  

 
The scheme proposes the construction of a 
new water reservoir.

27
 This is a welcome 

development as currently large quantities of 
storm water are channelled into an open 
reservoir in Gudja which functions partly as a 
soakaway. As a result of heavy storms the 
said Gudja reservoir overflows into Wied 
Garnaw and on various occasions it is known 
to have caused substantial damages in the 
area.  
 
The proposed reservoir is inadequate for the 

The proposed additional water 
harvesting area is sized in 
accordance with the relative 
catchment area as part of the site 
under consideration. 
 
The soakaway in Wied Garnaw is 
mainly related to a different 
catchment area, namely a large 
tract of the main runway, aircraft 
parking area No. 9 and associated 
taxiways, through a system of 
culverts and tunnels.  This system 
was constructed in the late 1970s 

Noted; no further comments. 
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storm water flowing in the area. The whole 
matter should be revisited and Malta 
International Airport should aim to retain on 
site a higher proportion of the incident storm 
water. It could be put to good use.  
 

during construction of existing 
main runway and has been 
operational since then, diverting 
storm water to replenish the water 
table. 

Conclusion  
 

The above lists the principal concerns of the 
Gudja Local Council. It is primarily a case of 
missing information or studies which have 
not been carried out. I look forward to 
discussing these issues with a view of 
identifying suitable solutions. 
 

Please refer to the above 
responses. 

Noted; no further comments. 

 

 


