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1.1

1.2

2.1

2.2

Infroduction

This partial review is intended to revise the Local Plan policies related to rural
settlements, particularly those classified as Category 2 and Category 3. The
policies GZ-RLST-2, GZ-RLST-3 in the Gozo and Comino Local Plan (GCLP), NWRS
3, NWRS 4 in the North West Local Plan (NWLP), CG04 in the Central Malta Local
Plan (CMLP) and SMSEQ7, SMSEO8 in the South Malta Local Plan (SMLP) all of

which were approved in the year 2006, need to be revised.

The Executive Council has at the Minister’'s request in terms of article 41(2) of
the Development Planning Act (Cap 552), agreed to initiate this partial review
of the 2006 Local Plan Policies for Rural Seftlements and following the
publication of the objectives, is proposing a set of revised policies to take

forward these objectives.

Background

The Marsaxlokk Bay Local Plan of 1995 through the designation of Benghisa
Village, can be considered as the first recognition in policy terms of clusters of
residential development ODZ as a distinct settlement typology that required
specific policy regime to contain development within these areas and address
their specific development needs. This was followed by the Grand Harbour

Local Plan of 1997 through the designation of Santu r-Rokku as a rural hamlet.

The GCLP (2006), NWLP (2006), CMLP (2006) and the SMLP (2006) elaborated

this concept further and recognised "Rural Settlements" or "ODZ Settlements”,

thereby distinguishing ODZ areas that contain a significant amount of built

residential development from other ODZ areas. This concept was developed

through:

A. the identification of these settlements;

B. their classification into three categories (1, 2 and 3) based on an analysis
of their character, including street patterns, their architecture, the built
volumes, massing and space gaps between buildings;

C. the delineation of settlement boundaries for some of the settlements;
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2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

D. the drafting of a set of policies, broadly common for all four local plans, to

guide further development within the identified settlements.

In August 2014, Government adopted the Rural Policy and Design Guidance
and repealed the "Policy and Design Guidance Agriculture and Farm
Diversification and Stables Policy (2008)"; the "Development Control Guidance:
Development Outside Built-Up Areas (PLP20) (1995)"; and the "Development

Control Guidance: Swimming Pools Outside Development Zone (2000)".

The spirit of RPDG14 is “to allow whoever genuinely needs to upgrade or
redevelop an existing building or to construct a new one outside the
development zone, in conjunction with its use”. The document saw buildings
[ODZ] as an improvement to the economic growth of the farming sector and
supported the scope for diversification of farms by small scale enterprises such
as small-scale farm retail, farm-based visitor attractions and agro-tourism
accommodation. It also considered that even if established rural activities may
not be well sited by today's standards, their reasonable expansion on site

needed to be considered.

The RPDG 14 sought to address issues of how the rural settlements policies in the
local plans and the policies in the RPDG14 should be applied. The scope of
Paragraph 0.24 which states, “the policies contained [in the RPDGI14]
supersede any conflicting provisions concerning Categories 1, 2 and 3 rural

settflements”, was to address this issue.

Since 2014, in the absence of guidance by local plans rural settlement policies
in relation to ancillary facilities, the provisions of the RPDG14, have been
applied to rural settlements. This resulted in ancillary facilities such as swimming
pools and decking areas and the take up of fresh land in the case of Category
3 settlements, being approved in rural settlements through the application of
the RPDG14.

Following legal challenges, paragraph 0.24 in the RPDG 14 was struck down by

the Court of Appeal on the basis of Artficle 52 of the Development Planning Act



2.8

which establishes the hierarchy of plans and policies. This decision established
that the RPDG 14, being at the bottom of the hierarchy, cannot prevail over the
Local Plan. Inits decisions, the Court provided an interpretation of the provisions
of the Local Plans' policies for Category 2 and Category 3 Rural Settlements;
with the basic implication being that unless a development type is specifically

mentioned in the policy as being permitted, then it is not allowed.

This Court ruling is not deemed to reflect the approach adopted by the
Planning Authority for over a decade on the application of the rural settlement
policies contained in the local plans and the guidelines and policies contained
in the RPDG14.

3 Objectives

3.1

3.2

4

4.1

In terms of Article 41(2) of the Development Planning Act 2016 (Cap 552), the
Minister is requesting the Planning Authority to carry out a partial review to the
Gozo and Comino Local Plan (2006), North West Local Plan (2006), Cenfral
Malta Local Plan (2006) and the South Malta Local Plan (2006) with the

following objectives:

To amend the policies for Category 2 and Category 3 Rural Settlements in the

four local plans to clearly set out:

(a) the acceptable development considered as ancillary to a dwelling in
Category 2 and 3 Settlements

(b) the take up of fresh land in Category 3 Settlements for development

considered as ancillary to a dwelling.

These objectives were published for a public consultation between the 10t of
October 2024 and the 6™ of November 2024.

Public Consultation

The public consultation exercise generated nine public submissions. Five of the

submission were by private individuals and the remaining four submissions were



4.2

4.3

by ERA, Moviment Graffiti, Din |-Art Helwa, and another by the Partit

Nazzjonalista.

Two submissions indicated that tourism accommodation should be included as
a permissible use in both Category 2 and 3 rural settlements. Five submissions
objected to this partial review. The main reasons given for the objections to this
review are that it is only intended to accommodate the needs of few private
individuals, and the existing policies already provide clarity and leave no room
for conflicting interpretation and the focus should be on restricting allowable
uses in rural areas, not enabling further encroachment. The addition of pools as
ancillary facilities was objected to as it will increase the pressure on water
resources and no such ancillary facilities are required to improve the living
standards of dwellings. Other objections were due to the take up of fresh land
in rural settlements which is deemed as unjustified, and the review would

severely compromise the core direction of the policies for rural settlements.

Other submissions indicated that all policy reviews should be aimed at
improving the standard of living and sustainable development. A
precautionary approach should be adopted, and the definition of ancillary
facilities should not be broad and ambiguous. Additionally, ancillary facilities
should be directly related to the dwelling and preferably be accommodated
on already developed land and should not result in disproportionate increases
to the building mass. It was also suggested that a context-based approach
should be adopted, rather than a one-size-fits-all policy revision. Additional
suggestions were, that no additional development should be permitted on
valley sides, ridges, natural habitats, geological features and other
environmentally important sites; that there should be a general presumption
against ancillaries which would adversely affect the rural character of the
settflement; that there should be a general presumption against the take up of
undeveloped land particularly within Category 3 Seftlements; and the
permitted uses should not be extended as this will give rise to the risk of using

this review to sanction illegalities within these areas.



5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

Strategic and Local Planning Guidance

This Partial Review is guided strategically by the “Strategic Plan for the

Environment and Development (SPED)".

SPED Thematic Objective 1 requires the management of “the available potential
space and environmental resources on land and sea sustainably to ensure that
socio-economic development needs are met whilst protecting the environment
and limiting land take up within the Rural Area”, while Thematic Objective 1.10
adds that “Socio-economic development should ensure that rural areas are not

exploited by uses which are not legitimate or necessary”.

SPED Rural Objective 3 guides “development which is either justified to be
located in the Rural Area in approved Government policies, plans or
programmes” to the Rural Area but away from protected areas and areas of
high landscape sensitivity. Policy RO4.6 requires a review of the hierarchy of rural

settlements to guide the nature, scale and type of development within them.

The four local plans, the GCLP, NWLP, CMLP and the SMLP have their individual
policies which guide containment and development within rural settlements
within their respective local plan area. Even though policy direction for rural
settlements is included in four different local plans, the development parameters
and permitted land uses are the same for rural settlements category 2 and 3 in
each of the local plan areas. In the case of Category 2 Rural settlements the
applicable policies are GZ-RLST-2 (GCLP), NWRS 3 (NWLP), SMSEO7 (SMLP), and
CGO04 (CMLP). With regards Category 3 Settlements the respective policies are
GZ-RLST-3 (GCLP), NWRS 4 (NWLP), and SMSEO8 (SMLP). There are no category 3
settlements in the CMLP.

Policies GZ-RLST-2 (GCLP), NWRS 3 (NWLP), SMSEO7 (SMLP), and CG04 (CMLP),
guide development within Category 2 rural settlements. These policies allow for
the rehabilitation, development and re-development within the identified areas
on the respective local plan maps. The permitted land use set by these policies

are, dwelling units, agricultural buildings, retail outlets, farm retail outlets, and
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5.6

5.7

tourism accommodation when this involves the conversion of existing buildings
of architectural historic merit and fraditional groups of buildings worthy of
conservation. The policy guidelines are more detailed in the case of
development of dwelling units where they set developable footprint and
floorspace, building heights, parking requirements and guide the design of the
development including structures at roof level. They also include specific
development guidance in the case of a complete redevelopment of existing
buildings, criterial of what constitutes an existing building and in the case that a
new building is proposed on uncommitted land, what constitutes uncommitted
land. In the case of other land uses related to agricultural buildings and farm
retail outlets the policies require that such developments comply with the than
draft Agriculture, Farm Diversification and Stables (2005) which has since been

superseded by the RPDG14.

Policies GZ-RLST-3 (GCLP), NWRS 4 (NWLP), and SMSEO08 (SMLP), are the relevant
policies that guide development within Category 3 rural Settlements. The policies
allow only for the rehabilitation and re-development of existing buildings. These
policies cross refer to the policies for Category 2 rural settlements for the
definition of existing buildings and permitted land uses. The policies for Category
3 rural settlements are stricter with regards to new development that requires the
take up of fresh land. Such development is outright prohibited and the definitions
of uncommitted land which area available for development in Category 2 rural

settlements are not applicable to Category 3 Rural Settlements.

The four local plans under review adopted a separate approach with regards
to the rural seftlements’ boundary delineation in the respective maps. The GCLP
indicates specific boundaries for the three categories of rural settlements. The
SMLP indicates category 1 and 2 rural settlements with a specific boundary and
identified category 3 settlements with a generic designation. The CMLP and the
NWLP indicated category 1 rural settflements with a boundary and a generic
designation for categories 2 and 3 rural settlements. This lack of consistency in
the designation of rural settlements boundaries has led to different approaches

to the application of policies particularly in category settlements 2 and 3.



6 Policy Review

6.1 Policies GZ-RLST-2 and GZ-RLST-3 of the approved GCLP require amendments to
reflect the objectives set by this partial review in order to allow for the provision

of ancillary facilities within Category 2 and 3 rural settlements.

GOZO AND COMINO LOCAL PLAN

Category 2 Rural Settlements ODZ

Category 2 Settlements ODZ are settlements which lie some distance away from the
Development Zones and normally support an autonomous community. In a number
of instances, these communities are located within rural areas of appreciable scenic
and environmental value. A policy for development in Category 2 settlements seeks
to reach a balance between allowing consolidation of these settlements through
restricted growth and sustainable rural development and to protect their rural
character by preventing development which will adversely affect those intrinsic
features of the seftlement (e.g. historic buildings, considerable gap sites between
buildings, landscaping). Thus, restrictions on site planning, footprints, building heights,
car parking provision and provision of amenity facilities are being intfroduced to ensure
that all new development for residential purposes will not create unacceptable
environmental impacts. Strict criteria for the identification of “gap sites” are also
identified to ensure that the minimum amount of uncommitted land is taken up by
development in line with the overall strategy for consolidation and prohibition of

further growth.

The acceptable land uses in these settlements are aimed at ensuring the genuine
needs of agriculture are met, the remnants of agricultural activity are retained and
allowing for rural diversification. These seftlements can also absorb some
development, which might be necessary for diversification of the rural economy but
could have an adverse impact if located in the open countryside, such as new tourist

accommodation.

Strict criteria for the identification of “existing buildings” and “uncommitted land” are
also identified by the policy to ensure that the minimum amount of fresh land is taken

up by development in line with the overall strategy of consolidation and conservation.



The elimination of blank party walls, leading to the visual enhancement of the

settlement, was the main objective of this definition.

GZ-RLST-2: Category 2 Rural Settlements ODZ

In the areas classified as Category 2 Rural Settlements as identified in MAPS 4.2.10

(including the relative inset maps), rehabilitation, development and re-development

for the following land-uses will be permitted:

A. Dwelling units (new units on uncommitted land, redevelopment of existing

buildings, rehabilitation of existing buildings, and extensions to existing buildings

used for residential purposes) together with amenity structures shall be permitted
provided the criteria outlined below are met:provided-the-unils:

Insofar as dwelling units are concerned:

the resultant unit does not create a building with more than 150m? footprint

measured externally at ground floor including any internal courtyards;

the resultant unit occupies an area which is not less than 120m? and not more

than 200m? total floorspace measured externally;

the resultant unit heve-has an independent access from any other residential

unit;

the resultant unit does not create a building which is higher than two floors

without basement above road level at any point along the street frontage,

provided-that-itwould-not-haveand it does not have a detrimental affect on

the character of the settlement and the surrounding rural landscape;

structures at roof level do not have a floorspace of more than 20m?
measured externally, do not exceed 12 courses overall height measured

externally from the lowest roof level, and are located to minimise their visual

impact;
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vii. the resultant unit if new, shall be served withprovide on site parking for not

more than two car-spaces.

Insofar as amenity structures are concerned, these shall serve a dwelling unit and

limited to:

i. tool sheds which are not to exceed 10 m? and an overall height of 2.75m

measured externally and/or animal enclosures not to exceed 25 m? and an

overall height of 3.5m measured externally and together shall not occupy

more than 10% of the area of the curtilage of the dwelling whichever is the

lower;

ii. swimming pools and deck areas which shall not exceed 75 m? in total area;

iii_toilets, showers and/or changing rooms which do not exceed a height of 2.5m

and a combined floor space of not more than 6 m2.

Provided further that:

i. amenity structures shall be located within a reasonable distance from the

dwelling ;unit;

ii. all permitted interventions shall have a high quadlity design aimed at retaining

and enhancing the existing character of the settlement and which

demonstrates that due attention has been given to the impact of the new

building/s on the character of the settlement and its surrounding rural

environment.

In addition, when the new dwelling unit is being proposed as complete

redevelopment of an existing building:
a) the existing building is not worthy of retention due to its historical and/or

architectural merit and/or the contribution it makes to the character of the

settlement;
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b) the new building, if allowable under (a) above, occupies the same position

on the land in relation to the street as the existing building.

For the purposes of this policy an existing building includes only any building with an
external footprint of not less than 50m? which is covered by a valid development
permission or else has been existing prior to 1968 and can be identified in the MEPA
1967 aerial photographs. An existing building does not include greenhouses,
agricultural buildings which are essential for the operation of an agricultural holding,

abandoned and dilapidated structures which are isolated from the main settlement.

For the purposes of this policy uncommitted land includes only:

1. infill sites with a street frontage of not more than 14.0m which abut blank party
walls one storey high, or more, on both sides;

2. corner sites defined by two public roads with a site area of not more than 300m?
which abut blank party walls one storey high, or more, on both sides;

3. sites which have a road frontage of not more than 10.0m which abut blank party
walls one storey high, or more, on one side and which form the end of a terrace
of at least 3 dwellings with frontage on the same street, provided a strip of land
of at least 3.0m in width adjacent to the side elevation of the new dwelling is
landscaped. No structures will be permitted below this 3.0m strip.

Boundary walls of gardens, yards, swimming pool areas and any other open
space surrounding an adjacent land-use cannot be considered as a party wall
in relation to this policy. Sites, which contain mature trees, which contribute to
the character of the settlement, do not constitute uncommitted land even if they

fall within the definition stated above.

B. Farmhouses for livestock farmers, arable farmers and other growers provided the

criteria stated under “(A)” above are complied with.

C. Agricultural buildings for livestock farming and for arable farming provided they

comply with the criteria set out in the Rural Policy and Design Guidance, 2014

and future amendments Draft Policy—and DesighGuidance document for

12



D. Retail outlets provided that the shops
i. are located at ground floor level only of an existing building or of a proposed
new building on uncommitted land as defined by this policy;
ii. sell convenience goods only; and

ili. do not have a floor area of more than 50m?2.

E. Farm Retail Outlets provided they comply with the criteria set out in Braft-Policy-and

{2006)the Rural Policy and Design Guidance, 2014 and future amendments.

Proposals for rural tourist accommodation will be considered favourably provided
they involve the conversion of (i) individual, existing vacant buildings of
architectural or historic merit or (ii) a traditional group of buildings whose form and

design represent a feature worthy of conservation.




Category 3 Small Rural Settlements ODZ

The third category of settlements are characterized by low densities and can only be
considered as small clusters of buildings. This is their most significant feature and this
policy seeks to protect it by seriously curtailing the taking up of fresh land for buildings
for the creation of new dwelling units, which increase densities and activity in the
settlement. Thus restrictions on site planning, floor spaces, building heights, and car-

parking provision_ and provision of amenity structures are being infroduced to ensure

that all new development for residential purposes will not create unacceptable
environmental impacts. The thrust of new development in these settlements should be

towards rehabilitation and regeneration of the existing stock of buildings.

GZ-RLST-3: Small Rural Settlements (Category 3 Settlements ODZ)

In the areas classified as Category 3 Small Rural Settlements as identified in MAPS
4.2.10 (including the relative inset maps), only rehabilitation, and re-development of
existing buildings, as defined in Policy GZ-RLST-2, for the land-uses identified in (A) to
(E) and tourist accommodation will be permitted, provided the criteria stipulated in

Policy GZ-RLST-2 for each land-use are complied with.

New development which takes fresh land in category 3 settlement is not allowed

unless it qualifies as an amenity structure allowed under Category 2

14



NORTH WEST LOCAL PLAN

6.2 Policies NWRS 3 and NWRS 4 of the approved NWLP require amendments to

reflect the objectives set by this partial review in order to allow for the provision

of ancillary facilities within Category 2 and 3 rural settlements.

NWRS 3

Large Rural Settlements (Category 2 Settlements ODZ)

In the areas classified as Category 2 Large Rural Settlements by Policy NWRS 1, as

identified in Maps 3.4 to 3.7, rehabilitation, development and re-development for the

following land-uses will be permitted:

A. Dwelling units (new units on uncommitted land, redevelopment of existing

buildings, rehabilitation of existing buildings, and extensions to existing buildings

used for residential purposes) together with amenity structures shall be permitted
provided the criteria outlined below are met:provided-the-units:

Insofar as dwelling units are concerned:

the resultant unit does de-not create a building with more than 150m?

footprint measured externally at ground floor including any internal
courtyards;

the resultant unit occupies an area have not less than 120m? and not more

than 200m? total floorspace measured externally;

the resultant unit hashave an independent access from any other residential

unit;

the resultant unit does de-not create a building which is higher than two floors

without basement above road level at any point along the street frontage;
provided-that-it-weould _and it does not have a detrimental egaffect on the
character of the settlement and the surrounding rural landscape;

structures at roof level do not have a floorspace of more than 20m?

measured externally, do not exceed 12 courses overall height measured
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externally from the lowest roof level, and are located to minimise their visual

impact;

vii-vi. _the resultant unit, if new, shall be served with provide-on site parking for

not more than two car-spaces.

In addition, when the new dwelling unit is being proposed as complete re-

development of an existing building:

a) the existing building is not worthy of retention due to its historical and/or
architectural merit and/or the contribution it makes to the character of the
seitlement;

b) the new building, if allowable under (a) above, occupies the same

position on the land in relation to the street as the existing building.

Insofar as amenity structures are concerned, these shall serve a dwelling unit and

limited to:

i. tool sheds which are not to exceed 10 m? and an overall height of 2.75m

measured externally and/or animal enclosures not to exceed 25 m? and

an overall height of 3.5m measured externally and together shall not

occupy more than 10% of the area of the curtilage of the dwelling

whichever is the lower;

il swimming pools and deck areas which shall not exceed 75 m? in total

areq;

iii toilets, showers and/or changing rooms which do not exceed a height

of 2.5m and a combined floor space of not more than 6 m2.

Provided further that:
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i. amenity structures shall be located within a reasonable distance from the

dwelling unit;
Eii. all permitted interventions shall have a high quality design aimed at

retaining and enhancing the existing character of the settlement and

which demonstrates that due attention has been given to the impact of

the new building/s on the character of the settlement and its surrounding

rural environment.

For the purposes of this policy an existing building includes only any building with
an external footprint of not less than 50sgm which is covered by a valid
development permission or else has been existing prior to 1968 and can be
identified in the MEPA-PA 1967 aerial photographs. An existing building does not
include greenhouses, agricultural buildings which are essential for the operation
of an agricultural holding, abandoned and dilapidated structures which are

isolated from the main settlement.

For the purposes of this policy uncommitted land includes only:

1. infill sites with a street frontage of not more than 14.0m which abut blank
party walls one storey high, or more, on both sides;

2. corner sites defined by two public roads with a site area of not more than
300sgm which abut blank party walls one storey high, or more, on both
sides;

3. sites which have a road frontage of not more than 10.0m which abut blank
party walls one storey high, or more, on one side and which form the end of
a terrace of at least 3 dwellings with frontage on the same street, provided
a strip of land of at least 3.0m in width adjacent to the side elevation of the
new dwelling is landscaped. No structures will be permitted below this 3.0m

strip.
Boundary walls of gardens, yards, swimming pool areas and any other open

space surrounding an adjacent land-use cannot be considered as a party wall in

relation to this policy. Sites, which contain mature trees, which contribute to the
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character of the settlement, do not constitute uncommitted land even if they fall

within the definition stated above.

B. Farmhouses for livestock farmers, arable farmers and other growers provided the

criteria stated under “(A)” above are complied with.

C. Agricultural buildings for livestock farming and for arable farming provided they

comply with the criteria set out in draft-Agriculture, Farm Diversification—and
Stables—(2005)the Rural Policy and Design Guidance, 2014 and future

amendments.

D. Retail outlets provided that the shops
i. arelocated at ground floor level only of an existing building or of a proposed
new building on uncommitted land as defined by this policy;
ii. sell convenience goods only; and

iii. do not have a floor area of more than 50m?3.

E. Farm Retail Outlets provided they comply with the criteria set out in the Rural Policy

and Design Guidance, 2014draft-Agriculture, Farm Diversification—and-Stables
{2005) and future amendments.

Proposals for rural tourist accommodation—_will be considered favourably provided
they involve the conversion of (i) individual, existing vacant buildings of architectural

or historic merit or (ii) a traditional group of buildings whose form and design represent

a feature worthy of conservation.

18



5.4.8

5.4.9

5.4.10

This policy seeks to reach a balance by allowing the consolidation of these
settlements through sustainable rural development and protecting their rural
character by preventing development, which may adversely affect those
intrinsic features of the settlements (historical buildings, considerable gap sites

between buildings, landscaping), and their setting.

The acceptable land uses in these seftlements are aimed at ensuring the
genuine needs of agriculture are met, the remnants of agricultural activity are
retained and allowing for rural diversification. These settlements can also
absorb some development, which might be necessary for diversification of
the rural economy but could have an adverse impact if located in the open

countryside, such as new tourist accommodation.

Restrictions on site planning, footprints, building heights, end-car-parking

provision_and provision of amenity structures are being infroduced to ensure

that all new development will not create unacceptable environmental

impacts.—.
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5.4.11 Strict criteria for the identification of “existing buildings” and “uncommitted
land” are also identified by the policy to ensure that the minimum amount of
fresh land is taken up by development, following—confirmation—by—the
StructurePlan-Reviewin line with the overall strategy of consolidation and
conservation.—_The elimination of blank party walls, leading to the visual

enhancement of the settflement, was the main objective of this definition.

NWRS 4 Small Rural Settlements (Category 3 Settlements ODZ)

In the areas classified as Category 3 Small Rural Settlements by Policy NWRS 1, as
identified in Maps 3.8 to 3.14, only rehabilitation, and re-development of existing
buildings, as defined in policy NWRS 3, for the land-uses identified in Policy NWRS 3 (A)
to (E) and tourist accommodation will be permitted, provided the criteria stipulated in

Policy NWRS 3 for each land-use are complied with.

New development, which takes up fresh land; in category 3 settlement is not allowed

unless it qualifies as an amenity structure allowed under Category 2

Settlements.n

5.4.12 The third category of settflements are characterised by low densities and can

only be considered as small clusters of buildings.— This is their most significant
feature and this policy seeks to protect it by seriously curtailing the taking up
of fresh land for buildings for the creation of new dwelling units, which increase
densities and activity in the settlement.— Thus restrictions on site planning, floor

spaces, building heights, end-car-parking provision and provision of amenity

structures are being infroduced to ensure that all new development for

residential purposes will not create unacceptable environmental impacts.

20



The thrust of new development in these settlements should be towards

rehabilitation and regeneration of the existing stock of buildings.

CENTRAL MALTA LOCAL PLAN

6.3 Policy CG04 of the approved CMLP requires amendments to reflect the
objectives set by this partial review in order to allow for the provision of ancillary

facilities within Category 2 settlements.

CGO04 Category 2 Rural Settlements

The settlements of Maghtab as indicated on Map MTB 1 of the Partial Review fo the

CMLP (2006) - Maghtab Planning Strategy Area and Bidnija as indicated in Planning
Control Maps-NAB7Z-and-MOB8 are designated as Category 2 Rural Settlements

located within a wider rural area that should be conserved, consolidated and

rehabilitated while protecting their rural character.

Within these Large Rural Settlements rehabilitation, development and re-development
for the following land uses will be permitted.

A. A-—Dwelling units (new units on uncommitted land, redevelopment of
existing buildings, rehabilitation of existing buildings, and extensions to existing
buildings used for residential purposes) together with amenity structures shall
be permitted provided the criteria outlined below are met:provided-the-units:

Insofar as dwelling units are concerned:

i. the resultant unit does not create a building with more than 150m? footprint
measured externally at ground floor including any internal courtyards;

ii. theresultant unit occupies an area which is herve-not less than 120m? and not
more than 200m? total floorspace measured externally;

iii. the resultant unit has heve-an independent access from any other residential
unit;

iv. the resultant unit doesde not create a building which is higher than two floors
without basement above road level at any point along the street frontage,
provided that it would not have a detrimental affect on the character of the
seftlement and the surrounding rural landscape;

v. structures at roof level do not have a floorspace of more than 20m? measured
externally, do not exceed 12 courses overall height measured externally from
the lowest roof level, and are located to minimise their visual impact;
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vik.

the resultant unit, if new, shall be served provide-with on site parking for not
more than two car-spaces.

Insofar as amenity structures are concerned, these shall serve a dwelling unit and

limited to:

tool sheds which are not to exceed 10 m? and an overall height of 2.75m

measured externally and/or animal enclosures not to exceed 25 m? and an

overall height of 3.5m measured externally and together shall not occupy

more than 10% of the area of the curlilage of the dwelling whichever is the

lower;

swimming pools and deck areas which shall not exceed 75 m?in total area;

toilets, showers and/or changing rooms which do not exceed a height of 2.5m

and a combined floor space of not more than 6 m2.

Provided further that:

amenity structures shall be located within a reasonable distance from the

dwelling unit;
all permitted interventions shall have a high quality design aimed at

retaining and enhancing the existing character of the settlement and

which demonstrates that due attention has been given to the impact of

the new building/s on the character of the settlement and its surrounding

rural environment.

In addition, when the new dwelling unit is being proposed as complete re-
development of an existing building:

)

b)

the existing building is not worthy of retention due to its historical and/or
architectural merit and/or the contribution it makes to the character of the
seftlement; and

the new building, if allowable under (a) above, occupies the same position
on the land in relation to the street as the existing building.

For the purposes of this policy an existing building includes only any building with an
external footprint of not less than 50sqm which is covered by a valid development
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permission or else has existed prior to 1968 and can be identified in the MEPA 1967
aerial photographs. An existing building does not include greenhouses, agricultural
buildings which are essential for the operation of an agricultural holding, and
abandoned and dilapidated structures which are isolated from the main settlement.

For the purposes of this policy uncommitted land includes only:

1. infill sites with a street frontage of not more than 14.0m which abut blank party
walls one storey high, or more, on both sides;

2. corner sites defined by two public roads with a site area of not more than
300sgm which abut blank party walls one storey high, or more, on both sides;

3. sites which have aroad frontage of not more than 10.0m which abut blank party

walls one storey high, or more, on one side and which form the end of a terrace
of at least 3 dwellings with frontage on the same street, provided a strip of land
of at least 3.0m in width adjacent to the side elevation of the new dwelling is
landscaped. No structures will be permitted below this 3.0m strip.

Boundary walls of gardens, yards, swimming pool areas and any other open space
surrounding an adjacent land-use cannot be considered as a party wall in relation to
this policy. Sites that contain mature trees which contribute to the character of the
settlement do not constitute uncommitted land even if they fall within the definition
stated above.

B. Farmhouses for livestock farmers, arable farmers and other growers provided the
criteria stated under “(A)” above are complied with.

C. Agricultural buildings for livestock farming and for arable farming provided they
comply with the criteria set out in the Rural Policy and Design Guidance, 2014 and

future amendments draft —Policy & Desigh—Guidance “Agricullure,—Farm

D. Retail outlets provided that the shops:

i. are located at ground floor level only of an existing building or of a proposed
new building on uncommitted land as defined by this policy;

ii. sell convenience goods only; and

iii. do not have a floor area of more than 50m?2.

E. Farm Retail Outlets provided they comply with the criteria set out in the Rural Policy
and Design Guidance, 2014 and fuiure amendments.draft Policy & Designh
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3.3.8

3.3.%7

The two rural settlements covered by this policy include Bidnija and Maghtab.

The Bidnija settflement includes two clusters of buildings situated at Tal-Hireb
and Tal-Milord but excludes the villas found to the west of Tal-Milord. These
villas are too distant and dispersed to be considered as part of the main rural
settlement. On the other hand, the Maghtab settlement is spread out over a
large linear area.

Maghtab lacks an identifiable core area and has a number of existing
different uses apart from farmhouses. These existing uses include residential
units of varying types and design, batching plants, plant yards, garage
industries, animal husbandry farms as well as a substantial number of disused
buildings. Due fto these mixed and conflicting uses and the disorganised
character of this settlement, Maghtab is affected by a fall in rural quality and
amenity. The aim of this policy is to counteract these problems by preventing
the further development of incompatible uses in the area and by directing
further growth only to infill, corner and end of terrace sites as defined in the

policy. -In 2018 the PA has carried out a partial review for the CMLP (2006)

entitled Maghtab Planning Strategy. For more detailed guidance for the

Maghtab rural settlement, this document should be referred to.

This policy seeks to reach a balance by allowing the consolidation of these
settlements through sustainable rural development and protecting their rural
character by preventing development, which may adversely affect those
intrinsic features of the settlements (historical buildings, considerable gap sites

between buildings, landscaping), and their sefting.

3.3.108 The acceptable land uses in these settlements are aimed at ensuring the

genuine needs of agriculture are met, the remnants of agricultural activity are
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3.3.H2

3.3.10

3.3.12

retained and allowing for rural diversification. These settlements can also
absorb some development, which might be necessary for diversification of
the rural economy but could have an adverse impact if located in the open

countryside.

Restrictions on site planning, footprints, building heights, and-car-parking

provision and provision of amenity facilities are being infroduced to ensure

that all new development will not create unacceptable environmental

impacts—.

Strict criteria for the identification of “existing buildings” and “uncommitted
land” are also identified by the policy to ensure that the minimum amount of
fresh land is taken up by development, in line with the overall strategy of
consolidation and conservation.— The elimination of blank party walls, leading
to the visual enhancement of the settflement, was the main objective of this

definition.

Given that mature trees constitute important components of natural and
semi-natural ecosystems and are also important aesthetic features of our rural
landscape and within rural settflements, these will be protected. Trees
associated with rural settflements are generally indigenous or archaeophytic
species that are exploited for agricultural purposes such as carob trees, olive
trees, almond tfrees and pomegranates. Although some of these trees, such
as carob trees, were much more commonly exploited in the past, they are

generally associated with the agricultural landscape that constfitutes a
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predominant feature within the Maltese rural environment. In this regard, such
tfrees complement the character and heritage value of rural settlements.
Therefore apart from being of intrinsic, ecological and scientific value, trees
within rural settflements are also deemed to be of high aesthetic value. The
majority of indigenous or archaeophytic trees are protected by Legeal
NoticeSubsidiary Legislation 549.64-12-of200+. This LegalNoticeSubsidiary

Legislation also protects trees that are more than 50 years of age provided

that they are not considered to be invasive (invasive species are listed in
Schedule VAl of this LegalNeticeSubsidiary Legislation), and provided that
they are not causing any damage to the biological identity of trees listed in
Schedules | and Il of this Legal-NeticeSubsidiary Legislation.

SOUTH MALTA LOCAL PLAN

6.4 Policies SMSE 07 and SMSE 08 of the approved SMLP require amendments to
reflect the objectives set by this partial review in order to allow for the provision

of ancillary facilities within Category 2 and 3 settlements.

SMSE 07 Large Rural Settlements - (Category 2 Settlements ODZ)

In the areas classified as Category 2 Large Rural Seitlements by Policy SMSE 05, as
identified in Inset RS é — RS 7, rehabilitation, development and re-development for the

following land uses will be permitted:

A. Dwelling units (new units on uncommitted land, redevelopment of existing
buildings, extensions to existing buildings for residential use, and rehabilitation of
existing buildings for residential use) together with amenity structures shall be
permitted provided the criteria outlined below are met:provided-the-units-satisfy

ILthe followi litions:

Insofar as dwelling units are concerned:

i. the resultant unit does not create a building with more than 150m? footprint
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measured externally at ground floor including any internal courtyards;

ii. theresultant unit occupies an area which is not have-not less than 120m? and
not more than 200m? total floorspace measured externally;

ili. the resultant unit hashave an independent access from any other residential
unit;-and-itsowncaraccess;

iv. the resultant unit does not de-netcreate-a building which is higher than two
floors without basement above road level at any point along the street
frontage and it does previded-thal-it- weould-not have a detrimental affect on
the character of the settlement and the surrounding rural landscape;

v. structures at roof level do not have a floorspace of more than 20m? measured

externally, do not exceed an overall height of 12 courses (3.4-meires)

measured externally from the lowest roof level, and are located to minimise
their visual impact;

L e e e
vii--vi. _the resultant unit, if new, shall be served with on site parking provision-is-to

be provided-on-site-for not more than two car-spaces.

Insofar as amenity structures are concerned, these shall serve a dwelling unit and

limited to:

tool sheds which are not to exceed 10 m? and an overall height of 2.75m

measured externally and/or animal enclosures not to exceed 25 m? and an

overall height of 3.5m measured externally and together shall not occupy

more than 10% of the area of the curtilage of the dwelling whichever is the

lower;

swimming pools and deck areas which shall not exceed 75 m? in total areq;

toilets, showers and/or changing rooms which do not exceed a height of 2.5m

and a combined floor space of not more than 6 m2

Provided further that:

amenity structures shall be located within a reasonable distance from the

dwelling unit;
all permitted interventions shall have a high quality design aimed at

retaining and enhancing the existing character of the settflement and

which demonstrates that due attention has been given to the impact of
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the new building/s on the character of the settlement and its surrounding

rural environment.

In addition, when the new dwelling unit is being proposed as complete re-

development of an existing building:

a. the existing building is not worthy of retention due to its historical and/or
architectural merit and/or the contribution it makes to the character of the
settlement;

b. the new building, if allowable under (a) above, occupies the same position
on the land in relation to the street as the existing building.

For the purpose of this policy an existing building includes only any building with an
external footprint of not less than 50 m2 which is covered by a valid development
permission or else has been existing prior to 1968 and can be identified in the MEPA
1967 aerial photographs. An existing building does not include greenhouses,
agricultural buildings which are essential for the operation of an agricultural holding,

abandoned and dilapidated structures which are isolated from the main settlement.

For the purposes of this policy uncommitted land includes only:

1. infill sites with a street frontage of not more than 14 m which abut blank party
walls one storey high, or more, on both sides;

2.  corner sites defined by two public roads with a site area of not more than 300
m2 which abut blank party walls one storey high, or more, on both sides;

3. sites which have a road frontage of not more than 10 m which abut blank
party walls one storey high, or more, on one side and which form the end of
a terrace of at least 3 dwellings provided a strip of land of at least 3 m in width
adjacent to the side elevation of the new dwelling is landscaped. No
structures will be permitted below this 3 m strip.

No development in the form of extending the built up footprint of the existing building
or a completely new development will be permitted in the back gardens forming

part of buildings falling within the Category 2 Rural Settlements_other than amenity

structures.
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to the character of the settlement, do not constitute uncommitted land even if they
fall within the definition stated above. For the purposes of this policy an existing
building does not include greenhouses, agricultural buildings which are essential for
the operation of an agricultural holding, abandoned and dilapidated structures
which are isolated from the main settlement and any building with an external

footprint of less than 40 m2.

B. Farmhouses for livestock farmers, arable farmers and other growers provided the

criteria stated under “(A)” above are complied with.

C. Agricultural buildings for livestock farming and for arable farming provided they

comply with the criteria set out in_the Rural Policy and Design Guidance, 2014 and

future amendments Policy & Design-Guidance-on-Agriculture—Farm Diversification

andStables—(2005) and do not create adverse impacts on the surrounding

D. Retail outlets provided that the shops:
i. are located at ground floor level only of an existing building or of a
proposed new building on uncommitted land as defined by this policy;
ii. sell convenience goods only; and
iii. do not have a floor area of more than 50m?2.

E. Farm Retail Outlets provided they comply with the criteria set out in Policy & Design
Guidance on-Agriculture, Farm Diversification-and Stables {2005)the Rural Policy and

Design Guidance, 2014 and future amendments.

Proposals for rural tourist accommodation— will be considered favourably provided they
involve the conversion of (i) individual, existing vacant buildings of architectural or
historic merit or (ii) a fraditional group of buildings whose form and design represent a

feature worthy of conservation.
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2.4.16

2.4.17

2.4.18

This policy seeks to reach a balance by allowing the consolidation of these
settlements through sustainable rural development and protecting their rural
character by preventing development, which may adversely affect those
intrinsic features of the settlement (historical buildings, considerable gap sites

between buildings, landscaping), and their sefting.

The acceptable land uses in these settlements are aimed at insuring the genuine
needs of agriculture are met, the remnants of agricultural activity are retained
and allowing for rural diversification. These settflements can also absorb some
development, which might be necessary for diversification of the rural economy
but could have an adverse impact if located in the open countryside, such as

new tourist accommodation.

Restrictions on site planning, footprints, building heights, end—car-parking

provision and provision of amenity facilities are being infroduced to ensure that

all new development will not create unacceptable environmental impacts.




Strict criteria for the identification of “existing buildings” and “uncommitted land”
are also identified by the policy to ensure that the minimum amount of fresh land
is taken up by developmentfollowing-confirmation-by-the Structure Plan-Reviewy,
in line with the overall strategy of consolidation and conservation.— The
elimination of blank party walls, leading to the visual enhancement of the

settlement, was the main objective of this definition.

SMSE 08 Small Rural Settlements — (Category 3 Settlements ODZ)

In the areas classified as Category 3 Rural Settlements by policy SMSE 05, as identified in
Inset RS 8 - RS 9, only rehabilitation and re-development for the land-uses identified in
policy SMSE 07 (A) to (E) and tourist accommodation will be permitted, provided the

criteria stipulated in policy SMSE 07 for each land-use are complied with.

New development, which takes up fresh land; in eCategory 3 settlements is not allowed

unless it qualifies as an amenity structure allowed under Category 2

Settlements.n

2.4.19 The third category of settlements are pprepratelycharacterised by low densities

and can only be considered as small clusters of buildings.— This is their most
significant feature and this policy seeks to protect it by seriously curtailing the
taking up of fresh land for buildings or the creation of new dwelling units, which
increase densities and activity in the settlement.- Thus restrictions on site planning,

floor spaces, building heights, ang-car-parking provision.and provision of amenity

facilities are being infroduced to ensure that all new development for residential
purposes will not create unacceptable environmental impacts.— The thrust of
new development in these settlements should be towards rehabilitation and

regeneration of the existing stock of buildings.
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7

7.1

Way Forward

The Planning Directorate recommended that the Executive Council endorses
the Partial Review of the 2006 Local Plan Policies for Rural Settlements as
described in this report and publish it for a minimum of six weeks public
consultation. At its meeting held on the 18" of March 2025, the Executive

Council endorsed this recommendation.
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Appendix - Public Submissions on Objectives with Responses
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Ref

Name/Company

Date

Comments Received

Remarks

PR-RS(1) - 1

Perit Aaron Abela

16/10/24

Since the present Local plan Policy SMISE 08 with regards to Category 3
Settlements includes tourist accommodation the revisions should also
reflect this by including “tourist accommodation” in addition to
“dwellings”.

“SMSE 08 Small Rural Settlements — (Category 3 Settlements ODZ)

In the areas classified as Category 3 Rural Settlements by policy SMSE
05, as identified in Inset RS 8 — RS 9, only rehabilitation and re-
development for the land-uses identified in policy SMSE 07 (A) to (E)
and tourist accommodation will be permitted, provided the criteria
stipulated in policy SMSE 07 for each land-use are complied with.

New development, which takes up fresh land, notwithstanding the
location of the site in relation to existing buildings, will not be
permitted. The definition of uncommitted land, which is available for
development in Category 2 Large Rural Settlements, is not applicable to
Category 3 Small Rural Settlements.”

Present proposed Objectives 2024 review
Partial Review of the 2006 Local Plan Policies for Rural Settlements

1. The acceptable types of development considered as ancillary to a
dwelling in Category 2 and 3 Settlements.

2. The guidelines for the take-up of fresh land in Category 3 Settlements
for development that is considered as ancillary to a dwelling.

Hence the objectives should include: “and tourist accommodation”

Partial Review of the 2006 Local Plan Policies for Rural Settlements
should read

The recommendation to include
tourist accommodation in addition to
dwellings extends beyond the
Governments’ objectives for this
review.
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1. The acceptable types of development considered as ancillary to a
dwelling and tourist accommodation in Category 2 and 3
Settlements.

2. The guidelines for the take-up of fresh land in Category 3 Settlements
for development that is considered as ancillary to a dwelling and tourist
accommodation.

PR-RS(1) - 2

Perit Daniel Scerri

31/10/24

With reference to the consultation regarding the Partial Reviews,
particularly to policy SMSE 08 Small Rural Settlements — (Category 3
Settlements ODZ)

The present Local plan Policy SMSE 08 with regards to Category 3
Settlements includes tourist accommodation.

In the present Local Plan, also, the areas classified as Category 3 Rural
Settlements by policy SMSE 05, as identified in Inset RS8 —RS 9, "only
rehabilitation and re-development for the land-uses identified in policy
SMSE 07 (A) to (E) and tourist accommodation will be permitted,
provided the criteria stipulated in policy SMSE 07 for each land-use are
complied with".

Similarly, therefore, the objectives in the proposed Objectives 2024
review should include: “tourist accommodation” in addition to
“dwellings”., i.e.:

The Partial Review of the 2006 Local Plan Policies for Rural Settlements

should, in my opinion, therefore read:

1. The acceptable types of development considered as ancillary to a
dwelling and tourist accommodation in Category 2 and 3 Settlements.

2. The guidelines for the take-up of fresh land in Category 3 Settlements
for development that is considered as ancillary to a dwelling and tourist
accommodation."”

The recommendation to include
tourist accommodation in addition to
dwellings extends beyond the
Governments’ objectives for this
review.
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PR-RS(1) -3 Ms Emma 02/11/24 | | would like to object to the proposed Partial Review of the 2006 Local | Comment noted.
Azzopardi Plan Policies for Rural Settlements
PR-RS(1) -4 Mr Thomas 04/11/24 | | would like to object to the proposed Partial Review of the 2006 Local In August 201_4’ Government adppted
. o the Rural Policy and Design Guidance
Azzopardi Plan Policies for Rural Settlements

1. The acceptable types of development considered as ancillary to a
dwelling in Category 2 and 3 Settlements.

2. The guidelines for the take-up of fresh land in Category 3 Settlements
for development that is considered as ancillary to a dwelling.)

in order that precious rural land and water are protected.

The PA claims that the amendments are aimed at providing clarity and
aligning policies with contemporary planning standards. However, the
existing policies are already clear, leaving no room for conflicting
interpretation. Expanding land take-up in these settlements, is
completely unjustified - particularly as agricultural land is increasingly
under threat.

Water too is a precious commodity on the islands and water extracted
from bore holes should only be allowed for essential use in agriculture ,
not for the luxurious purpose of filling swimming pools.

By allowing further take up of ODZ land for swimming pools, the PA will
be encouraging not only the take up of precious rural land but will also
be allowing a further strain on the limited availability of water on the
island for a non- essential extravagant use.

and repealed the "Policy and Design
Guidance Agriculture and Farm
Diversification and Stables Policy
(2008)"; the "Development Control
Guidance: Development Outside
Built-Up Areas (PLP20) (1995)"; and
the "Development Control Guidance:
Swimming Pools Outside
Development Zone (2000)".

The spirit of RPDG14 is “to allow
whoever genuinely needs to upgrade
or redevelop an existing building or to
construct a new one outside the
development zone, in conjunction
with its use”. The document saw
buildings [ODZ] as an improvement to
the economic growth of the farming
sector and supported the scope for
diversification of farms by small scale
enterprises such as small-scale farm
retail, farm-based visitor attractions
and agro-tourism accommodation. It
also considered that even if
established rural activities may not be
well sited by today's standards, their
reasonable expansion on site needed
to be considered.
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Instead of safeguarding rural land, the PA is opening the floodgates for
the development of tracts of rural land surrounding these settlements by
introducing piecemeal changes to the local plans.

The focus should be on restricting allowable uses in rural areas, not
enabling further encroachment.

Local plans are there for the good of all people of Malta and to
protect/control development on the land of the Maltese islands for
future generations - they are not to be altered to allow specific individuals
the opportunity to sanction their illegal uptake of ODZ land. Rather, the
PA should be a robust and respected entity that is seen to be enforcing
the removal of illegal structures that have flouted their own policies not
shamefully tweaking it's policies to allow individuals to sanction their
illegalities!!

The RPDG14 sought to address issues
of how the rural settlements policies
in the local plans and the policies in
the RPDG14 should be applied. The
scope of Paragraph 0.24 which states,
“the policies contained [in the
RPDG14] supersede any conflicting
provisions concerning Categories 1, 2
and 3 rural settlements", was to
address this issue.

Since 2014, in the absence of
guidance by local plans rural
settlement policies in relation to

ancillary facilities, the provisions of
the RPDG14, have been applied to
rural settlements. This resulted in
ancillary facilities such as swimming
pools and decking areas and the take
up of fresh land in the case of
Category 3 settlements, being
approved in rural settlements through
the application of the RPDG14.

Following legal challenges, paragraph
0.24 in the RPDG14 was struck down
by the Court of Appeal on the basis of
Article 52 of the Development
Planning Act which establishes the
hierarchy of plans and policies. This
decision established that the RPDG14,
being at the bottom of the hierarchy,
cannot prevail over the Local Plan. In
its decisions, the Court provided an
interpretation of the provisions of the
Local Plans' policies for Category 2
and Category 3 Rural Settlements;
with the basic implication being that
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unless a development type s
specifically mentioned in the policy as
being permitted, then it is not
allowed.

This Court ruling is not deemed to
reflect the approach adopted by the
Planning Authority for over a decade
on the application of the rural
settlement policies contained in the
local plans and the guidelines and
policies contained in the RPDG14.

PR-RS(1) - 5

Perit Tara Cassar
obo Din I-Art
Helwa

05/11/24

The following is being submitted on behalf of eNGO Din |-Art Helwa.

The Planning Authority issued this call for public consultation on the
Partial Review of the 2006 Local Plan Policies for Rural Settlements on
the basis of the following objectives:

1. The acceptable types of development considered as ancillary to a
dwelling in

Category 2 and 3 Settlements.

2. The guidelines for the take-up of fresh land in Category 3 Settlements
for

development that is considered as ancillary to a dwelling.

The Authority claims that the above is intended ‘to bring clarity and
update the policies to ensure that the management and development of
these areas align with contemporary planning standards while
respecting their rural character.'

Submission:

1. It is being held that the current policies, namely NWRS 3 and NWRS 4,
are clear and comprehensive, leaving no room for conflicting

In August 2014, Government adopted
the Rural Policy and Design Guidance
and repealed the "Policy and Design
Guidance Agriculture and Farm
Diversification and Stables Policy
(2008)"; the "Development Control
Guidance: Development Outside
Built-Up Areas (PLP20) (1995)"; and
the "Development Control Guidance:
Swimming Pools Outside
Development Zone (2000)".

The spirit of RPDG14 is “to allow
whoever genuinely needs to upgrade
or redevelop an existing building or to
construct a new one outside the
development zone, in conjunction
with its use”. The document saw
buildings [ODZ] as an improvement to
the economic growth of the farming
sector and supported the scope for
diversification of farms by small scale
enterprises such as small-scale farm
retail, farm-based visitor attractions
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interpretation. As such, no further clarifications, as proposed by the
Authority, are required.

2. The current policy framework adhering to rural settlements aims to
curtail further take-up, soil sealing and development of rural land within
these settlements to ensure its safeguarding. The proposed 'update’
would severely compromise the core direction of these policies by
allowing for the 'take-up of fresh land' in Category 3 settlements for
uses deemed 'ancillary' to dwellings, when currently NO land fresh land
take-up is permitted.

3. The current policy framework already lists what uses are deemed
permissible in rural settlements and allows for adequate living to high
contemporary standards without residents being subjected to squalid
unsanitary living conditions. Contemporary planning standards as
established by the sanitary law are already applicable to dwellings in
rural settlements. It can therefore not be understood why any revision
in this regard can be said to be required.

4. No additional uses such as pools are required to improve the living
standards of dwellings in rural settlements. Allowing such
uncomplimentary uses within these settlements will open the
floodgates for vast tracks of unbuilt land to be sealed and developed,
effectively paving the way for the degradation and ruin of the very
characteristics that define these settlements.

5. Moreover, since the writing of the 2006 Local Plans, the need to
restrict land take-up to curtail the effects of urban development
within the rural areas, and protect agricultural land has, contrary to
the direction adopted through this amendment, drastically intensified.
Agricultural land is increasingly under threat, largely due to worsening
climate conditions and the piecemeal development of rural land. Any
provisions for new land take-up within rural settlements will only
aggravate an already critical situation.

and agro-tourism accommodation. It
also considered that even if
established rural activities may not be
well sited by today's standards, their
reasonable expansion on site needed
to be considered.

The RPDG14 sought to address issues
of how the rural settlements policies
in the local plans and the policies in
the RPDG14 should be applied. The
scope of Paragraph 0.24 which states,
“the policies contained [in the
RPDG14] supersede any conflicting
provisions concerning Categories 1, 2
and 3 rural settlements", was to
address this issue.

Since 2014, in the absence of
guidance by local plans rural
settlement policies in relation to

ancillary facilities, the provisions of
the RPDG14, have been applied to
rural settlements. This resulted in
ancillary facilities such as swimming
pools and decking areas and the take
up of fresh land in the case of
Category 3 settlements, being
approved in rural settlements through
the application of the RPDG14.

Following legal challenges, paragraph
0.24 in the RPDG14 was struck down
by the Court of Appeal on the basis of
Article 52 of the Development
Planning Act which establishes the
hierarchy of plans and policies. This
decision established that the RPDG14,
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6. Given the above, it is being held that if any changes are to be
implemented they should;

- Impose additional restrictions to prevent any new land take-up and
sealing within rural settlements

- Further limit and reduce the types of allowable uses as well as those
deemed ancillary to dwellings, within these settlements to prevent their
further urbanisation

being at the bottom of the hierarchy,
cannot prevail over the Local Plan. In
its decisions, the Court provided an
interpretation of the provisions of the
Local Plans' policies for Category 2
and Category 3 Rural Settlements;
with the basic implication being that
unless a development type s
specifically mentioned in the policy as
being permitted, then it is not
allowed.

This Court ruling is not deemed to
reflect the approach adopted by the
Planning Authority for over a decade
on the application of the rural
settlement policies contained in the
local plans and the guidelines and
policies contained in the RPDG14.
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PR-RS(1) - 6

Mr Noel Ciantar

06/11/24

Emanual {Noel| Ciantar
Clantar Farmihouse = Wied Hazrun - RABAT RET 5990 - MALTA

Email: Paiaint s havirea L Coim

E Movembar 2024

Tha Fanning Autharity
Corul athon . et e 5iga g ot

will arosa. consul tatiom DR it

Daar S Madan

BUBLIC CONSINTATIONS
1. PARTIAL REVIEW OF THE 2006 MORTH HARBOUR LOCAL PLAN FOR PACEVILLE LA ROSA

2. PARTIAL REVIEW OF THE 2006 LOCAL PLAN POLUCIES FOR RURAL SETTLEM ENTS.

| @ writing to submit regeesemations 10 the Plawing Authority {the Authosity) in the teo public
ol athoens restisrid-to above.

1 understand that the teo publc corgulitations are separate, and that altheoagh thay wars Runched on
the zame day, they have difierent dosing dates.

1 will deal with each of the Do pulblic consultatiors separately and specifically in this keGer, but 1
belieww that, ghven the nabere of my regresemations, and given that | am a private indiidual with
limited resources, it makes sense for me 10 combing thaen in o lether. | shall b submitting 3 copy of
this lather in each of the public consultations. referred=to aboswss, to the separate email addresses Eted
above.

| understand that both publc coneultations deal with the objectives |which | shall refer 1o as the
corsultation abjectves] of the sropased partial review of the local plans mentoned in them, but do
Nt af this stage daal with the drafs of the partial reviews. Such drafs should become avalatie after
the pencessing of the public consubaton.

|z vl BN 35 & miember of the pubibe, representing my Swn iies Basod o6 my 0w aparinces
publicly svilable | nionmation.

With respect 10 the proposed pamial revision of the local plars for RBural Sentlemens, |write from
direct experience & | shall explain wnder that subject in this koer.

Ry regeesentations are sat out on the Sollowing pages.

In August 2014, Government adopted
the Rural Policy and Design Guidance
and repealed the "Policy and Design
Guidance Agriculture and Farm
Diversification and Stables Policy
(2008)"; the "Development Control
Guidance: Development Outside
Built-Up Areas (PLP20) (1995)"; and
the "Development Control Guidance:
Swimming Pools Outside
Development Zone (2000)".

The spirit of RPDG14 is “to allow
whoever genuinely needs to upgrade
or redevelop an existing building or to
construct a new one outside the
development zone, in conjunction
with its use”. The document saw
buildings [ODZ] as an improvement to
the economic growth of the farming
sector and supported the scope for
diversification of farms by small scale
enterprises such as small-scale farm
retail, farm-based visitor attractions
and agro-tourism accommodation. It
also considered that even if
established rural activities may not be
well sited by today's standards, their
reasonable expansion on site needed
to be considered.

The RPDG14 sought to address issues
of how the rural settlements policies
in the local plans and the policies in
the RPDG14 should be applied. The
scope of Paragraph 0.24 which states,
“the policies contained [in the
RPDG14] supersede any conflicting
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i PARTIAL REVIEW OF TH D008 ROCAL PRAN POLICHS FOR ALWAL SETTLEMENTS.

In the &l place, | ireoie my reprmenishons under 1. Portial Anvew af She JO08 North Horbour Locod
Mion for Pocereille Wikl Ao Site] abows R0 itate that, if the public comulbaton abset the parsal
roviow of the 2006 Rarth Harbour Local Plan for Peceville [Villa Ross aite]) b wiseted, thare is & strang

ity that the public I for tha parssl riedew of the 2008 Local Man Policks far Rura
Sarttlermmnti b vitioted akia.

In the second placs, | @m now goirg o show et | contend that thi is mone than jul & strong
punsizdity, and shat in e, it b probasle [Le. B b mons ek Shin not) thet the public conultation
e b Haa puartial rivves o th 206 Lol Pan Pollc for Bursl Seitlements b vitlabed shio, snd
i therwfors null end vaid, ind e is enything that fow fram it

O ity waksite, the Authority sst oul the badoground of e partial niew of the 1008 Locsl Plin
palid or Rurad Settement as follows:

“The Planning A utbarity bas initiafed the procra fo carry owd o porifal rovhnee of the 2008 Locol Plam
poficies covering raral arithements fcobegery 2 8 5L

.“ ..H, i 1 3 7 ..

Kural st Jarad i din 2308 Brough Hhe focol ploa. Taesr anna, located sutiide
dnnelopmmt bowsdarins, consbt of o whene snaresd buildings for desliings olrrmdy eoited.
T review will affect Joar ool plam, aomeiy the Marih Rewd, Canfeod Aalis, Lauth Moo ong Gaeo
and Coming. T Mansing ity b ing Hr followdng ok o paide Hibi e
(Emphaniy ad ded by ey |

Tra conuullshon chppctsam fer the partul rears of tha 3008 Lecsl Man policis for Bursl SeHismants.
ax publnhed by She Acthornity ame as fokows:

“L. Tha b el off chmerris idemed on [l in Cofegory 2 and 5
Sritthemamis

L Thr guidekinmn for i igkego of innh lgnd in Cotegory § Srffempaty for dnwloprmimt ot b
comsisrrrd on geiiery io @ dweling” |Emphah sdded by mekl|

Commidering what the Authority hii publibed about the partial niedew of the 1006 Lacal Plan Palide
tor Bural Settlements, |am comranced that Shis poblic conwlation b wteted by the b et the
propowed conuullation chjctan addmn ben ey which arose en the progerty of the new Sapaty
Prirma Aefiniater Or. lan Bong, & the point that it b more lily Shan not that the Authardty b carping
out this public conmitation o addre thooe b isum n Sreur of the new Deputy Prire Minbibar,
anzan ba swen from Sk Facts which | nefer S beiow teiom el fopether

T Bmirg of tha I of the public | about the partial neders of the 2008 Local Mlan
Policie for Rural Settlemant on 13 Octobar 20024 oomen viry soon afer the appointmaent of the new
Daputy Prima Mnnler which fook plees on LT Saptember H18 and tha further porls in e Srecton
bt the public pomultabion ey the new Deputy Prire Minste.

provisions concerning Categories 1, 2
and 3 rural settlements", was to
address this issue.

Since 2014, in the absence of
guidance by local plans rural
settlement policies in relation to
ancillary facilities, the provisions of
the RPDG14, have been applied to
rural settlements. This resulted in
ancillary facilities such as swimming
pools and decking areas and the take
up of fresh land in the case of
Category 3 settlements, being
approved in rural settlements through
the application of the RPDG14.

Following legal challenges, paragraph
0.24 in the RPDG14 was struck down
by the Court of Appeal on the basis of
Article 52 of the Development
Planning Act which establishes the
hierarchy of plans and policies. This
decision established that the RPDG14,
being at the bottom of the hierarchy,
cannot prevail over the Local Plan. In
its decisions, the Court provided an
interpretation of the provisions of the
Local Plans' policies for Category 2
and Category 3 Rural Settlements;
with the basic implication being that
unless a development type s
specifically mentioned in the policy as
being permitted, then it is not
allowed.

This Court ruling is not deemed to
reflect the approach adopted by the
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The new Deputy Prime Minkter hid v main s conceming by property in the Catagery 3 Smal
Aural Seimmemt OOF of Santa Eaterind, in the limib of Rebe?, Malta, namely:

. | T T e v wa— i chuellirg = Hhbi eiusm aress in 20843015
. T gavalggrment of o yerimrming ool end ancilers Secities nest b Biy caling - thn s
o in J00E-2025

vk actually tha parian who flagped bath i, and eefirnid them fo the authorise.

T authorfwn, agraed with my duding aboul the b and e of the
Local Man poliches relating 12 Small Aural SeSlamenib.
In both Hha dwlfended the o Br. tooth ard nail and it bk ne

action against the loprments carried ot in deflance of the inchszing the Permanent

auch sction ahows thet the Autherits wn weone in both oo,

i} On the subject of the Deputy Prime Minhbar's use of fresh lnd, e wire bao inessbigabion
cartied put by independent authorian in 3395, in ome of the ireSpetions, the Ofics of the
rriuctuman bad ismbhed the permitied e of inah land s a2 graee gergr n Se permil, and had
recommumded e rrelrw ol She permit by the Aotharity.  The Authority refuied b sccegt the
surcluions of the Ombugiman sd thersfone did not nedew the parmit,

Initsi rupert, the Or bl stated, inter-okis, that:

“Policy WRS 4 b RS p— P P i FR S ——

prrmiaible. Pofcy MARS 3 b fakm @ o for defining ibir fond wam ond dragn

criterio fe.g. mink ond maox fi int and fleor aresl

in kit Bt dhafiitiorr of ancommitiod fand kv Pollcy NIATE 3 for Cotegory 2 Sattfemants fs st
ikcabir in 5 Soai i b choar that the abjwctive of Pellcy NWRS 4 b do snavonly

it Hur ponaibilty of exhiting open spoor within the buiding chafer to b bt op.

in fioct % i civariy sioted that “New devekapmimi, mhich ke v e kand, potetheoading thy
Inatior of th sty by rpletion o eahifieg builiingg, will oot be prrmitied.

Given the contrs! of thh paficy with o atrong empbosh ogoine! further sxtemsion of B bufding
profils, B breoe rew doenlopment” refima fo the rebaisiiiotion ond ar-dnanloprmemnd of B ebiing
Euit-up fokric and mo! @ completly sew delogmen oo o anbud W

Planning Authority for over a decade
on the application of the rural
settlement policies contained in the
local plans and the guidelines and
policies contained in the RPDG14.
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A diract tian of bath i (P40 0N 14 ing i D, dan Barg and WA ST/ LY
partoining o o prnvioon oworny = my olsenvation] ahow that they one kden ool de that in botb coses,
it demaiition of B oxifing baiding in o Cobrgory 3 Seitherumt, ond i replocemend By oo
Jrvelapmmt are beitg peopoarg. The nzen space 10 both conm s séneod e ue o vade s on Bhrer e
hhﬂ“mfnm:lﬂmhh—r“-ﬂnd_mh-m!dhm

fore thr clousificoti ding i Poilcy MWAS 4 should have bren appiied squaliy bn both
L
wﬁhmkmmhm‘ Weatid B i af th i
welven # bad strongiy ok d to ideatical drwek on B saeee sitr bevooir thi plot we
cimunifed au fresh fond. hmmmhmhhm-ﬂmhmﬂd
af P 1.2 ond the sudm aff PASOZTEE 14 wivich justifed’ the i change of classfiortion.
Conckiar ond i
in conchmilon Bheerfone:

v e chmpleler thar polider was Inesracly appld i S praviising of applloenie
PASOITORY14 b foritifad, Tha MERA hod just refuind an apgikkation an port of the site. Ona
of the maly rnmom of nfusd wos the foking e of fresf fond wiich wos rot promittnd i

Catwgory T Sritheramiby;
= mmhmﬁbm.ﬂmumuw.ﬁmﬂﬁ
e it i PBIAET /L nclrding ther T i
- Ao referring ko PA 2 within the af PATROA 24, na mantion was made of

i rofanal of the formeT sppliortion becowr of B fnking up of frest land

- Fhis some plet of lond & oot mestfoned in Bhe disciztion bt of i DRAR in PA/OEA0R 4.
e o T

- nmhmdhmhmmh_m_ﬂfﬂMr
vy airong aow) for refoing Hur propossl, Bheerby focfitoting i opproval

- Ther senrs af ombsions ovd worfohons io the fext of Bhe RS I0 PRAGTAGE/TS caneot be put
‘o to Aumen eeror but goint Arh vt do removn thy oaw remaining obwtocr
patentioly bivcking approval of the opplicotion;

a  his grove avor o B part of Hiur MG shouk be sugffcient o justify the neview of B pevsit
ond rrman the gppikotion by oppleing thw rehitiog policies in the Jome manowr @ b
PAFOZEINSLE; and

- A ogrerd with the Cammibsion A pniest Coropban, 2 ropyof Sk report o being peowdrd for
‘ovry action Bhw Cormmibiion oy dineos 8 b ok sdthin it ongoding inenibigation io thin cose.”

In tha other the B® [ Agairil Corrupton hed ecoeptind the
enreduaien of the dmizudsman and mads Sem parf of il ewn concusons.

The Cmsberianan napart apaiks of darty ot of wnbiguy, bn e raedieg, spplicion nd
imterpretation ol policm: WS § and WWRE 4, with raipsct to the v of fah land,

Tharefan, it deen that i [ only the Autharity which s not sewing the clinity in She sshibing Local Man
[T R T pe—
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(i) O the yubtiect of the Deauty Prime Minkter’s yeimming ool develooment, the Autharity had
initiall;, in applcation number PAIQSSIAMLE, sought to jussfy the pool by nderence 1o Palicy 8.4
Swimming pools OO of the Rural Policy end Design Cuidasce 2034 (RFOS 2014). In this process, the
Authority sought the use of parsgrach 0.24 urder the Scope section of the P0G 2014, which states
that:

“The policies M oy confii 1 2and$
ruesd settlements.”

But in doing o, the Authorily ignored that the Glossary of the RPOG 2014 defines “Vutaide the
development sones (O0Z)" as “Arvas locoted cutside the designoted annas in the Locol Mo where

arbon develcprent b d, rwal 1ettl »

Thea, §am not o that in its public Py about the " oy the

atates that “This review sesks to bring clarity and wpdat:

ond developenent of these arecs aligs with conterporary planeing stsndards whvie rexpecting their

ruved chovocter.” (Emphunis added by myedl). The attermpt by the Authority to justify len Sarg’s poal
with the more recmtly srended RPOG 2014 win obviously o “alige with contemporary plonsing
atandords,” aho m imgled by parsgraph 0.24 under the Scope section of the RPDA 2034 quoted
abtowe.

But in the court caw Emanuel sive Nowd Clontor v L-Awtorite’ tolippjoncr (appesl number 11/2019,
decided on 19 Junw 2019|, the Court of Apped rejected the arguments of the Authority snd conduded
that “Decide: Ghaf down koganjiet i-Qorti togis’ u tiddecied] MV tilge” J-oppel t=' Emanue!
Clanitor u dow AV tghs § Lopplitargon $334/18 ma keflhiex tigd milgupho o bael S0l APOG 2004 v
helhom Jigu opplitots [-poficies NWIRS 4 u NWIS 3 tol-gyow lokall NWLP g Livilapy propost mbax

o bowindi d-ducijon tat-Tribunal fo* Mevigiond takAmbjent u -pjanser tot-18
t' Marru 2018

The Authorntys permit PANISS34/18 wi thus revoked.

Sulnequernly, i applcation PANIBEYII0, the Acthority sought to juatily that pool development with
referance to palicy NARS 4 of the North West Local Man, which states that:

“In the crecs T 3 Small by Policy NWRS 1, Maps
180 3.14, only and of exating buizhn -whmm
;huwwhmmsmumamwuu
ded the criteria sated in Policy NS 3 for each land-ase are complied with.
mm-ﬁn*ummmmmqmm-uﬁ.ﬁ.
exiiting bulidings, will not be vee of itted lond, which & avallabie for
devek i 2 J Sereh b oot Weable to Cotepory 3 Mursd Setthements ™

In the DPAR for appl » f20, the wied this pobcy 1o angue that:
iﬁmhmmﬂhmmwnﬁﬂ.m-ﬂd
by and in this cose the devefopmeent s not

ﬁ—l-ﬂ.nlmﬂhﬂ The propoacd i therefore in Nne with the deor proviaion of policy
NWIRS 4 which states that “new development which tokes v freab fond will not be permitted *
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But in the Deputy Prime Minkier's coe, the pool win neplecing, an sehiting agrculbursl reseraic
Manmover, tha nnereolr did mat hies @ permi, @nd wii not vidble on the 96T eerial photow.
Tharsfar, the only optom ivalable to the Authordty were fo aither trest the poal @i a redeselop mamt
ard Shanvinm spply the dnil paragraph ef Polcy MW &, or %o treat the peol as @ new Sesiopmaent
of fniih land, and apphy the second panraph of Policy WARS 4. Both paragrieh woukd hise led
[ of the apgl The iiating agricultural resenvaie did not sven quality i an Snditing
bwiding.®

Cvacn inginin, thw Appeids Triburl pasfied th parmit of PADSBET 0 with the RPDG 1004,

But, in the court cine Emonuel sve Mo Clanior wi [-Awfonfo’ lo-ppjonar (appesl number 34720138,
decided on L& Warch 100%), the Couwd of Azpaal epded sl jutfcabons, and mvobed the e,

AL i pusint i processing the appks relsthe b 05354718 and B8RS TI0 S th Court of Appesl
aprai @y doult about the spplicaan or interpeetaan of the Local Man police ndetse o Rora
Satlemanti.

Thuaraborrs, crsh igakn, It b cunly thas Auiisrbty wlidehh apguisies B3 ok Furaling s prosbllerrs B iy oF
e Local Man pelichn relatng o Bural Sstthemanti.

Dueupite the Court of Appeals rreocason of the permit WOUSETI20 in March 004, Dr. Borg bad
T R T —— m_hnh_dwm.mbu.
Azpaah Tribunal 1o wagend the ot charel R ———
But 1o data, the e e ke arey smforeament ncton aboun it

Inddantally, the high-profil cie of PATO0ESTII0 wis one of & numbar of dimiar ciie whire the
[T T VT A T PP T SER e [ ———y
el S poverrmman® and the Actharity hmm-mﬂmﬂ:mlﬂnlnlh!nndﬂ_
o the planning lirw do that sl parmits under appdl will hee Shair
Cirmn yuinr Listur, thit public i has

Thea, fram the Authority'i corent public coneditation, one can des the pradmity of the cmsudteson
ul-:ﬁnﬂhhhnmmnnhpwhdhhﬂvmum with the

cherily linked 1o = bir typas of idewrd on ociiory to
o dwaling” and “the toke-up of freab load in Cobrgory § Seltleosts for dewriopoet that b
cnmideerd ox oncilfory to o dweiling*

In suppert af my egumenti, | refer 1o the bllowing artide spearing in e medie

v M a el plen ek vtk et Bk iy i puieia Bt i g = puabiliahed
mdmnnmﬂﬂd&'m.mh-

Then artiche, which o in detall inkn the maser 4 i i b, b el ¥
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In addifon 1o the abow ipecilic matten decidind by the authoritio, | §nd the fect that the redee of
hmﬂﬂmhriuﬂhﬁ-hhummﬂmwlnmmmw
typei of deer d o vy to o dwalling™ ard “the ioke-up of fresh land in
Cotegery § Setth for divesk Mu ' d fllary b o darlling” i parsculcly
ulmdhmmmumh;u-mmlmdhpwcmlhum Mvrnl}-l.uﬂmwhﬂm‘
itwulf St bwn Baues only i opposed 1o launc puizhe 10 rirekra
all the Local Pln policie for Bural Ssttement?  And why b the Authority Bmiting the public
enreuitation o land ue for dwslings, i opposed 1o the other land i sllowsd in the Locsd Pl
palidin for Bura Setthementa®

I ahe Sind chjectionable the fact that instesd of indicating o revies of the Local Mars for Hural
Satilemants, in order o better protect s roal charscter and ther st lard e, the

Bastheriey la conly st R— araciliary e chaslings. Wty wenldd
the Authority wint b2 be concamed about the darity on estenions, nd dirskiprments andlang, to

lirgs. in Horal Sesi wihan: i} the apg and Ey tha auth of the
Lﬂﬂmpﬂmh!uﬂhﬁmhhuhﬂmhmuﬁ i ared (] whe ak
should in s ba o ribrict and ke rrid and dtural vk,
of nural settherre nea?

I the Autherity should in any say necirs B Local Plans for Bural Seftlemants, it should do so only
o profect Hhalr bradk | ch and b2 thake bimd wie for agriculbers. The ofher
-ﬂ-hh—dmﬁhulnhmdul—-ﬂh:ﬂ:mmh—dbh Bt therw b
mal bout this in the Authority's public

1 #ind tha Fact tht the Autherity did not tike scSon sbout the Depoty Prime Minister’s poal and
arcilary Gdlitin afer the il BSIOEEY20 win declaned nedl and vaid by an Appaals Court in
2025, but has inslesd procrastinaled, and the Sact thal now the Sulhorty & weking 1o madily the
Local Plan polickn for Rursl Settlements on maSen of uie of frisih lind end ecemions b Swellings,
i probable sdgne of & deliberate pan & fnd @ way 1o profed the Deputy Prime MinhibarS
Al et drzm enboroe el

Tharstors, at this point, | will limil my representatiom ssout the peblbc conwliston arnd the
comubation chjectives Sor the partial reciee of the 2008 Local Plan Pakcies for Bursl Setements to
the wizcrew chvervations, and wall ot add sy frt b sar aboest this puslic conwsl
it | raveren all my bagal right it igect b it cutcome.
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I conc wion, | bl that B our of tha pubdi 1 rebarred o i the Inttar
arw vitiated o axplsined in thi letbeg, end that thi conatitubn @ seviou collspe of demooracy i
Ptalta Becaase the public has @ right to few end fair public omaltston.

Thank pou far your alention to the matter contained in this leser.

I e oy cight 1o mube Serther representaBomi s necmsany.

1 remerww all oy sl rights,

Yaurs traly

Ervarnal | Nowl] Clankar
Iderety Card numbser: 93710
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TIMES 7 MALTA

How a local plan review could pave the way for
pools like Ian Borg’s

PA sakd & started process 10 ‘Clearly Sulioe’ acouptabiv types of deselopoient n rural
satthermrts

Mesorsd  Puwey Aarern  Eaeorwet  Corancsin
30 October 2 | Mwsica Sowra | Dt

T3 e wwd

lan Barg's posl had its sermmit nevoleed by ae aspasts court et peat - but @ review of rul plensing
patches could s It ranctioned . Phatoc Chirls Sant Foornier

Lan Borg's Begal swimming pool could be d usder peoposed chasges w pl
policies S0 rard settl ding to & heritage archi

The foreigs miniter's Rahat coustryside pool wis spproved by the Plannisg Astherity ina
Seciabon that 3 court last year deglaral Slopal becsese the local plan only aBows o
1he rehahil: of exkzing buldi

But in 3 vagoely wooded propossd ssued kst week, the PA said it had started the peocess of
reviewing Jocal plans that affect rursd settiesents to “clesrly define” scceptable types of
devedopment and Sreds take-up of and

The bsue revolves srousd policies that cover Categary ‘.‘and)nralwcnaml‘l!&. which are
small dusters of residential developments located outside the development 20me (ODZ).

Borg's pool & in (e grousds of his countryside villa in the hassdes of Sasea Ksterina, which
is & Canegory 3 settiement,

The curreat palicy caly slows the and of existing edlings -
not the sddition of swimming poos. it dso ficadly fardids the take-wp of fresh and for
new of s Jocati ; isting beddisgs
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I i cobjuective, the P said tha the policy Feview secis o dessly define™ what scoeable
Typass o desviog can he idhe il a6 ancillary b o dweling in Cancgory 2 and 3
sermhernienits asal T et up el deliness e the B 1akc-ap of Land in Category 3 semtienents
far deveinpmess et & eossidered ssellary tva dwdling,

Instend of safeguarding reral land, the PA is opening the foodgates for the
devebapment of trocts of rur | land

The appeals jusd chet dillsdiSwely daclared Barg's pool 1o be Blogal hingod on the
Innerpretstion of rwo policy poisrs [NWRS 3 ad 5]

Wikile the PA docsn't specifieslly sy in s ssterment wihich plicies B seolis to amend nor
i It immenidd o poviien thaim, B s I wants 10 “heing elariny ssd spdane the poliches so

ensun: tt the atad vl of s aneas Wi with SoBlemparary
Pl e il respeseting their rurl eharacter”,
If 5 RS 5 s & are Sed 1o widen the il Dypos of sscillary develnpEest s a

dwelling in a Category 3 et of wlivw Sor the take-up of fnesh land, this eould pave
the ey For costain sorecosses to find grounds for sanetionisg.

‘Completely unjustified”

Architee Tera Cascee, speaking o hehall of preservation KGO Din 1-An Bdwe, caid these
amesdments will nemove safisjuands that prevest develoy in small and oraditinal
rural selements.

“While the Plasning Authoriry B v o s pacily which new e will be Beliided, if poak
are lined, it b clear that the changes woslhd enable thae sanctionisg of the pool the the
enets have srcaly decmind Blogal,” she saal.

“The PA elabis theat the ame ndssesrs arv almiad an providisg clenny sl slining polches

with ¥ it daurits. Homwever, e caciating prlicis are alpesly cheas,
heaving o posm e conflieting isserpre aion " Expandisg lasd nske-up in these
! e continued, is “compherdy unpestfied” particulaely as agrieulural ked &

inereasingly usdes threat.

“Inmesad of safeguardisg rurl knd, the B s opening the Moodgates or e devdopment of
trsacts af e land surnsindisg these settlements by introducing peacemieal diangis 1o e
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Vol pilari. The Sociis shuid Be o restricting sllowarbie ses B narsl §res, sl enhilisg
Turther encroscisa,” Cassar said

Thie s of the Bary, Tamily swissssing poal has oo asgoing for years

He s Brsr scossid of soquirisg the property sbost twice the anea of & [e8nks court s the
SbEni Santa Kineriss valey for jesc €10, 000,

Afer transforming an abardioned ODE Bullding into & modern dwelling, Bor seooeaafully
applied 1 build the swissming pool in s sdjscont ekl

Whes aljectior Noel Chmtar’s appeal Befisee the plasning 1rilussd Jsmbaacd, ba
prarsiiind The msrner in cow, which rubed dien the permin should be ekl

Borg Slod & sew spplicarion lor de poal in 2005 which wis sgain spprovad by the FA and
endorsed By thi: EPRT. Undetirral, Clantar sgain parsied ta mimer i ooart and onee
Again massged 1o @] e permil overnemod. However, by this stage, the pood had been
cnmiglered.

Jesgica Arena
dowmaiit

=

]
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PR-RS(1) - 7

Dr Claire Bonello

06/11/24

\aruom ot o ropeale 2 o wicoys g o 1l

PARTIAL HEVIEW {3 TH DS LOCA PLANM WILICIES TOR RURAL
SETTIEMENTS

O fiw wohsiie, ibe Authosity st ol the backpromsd of the partial review of e 2004 Local
Plan policks for Rl Satiboranis s fiod ks

The Masning Asibon
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In August 2014, Government adopted
the Rural Policy and Design Guidance
and repealed the "Policy and Design
Guidance Agriculture and Farm
Diversification and Stables Policy
(2008)"; the "Development Control
Guidance: Development Outside
Built-Up Areas (PLP20) (1995)"; and
the "Development Control Guidance:
Swimming Pools Outside
Development Zone (2000)".

The spirit of RPDG14 is “to allow
whoever genuinely needs to upgrade
or redevelop an existing building or to
construct a new one outside the
development zone, in conjunction
with its use”. The document saw
buildings [ODZ] as an improvement to
the economic growth of the farming
sector and supported the scope for
diversification of farms by small scale
enterprises such as small-scale farm
retail, farm-based visitor attractions
and agro-tourism accommodation. It
also considered that even if
established rural activities may not be
well sited by today's standards, their
reasonable expansion on site needed
to be considered.

The RPDG14 sought to address issues
of how the rural settlements policies
in the local plans and the policies in
the RPDG14 should be applied. The
scope of Paragraph 0.24 which states,
“the policies contained [in the
RPDG14] supersede any conflicting
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provisions concerning Categories 1, 2
and 3 rural settlements", was to
address this issue.

Since 2014, in the absence of
guidance by local plans rural
settlement policies in relation to
ancillary facilities, the provisions of
the RPDG14, have been applied to
rural settlements. This resulted in
ancillary facilities such as swimming
pools and decking areas and the take
up of fresh land in the case of
Category 3 settlements, being
approved in rural settlements through
the application of the RPDG14.

Following legal challenges, paragraph
0.24 in the RPDG14 was struck down
by the Court of Appeal on the basis of
Article 52 of the Development
Planning Act which establishes the
hierarchy of plans and policies. This
decision established that the RPDG14,
being at the bottom of the hierarchy,
cannot prevail over the Local Plan. In
its decisions, the Court provided an
interpretation of the provisions of the
Local Plans' policies for Category 2
and Category 3 Rural Settlements;
with the basic implication being that
unless a development type s
specifically mentioned in the policy as
being permitted, then it is not
allowed.

This Court ruling is not deemed to
reflect the approach adopted by the
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Planning Authority for over a decade
on the application of the rural
settlement policies contained in the
local plans and the guidelines and
policies contained in the RPDG14.

PR-RS(1) - 8

Mr Stefano Miceli
obo ERA

06/11/24

ERA Feedback on the Partial Review of the 2006 Local Plan
Policies for Rural Settlements (Phase 1)

(1)

(ii)

(il

Hamlets in Category 2 and Category 3 rural
Setftlements are unique and diverse in terms of their
size, typology, character, function, architectural
significance, cultural  history, topographical
context and environmental sensitivity.

Category 2 and 3 Settlements are located in the
countryside and a cautious approach to
development is needed. Ancillaries should be
directly related to the dwelling and preferably be
accommodated on already-developed land.
Sprawl of ancillaries should be avoided and should
not result in disproportionate increases to the
building mass. Caution is needed so that any
approved ancillaries do not create pressures for the
eventual intensification of existing uses.

Furthermore, permissions for extension of individual
developments tend to confribute towards
cumulative impacts that are even more significant
than the individual interventions. This is particularly

Government  published

objectives, this partial review is only

As per

making provision to enable the
development of ancillary facilities
(amenity structures) to a dwelling
within Rural Settlements Category 2
and 3. No other provisions contained
within the current policies is being
amended or discarded.
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relevant for settlements having an iregularly
shaped configuration and settlements that are only
roughly indicated by a framed area on the Local
Plan maps.

(iv) ldeally a context-based approach should be
adopted, rather than a one-size-fits-all policy
revision. No additional development should be
permitted on valley sides, ridges, natural habitats,
geological features and other environmentally
important sites. There should be a general
presumption against ancillaries which would
adversely affect the rural character of the
settflement.

(v) The above considerations are applicable to both
Category 2 and 3, and are particularly important
for Category 3 settlements in view of their smaller
size. ERA considers that the distinction between the
two classifications of settlements should remain
intact. There should be a general presumption
against the take up of undeveloped land within
Category 3 Settlements.

PR-RS(1) - 9

Ing Stanley
Zammit MP

06/11/24

Aggornament tal-policies u I-pjanijiet lokali joffri opportunitd
biex nintroducu aktar ¢arezza fil-pjanifikazzjoni u nizguraw
zvilupp sostenibbli li jkun allinjat mal-htigijiet tal-lum u ta’
ghada ta’ Malta.

As per Government published
objectives, this partial review is only
making provision to enable the
development of ancillary facilities
(amenity structures) to a dwelling
within Rural Settlements Category 2
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L-Awtorita’ tal-lppjanar hija mitluba tkun trasparenti u
tippublika kull dokument u studju illi ghanda u li wassalha
ghad-decizjoni li tinizzjala dan ir-review.

II-Partit  Nazzjonalista jezigi trasparenza, kontabilita® u
konsultazzjoni reali mal-pubbliku.

Nifhmu li dawn l-aggornamenti jistghu jsahhu |-karattru rurali
ta’ dawn l-inhawi, fejn jigi limitat l-izvilupp ghal strutturi zghar
u verament sekondarji li jappoggjaw il-hajja rurali minghaijr

ma jbiddlu n-natura taghha.

Madankollu, hemm bzonn ta' kawtela f'kull bidla. Jekk id-
definizzjonijiet godda ta’ x'inhu zvilupp “sekondarju” ikunu
wiesghin jew ambigwi, fittiehed art gdida jew, jinbidlu jew
jizdiedu l-uzi, hemm ir-riskju li dawn it-fibdiliet jintuzaw b’'mod |i
Jippermettili zviluppi llegali jew taht notifika ta’ infurzar jigu b’xi
mod sanzjonati jew regolarizzati retroattivament. Dan jista’
jwassal ghal akkuzi ta’ favoritizmu u applikazzjoni selettiva tal-
ligi, jaghmel hsara lill-fiducja pubblika fis-sistema tal-ippjanar,
U jinkoraggixxi n-nugqgas ta’ konformitad mar-regolamenti tal-
ippjanar.

Fl-ahhar mill-ahhar, I-ghan ghandu jkun li kull aggornament
tal-policy itejieb il-kwalita’  tal-hajja u  s-sostenibbilta
ambjentali.

Biex il-fiducja pubblika tinzamm u dawn I-ghanijiet jintlahqu,
huwa essenzjali li IF-Awtorita’ tal-ippjanar tinvolvi ruhha b’'mod
miftuh mal-partijiet interessati, tizgura definizzjonijiet stretti u
cari, tinforza il-policies kurrenti b’mod imparzjali, jigi konservat
il-wirt rurali ta’ Malta, u ma jinholgqux lakuni u ambigwitajiet li
jistghu jgawdu minnhom zviluppi mhux awtorizzati.

and 3. No other provisions contained
within the current policies is being
amended or discarded.
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Late
submission

(Ms Marthese
Cassar obo Gozo
Regional
Development
Authority)

12/11/24

GRDA
‘ FEEDBACK STATEMENT

. ‘PARTIAL REVIEW OF THE GOZO AND COMINO LOCAL
PLAN 2006 FOR GHAJINSIELEM AND XEWKIJA' AND

ON THE ‘PARTIAL REVIEW OF THE 2006 LOCAL PLAN
POLICIES FOR RURAL SETTLEMENTS’

ISSUED BY THE PLANNING AUTHORITY

NOVEMBER 2024

PLANNING AUTHORITY
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GRDA Feedback on the ‘Partial Review of the Gozo
and Comino Local Plan 2006 for Ghajnsielern and
Xewkija' and on the "Partial Review of the 2006
Local Plan Policies for Rural Settlements’

1. Preamble

Thi consultations published an 15th Dctober 2024 by the Planning Authority (PA) ane concemed
with tha Pavtial Rowvio of tha Cocs and Coming Looal Phan 2006 for CRapnskdsn amnd Sowkijs'
and with the Powiiol Review of the 2006 Locod Flan Polickes for Bural Sectlaments’

Thie 'Pamial Review of tha Goze and Coming Local Plan 2006 for Chagnsialom and Xowsdis
specifically addrosses twe areas in Chagnsialom and Xawhija. In Chajnsicam, tha objectiva i o
designate & spacific site which recantly accormmodated the 145 aditon of the B natldty swent
al Bathlehiem as an open-air, Tormal recreational land uss with ancillany STuctures. It is propased
that thie Sl e-specific polcy Include critenia that ensura that the Siie remalns used solaly for formal
recreation with minimad commnarcial activity, and that any ancillary structunes remain small @n
scale and thedr design and |ocatkon do Not creEis uneccepiable Impacs

I Sarwvklja, tha scope s to deskgnata the area located betwss n Trig R-Tond Gorgun and Trig B-Kaw
Laranas Zamenit Habes, 26 s Rural Senbenant. Th abjestiae i ta claarly solincate the d el snmant
poundary and dentify the oceptable land-uses and building height limitation within the overall
framawsork of the Goza and Cominag Local Plan, provided that additional develepment on vacant
Rainid ks StRctly comtralled,

Meanwhila, tha othar proposed raview, entitked 'Partial Aedew of the 2006 Locad Plan Palickes
for Aural Sattlamants’, which is concarmed with rural sattliements jcatepary T & 3), Saa ks oo bring
clatity, and update the policies 10 enswe that tha Mansdemant and devwelopment of thase areet
abgn with conternparary planning standards whille respecting thelr rural charsctes. Inthis regard,
rural sentlemants wara first dasignated in 2006 theough the bocal plans. Thesa areas, located
ousids devalopment boundarnes, consiet of arees whare several bulldings for Seclings & ey
adEtad,

Through this propoased partial seview of the 2006 Locsd Plan Policias far Bural Settlamsents, which
will affect four local plans, namaly the Morch Wast, Cantral Malta, South Malta, and Gazo and
Caming, tha Planining Authodity Is proposing 1o amend the policles ralating to Categary 2 and
Categaory 3 Aural Sattlements within the fowr looal plans 1o clearly dafine

Fugs1
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L Thesccaptahle types of developmant corsioenad as arell lany ta 3 dwlling in Catagany
I and I Samla e,

Il Thaguidalines for tha taka-up of Fresh land In Category 3 Settlamients for dewalopanant
that Is corsidered as ancillary 1o a dwelling.

2. Context

ThieGazn Regional Development Autharity [GROW) has boan st up 1o formulatn, soresrmling, and hals
i the b pl et aticen of egional policies o enu g GoTo's SUSTal na bl socsn-soon omic developrmant.
Thils S0 ho-econamic dhird op Ment Nesds o naflect and enhanca the leng-1erm needs of Gooo taking
o corcideration s social fabric, ME Goonafmy SDUCTUNE, and RS man-rmade ard natural asos To
sucoassfully amain such ok, tha GADA plays a proactive rola in an armay of anees, induding spatial
planning and the use of AN, A part of this role, the GROW on a neg ular Dasis conducts and publshes
anurnber of studies and Discusslon Papers focusing on diffesent subjeces, Including spatial planring,
and the constrsction and resl eitate sectors inGozo. Thesa include & Discussion Papes focused on
Nurtuning Goza's Urban Chanocrer thiougih Condext-Sarsithe Desipn’, and a Note on Govermemiant
Hiouging Estones?. Thesa studks and Papars have prosdoed resaanch rraterial which the Authority
used topilat public dEcussions and propose a numiter of polcy recorm mansdations for Sozo, incwding
a proposed changa in Local Plans o proloct 1o rraced NoUses that forn peet of the Home Canorshis
Schames of the late BT tll aarky 19502

Thia GADS considers sens bla L of land and thi nelum] S ronment & & key 1o Gore's sustalnable
davaloprmant. It strongly beleves thit the ey to Gooa's iubure is the parsistent adoption of a formula
that Fradntaing a sustalnablo and balanoed teeritoial devalopanant through optimal usa of land and
tha praservation of landscape and Gozitan traditional e and rural SeeTunes.

The CADAS owasarching objectia for spatial plannéng and dewsloprnant in Gozo IS 0o aitedn the
following srategic goals, ey safeguarding and bulding an ecologically sustainabke ervdronmmant
which comributes poshivaly to tha economic prosperhy and ouality of life of present and futuene
genarations; achieva a natural nemwork of opan speces Tor residents and visiors alie in which
tha hland's bledhwrsity can thiveg ensune that the wban landscaps of GOpo repsasents the rich
cornmiusnities that lhve wdthing and bulld on Gooo's ldenthy s an “Bland of Willages®.

A5 an 'lland of Vil ages, charactenized by it “smallness”, paripheralitg @nd a mora rural dmension
than Malta, the symibloss of hnd and envinonment & the bednock for ol growth on the Eland,
particulasy givan s sizo Emitations. Should development not bo peopary plannad in Goan, the risk
il e that of losing the Eland’s dentity and distincthenase. Thaso diinoie charaierishmes s

¥ ol e i Sepldur tuning-Conms-Lrdan-Ch: S rowg ot sl -Sena tve-Dumign- E oot
a M N A A " P
1 a e ol SO R thoni 2004 2036~ - Bt -Pro posch- 2005 oot
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& srangth that Gooe should bulld upan to effectivaly Bacome a destination of axcelloncs. Cazo's
distincthvenass from the riain sland enhanoes (S sttracweness and & a sourcs of addad valus. This
allcn ponCADUTES 0o th quality of e of Capo's reaedants.

3. Feedbachk by the GRDA

Thi Gazn Regienal Devalopmant ALthoriy (GRIW] notes the Pl ning Authonty's public consultation
an the prepased "Partial Review of tha 2006 Local Plan Policks far Rural Settkemants and the "Partial
Brdaw af thes Gz ard Caming Local Dlan 2006 far Chajnelen and Mowkljs™ 25 20 apoortunity
1o enhance Coro's sustainable devaloprment. In light of the objectives ientified by tha Planaing
Authority for the proposed rdas, which ware cutlined sarlier in Section 1of this Feedback Mote, the
GROA provides tha tollovwing absarations and fecomerandathans i areise that any palicy updates
align with Goeo's distinct kdarity, tha well-being of S residants, and 65 long-temn sustaina bl

Thia GROHA SURRETE tha objectia of designating a shein Chaj sk for ooan-arn, formal recmational
Land use. Considaring the site's uEe for the Tve natkity ewent of Bathleham, the proposed e aw
presenits 3 valusble coponunity to recognis the she &€ & comemuniny-amsnted ecrestonal space,
wihich shall sende ta @nrich residants guality of [ and 1o foster social cobesion Howewar, 1o achise
thete benalins, i is cnucal that any panmiited andllary Sruciunks remain small-scele, o,
and designed with senditiity 1o tha sunounding ervdronmnant. Ao, commmancial activity should ba
rriknimal, a5 outlined inthi Planring Aut hoeit's propessl, am phasizing the mportan oo of rakntaning
thi Sio's opsnness and landscapse. By doing 5o, the spocilic 8o can Ssar 26 .a comimunity recratianal
afea without cormeramising IS natwal charactarktics.

Regarding the propossl to designate the ares lecated batesen Trig R-Tom Gorgun and Trig B-Kaw
Lovenan Zammit Habse, Xeadia, & a Puml Semlament, the GROA acknowlkedges the need 1o chaarky
Al debn Pt b ndannes &nd oo chasty Seding thie sooopea bl kird -uses within this mona. Tha
G RO srongly encourages tha Planning Authoriy 1o set claar lirniations that Festict take-up of fresh
Land in Thiss 2o, and 0 ensung that the helgiht liniatans and the land Lses within the boundany align
wdths the charscteristics of & Fual Sertkenant snd the ldeentiny of Coeo s an "leland of Willeges'

in thic regard, the CADA emphasizes the Importanca that bullding heeght Errdmtkons of Aol
Sattlemants ba approached with an emphesk on achikedng harmony with the sumounding
LanEerana and ToTECa s, and preserding tha visusl imegrity of Gozo's shylines, in ine with good-
practice Guldarncs O of D15 This approsch being encowmged by thea GROA was reinfanced by the
Santa Lutija Coumn of Appsal ruling jCase Peforenca TSAM02Z)E This would swppan developmant that
FRSROCTE the Chasactes of rural seriierrenis in Cozo.

I revisineg the Local Plan policks spenifically relatod o Al Sartkena nis, tha GADA undarsonies
tha Importance of stiingent policies which dearly establish the acceptable types of dovalopenant
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congidared a5 ancillary toa dwalling in Categorny 2 and 3 Satlements Az land withinthase sattiemsnts
& imited, allowabls dervelopmants should be mnimal, and must presena the sl dirmens on of
thets somlements. Mosmouar, any proposed take-up of fresh lend in Category 3 Setloments for
devaloprrant that ks considaned as ancillany 10 a dwaling should undeepo fgarous SCruting 1o ansuse
thiat the propased land tEke-up aligns with ths punpese, and 1o presant axcesshe land take-up, thus
aetiding sdverse npects on the lardscape. Ancllary developmants shookd supoort the function of
solsting chesllings rathar than contribute 1o urban sprasd of wnrelated knd uss ancroachersant.

#ny spatial planning policy changes should be axamranad in tha contast of Coee's distinct needs and
characar, and in the contest of tha Gore Roegional Developmant Stratagy. Tha lamer emphatkes that
spatial planning needs togo beyond the physical and also consider the eoonomic, social, cultural and
anwironment tragecony of the Eland sinca all of these elemants ane Imarinked, in this regard, the
GRD® advocates a holistic approach o policy redsions, one that canedully considers Goro's ecomnamic,
social, cultural, and enviroremantal conbed. & well-rounded policy |s essential for areuing that tha
Blnds devalopmant femens sustanables, contributing positively o the guality of Ife for bath
Feskdarns and visitars.

4. Concluding Remarks

Thia GRDW wolikd 1 1o ermphasise that devalkaperent should be a tool 1o enhancs the wall-baing of
tha cammisnity, rather than amand in ksl Cansequantly, slanning policks shauld ba regarded as 3
PHlans ie@nhance the community's gualiny of ie, rather than baing limited o regulats CORSIUCTnn
anid real eitate deslopersent. Tha primany objectia b 1 craats Bveebla @ rdnanments Chat prese ne
thi axsting sembunan contest, whils aleo respecting the long tanm needs and Imerass of tha
Feshdars

Thie GROA aks amphasizes that any revdew of Local Plan policies affecting Gozo maust meflect the
Strategic Plan for the Environment and Davelapment (SPED), which treats Gore as a distnct spatial
afea. Goro's policks should aoid & generalived "ons sine fis al” approach. instead, they should
e oy iz aned raspond o ths land’s specd fic characterist s, such asits small scale, peripharadity, and
rural appoal This regicn-focused appoech ensurnes that policiss Tor Gozo are m@ilored © ks wnigue
n@ects and Stren gifs, renfoncing Cozo's appeal a6 & destination of ancalencs, and supporing a high
qualicy of e for mshdonis, whils preserdng the Elend's unl gue heeitags and natural lardscape.
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