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PA Reference no.:  PA/04059/19 

Project Title: Proposed installation of three greenhouses. 

Location:  (Field), Triq il-Hwawar, Iklin 

Screening date: February 2020 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

I. BACKGROUND 

1. Outline of Proposal  

 

1.1 The proposal seeks to build three greenhouses to be used for snail breeding. The 

greenhouses will be made of a steel framework built over prefabricated concrete blocks 

placed on the bedrock and covered with soil. The area of the site is approximately 10, 300 

m2, but the greenhouses will have a total area of c. 1, 440 m2 (Figure 1).  

 
Figure 1: Block plan, section and elevation (Source: E-apps doc. PA4059/19/9b) 

 



Annex I 
 

 
Environment & Resources Authority 

Hexagon House, Spencer Hill, Marsa MRS 1441  T. (+356) 2292 3500  E. info@era.org.mt  W. era.org.mt 

2. Site context  

 
2.2 The proposed site is located off Triq il-Hwawar, L-Iklin and lies Outside the Development 

Zone (ODZ) (Figures 2 and 3). The site as indicated in the PDS is fallow agricultural land 

and is characterised by a number of derelict rural structures. As mentioned in the PDS, 

one of these structures which was built illegally will be demolished by the applicant. This 

site also has 12 olive trees, six carobs, four eucalyptus and three clusters of prickly pear. 

Nevertheless, the latest block plan that was submitted to the PA (PA04059/19/44a) (Figure 

4), shows that the site is actually larger and contains other structures without permit.  

 

2.3 Additionally, the site is located within a Strategic Open Gap (CG25) and falls within the 

100m buffer area that impedes quarrying activities (CG32) as designated in the Central 

Malta Local Plan (CMLP), 2006. Also, the proposed site falls within the area designated 

for agriculture (CG24) as per the CMLP, 2006, and within the 100m buffer zone of the 

groundwater safeguard area.  

 

2.4 The site surroundings are characterised by agricultural land to its west, north and east and 

residential area to its south. 

 

Figure 2: Aerial photo of the site (Source: PA Geoserver, 2016) 
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Figure 3: Aerial photo of the site (Source: PA Geoserver, 2016) 

 

 
Figure 4: Latest existing block plan (Source: E-apps doc. PA4059/19/44a) 
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3. Case history  

 
3.1 There are no previous planning applications for the site. 

 

4 Screening Criteria  

4.1 EIA Screening  

(citations refer to S.L. 549.46, except where otherwise specified): 

 

The proposed development falls within the scope of the Environmental Impact Assessment 

Regulations (S.L. 549.46), notably in terms of the following Category II criteria in Schedule I: 

8.1.2.9 – Any establishment rearing: other animals (e.g. snails, insects or frogs) that can create 

an ecological imbalance or other impacts if they escape into the wild. Therefore, the proposal 

was also screened in terms of the EIA Regulations. 

 

5 Documents used for screening 
 

a. Project Description Statement (PDS) which was referred directly to ERA by the 
architect on 17/12/2019, 

b. ERA’s reply dated 25th June 2019 (PA4059/19/39a), 
c. Other documents on e-apps (PA4059/19/1a – 1g, 9b, 44a), and 
d. Site visit on 13th January 2020. 

 

II. ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSAL  

 

6 Assessment of Impacts and Ancillary Considerations  

(Screening in terms of Schedule III of the EIA Regulations, S.L. 549.46) 

 

6.1 According to the title on E-apps, the proposal seeks to construct three greenhouses. 

However, as already mentioned in ERA’s reply (PA/04059/19/9a), through email 

communications and the PDS submitted, it transpired that these greenhouses shall be 

used for snail farming. The PA application and/or the PDS (including the title of the 

proposal in the respective documents) should be updated so that they are mutually 

consistent and duly represent the same single version of the proposed project.  

 

6.2 The proposed area is surrounded mainly by agricultural fields with patches of secondary 

maquis and related habitats (clumps of trees, vegetation within and around rubble walls, 

etc) that also act as ecological corridors and ecological ‘stepping stones’. Given the nature 

of the project and the nature of the site surroundings, there is a potentially significant risk 

of adverse impacts on the surroundings in the event of any accidental escapes into the 

wild, as the snails’ foraging would be expected to be deleterious to natural and cultivated 

vegetation. The magnitude and probability of such impact on the environment is unclear 

and thus an environmental risk assessment study would be needed.  
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6.3 During screening, it was noted that the original site plan (PA04059/19/1a) does not tally 

with the latest block plan submitted to the Planning Authority on 28th November 2019 

(PA04059/19/44a), and that the actual extent of the relevant site is significantly larger than 

indicated in the PDS. Clear confirmation of the full extent of the applicant’s holding is 

required, as this has a material bearing on the environmental merits of the case, as follows: 

(i) presenting a comprehensive picture of the actual site context and the likely evolution of 

the situation on site pursuant to the project; (ii) exploration of alternatives for optimisation 

of the layout and positioning of the proposed structures and their ancillary access 

arrangements, to minimise uptake of open land and direct/concentrate the development 

into less pristine parts of the site; and (iii) ensuring that development on site is assessed 

holistically, including the proposed structures as well as other existing built structures not 

shown in the current submissions. 

 

6.4 The proposed demolition of one of the rooms in the original site plan (PA04059/19/1a) has 

been noted. Additionally, the latest block plan also shows various other scattered 

structures for which no permit could be traced (Figure 5). The removal of illegal structures 

should be a pre-requisite for further consideration of the proposed development, and the 

plans should be amended to reflect such changes. 

  

Figure 5: Aerial photo of the proposed site (Source: PA Geoserver, 2016 and 1968 survey 

sheets) 

  

6.5 In view of the more extensive site, the potential relocation of the proposed structures (e.g.  

integration into other parts of the site that are already parcelled and impacted) merits 

further consideration, so as to minimise further loss of open rural land. Additionally, it also 

appears that the site has more than one access, resulting in increased land uptake for 

potentially redundant facilities. Hence, clarifications on the existing site accesses are also 

to be shown on the revised plans, and the proposal should also seek to minimise such 

land uptake.  

 

6.6 The proposed development is not deemed to require an EIA as per the EIA Regulations, 

2017 (S.L. 549.46), as long as a sufficiently robust environmental risk assessment study 

is undertaken to address the likelihood and implications of any accidental escapes of snails 

into the surrounding environment (see para 6.2 above). This will enable ERA to formulate 

an informed position on the proposed snail farm. 
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7 Permitting Requirements 

 The proposal also requires an Environmental Registration Permit. 

 

III. ERA CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDED WAY FORWARD 

In view of the above, ERA considers the current proposal cannot be considered favourably 
from an environmental point of view until  the concerns identified above are duly addressed to 
its satisfaction. These include the required amendment of the current proposal and the 
conduction of an environmental risk assessment as detailed above. In this regard, an on-site 
meeting with applicant is recommended. 
 
It is also envisaged that environmental conditions and environmental registration requirements 
will become applicable in the event of any eventual approval of the application. 
 
 

Screening Disclaimer 

The above screening results, the ensuing conclusions and recommendations are without prejudice to 

any required changes or updates should the development proposal be eventually modified or should 

the information/assumptions provided turn out to be incorrect. Any deviations of the proposal from this 

submission would need to be re-assessed and the merits of this screening would need to be re-opened.  


