
 
 
 

8th December 2025 
 

National Transport Masterplan 2030 Public Consultation Feedback 
 
Rota, Moviment Graffitti, and Friends of the Earth Malta welcome the draft National 
Transport Masterplan for 2030. While the plan contains a number of positive proposals, 
including an acknowledgement of various problems resulting from Malta’s car-dependent 
transport model, the masterplan largely fails to adequately address this model and the 
resulting mobility injustices. 
 
We welcome the acknowledgment of the importance of active travel and public transport, 
and the inclusion of measures such as the provision of active travel facilities, the promotion 
of walking and cycling to schools, and the greater consideration of bus lanes along key (and 
congestion-prone) routes. We also welcome greater consideration and proposals for a Bus 
Rapid Transit system. However, a broader reading of the strategy suggests that the 
overriding priority of the strategy remains the accommodation of private vehicles. 
 
In the Forecasting chapter of the masterplan, only very limited consideration is given to 
major investments in public transport and measures to promote active mobility, suggesting 
that the ‘Do Something’ scenario does not actually present much of a departure from the 
‘Business as Usual’ scenario. Furthermore, only one objective to promote the use of cycling, 
walking and micro-mobility as alternatives to private vehicles has a timeline in the Delivery 
and Timelines chapter, and this relates only to the ferry connection from Sliema to Valletta. 
All measures require clear targets, milestones and deadlines, to ensure their actual 
implementation. The masterplan overall remains a plan that attempts to manage Malta’s 
transport and mobility challenges, rather than actively tackle and overcome them, and thus 
falls short of what is required. We urge the Government to give greater priority to measures 
encouraging the use of public transport and active mobility, as well as the use of both 
incentives and disincentives to promote a meaningful shift away from cars as the dominant 
form of transportation. 
 
We would like to remind the Government that the masterplan – and Malta’s transport model 
more broadly – should cater to all transport users, not just car drivers, and that the current 
model which prioritises cars at all costs also marginalises various segments of the 
population. These include: children and young people, the elderly, those with mobility 
challenges and other disabilities, those who cannot afford to own a car, and those who for 
various reasons choose not to own a car or use one sparingly. It is fundamentally unjust that 
those who have contributed the least to Malta’s transport woes continue to bear the brunt of 
decades of poor policy direction. 
 
As the masterplan itself acknowledges, shifting away from a car-dependent transport model 
not only improves access to mobility, but also has various health, social, environmental and 
economic benefits. Malta’s transport issues should thus not only be viewed as a challenge to 
overcome, but also an opportunity to improve the quality of life of Malta’s inhabitants through 
thoughtful and necessary interventions in the transport system. 
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Our more detailed feedback on specific measures can be found below. 
 
 
 
Feedback on Chapter 1: Current Situation of the Transport Sector 

●​ P.23 “While some of this increase has resulted from changes in reporting 
methodologies, there are root causes affecting road safety that should be addressed, 
including education concerning sharing the road with motorcycles, pedestrians and 
cyclists, jaywalking, driving under the influence of substances, driver distraction and 
a lack of enforcement” - reference to jaywalk is concerning since this is not illegal in 
the Maltese Islands and it should not be made illegal.  

●​ P.35 “The average vehicular speed of public transport buses during peak hours is 
23.15km/h compared to 23.9km/h for cars. While this is only marginally slower when 
considering walking, waiting, and transfer times, the average duration of a bus trip 
(44 minutes) is over three times as long as a car trip (14 minutes)” does this average 
trip include peak traffic times and looking for parking or is it measured based on 
Google maps destinations?  

●​ P.36 “The placement and frequency of bus stops are thoughtfully designed in relation 
to the layout of major urban areas, favouring regions with higher population and 
employment densities. This well-planned distribution is a notable strength of Malta’s 
public transport system. “ This is not the case for areas such as Blata L-Għolja in 
Mosta following the pseudopedestrianisation project at Mosta Centre, which has 
resulted in Blata L-Għolja residents to be cut off from the main bus stops. Moreover 
the frequency and distribution of bus stops backfires when most buses have to stop 
on each stop.  

●​ P.36 “Bus shelters are provided and maintained by a private company under contract 
with Local Councils, and safe footpath provision also falls under the responsibility of 
the Local Councils.” This is not the case - the bus shelters if present are 
substandard, they do not provide shelter from the summer heat and UV (UV Index 
11+ during June, July and August, avg temp 35 degrees Celsius during summer), or 
rain and rain puddles during winter.  

●​ P.44 - Weaknesses: Fragmented cycling network that does not penetrate urban 
areas. Identified safety risks related to the operation of shared micro-mobility 
scooters within mixed-traffic environments on public roads” - nothing in relation to the 
disgraceful state of pavements? Discontinuous, slanting due to garages (These keep 
popping up due car-dependence and misguided planning), uncomfortable, full of shit 
(dog faeces and pigeon uric acid), rubbish, construction (during construction and 
aftermath of construction).  

 
Feedback on Chapter 2: Defining the Operational Objectives 
 
Sub-section 2.1.2 

●​ Last sentence on pg.79 is unfinished 
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Measure 2.2.1.1:  

●​ A monitoring framework good suggestion, what about an in-depth evaluation of the 
measures in the previous Transport Masterplan - particularly those not implemented? 

●​ Regarding update of “the design guidelines regarding infrastructure on local streets”, 
it is essential to conduct an audit of pavement conditions, width, gradient (sloping 
gradient in front of garages makes it difficult for elderly, people with a disability and 
carers with dependents uses prams, pushchairs and wheelchairs and other mobility 
aides to move comfortably and securely) and safe and frequent crossings (including 
ramps), to improve conditions for pedestrians, including wheelchair and pushchair 
users. 

 
Measure 2.2.1.2 

●​ Strategic spatial planning is sorely needed, but how will this be able to be 
implemented if the recently proposed planning bill changes were to be put in effect?  

 
Measure 2.2.1.4 

●​ Infrastructure guidelines are urgently needed for pedestrian and cycling 
infrastructure, which are of low quality and not continuous. 

 
Measure 2.2.2.1 

●​ The Low Carbon Development Strategy had identified active travel as a short-term 
policy priority for decarbonisation of the transport sector - this needs immediate and 
substantial investment, e.g. to implement the proposed cycling network (C-SAM) and 
improve pedestrian infrastructure 

●​ Sustainable mobility (active transport, public transport, shared (micro)mobility) should 
be prioritised over investment in the road network to benefit private cars. 

 
Sub-section  2.2.3 
 

●​ What are the repercussions of not meeting this target (30% reduction of GHG 
emissions from road transport by 2030). It seems highly unlikely considering the 
current situation at the end of 2025.  

 
Measure 2.2.5.1  

●​ This road safety investigation unit has been promised for years now, and still has not 
materialised, despite the high volume of road accidents.  

 
Measure 2.2.6. 

●​ The TEN-T network in Malta is not really connecting to Europe. How can the 
connectivity with Italy (via Sicily) actually be improved to facilitate accessibility? 
Public transport connections from the ferry port in Pozzallo in Sicily need to be 
improved, to enable better connection with the European rail network.  

●​ The proposed tunnel between Malta and Gozo will have excessive negative 
environmental impacts, such as land uptake, creation of inert waste and noise 
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pollution, and should be reconsidered. Instead, there is a need for additional public 
transport and direct, frequent buses connecting to the ferries.  

●​  “to increase road capacities through measures to enhance the number of travellers 
passing through the link rather than the number of vehicles.” > This approach should 
be actively implemented, e.g. by designating dedicated bus lanes and safe 
infrastructure for walking and cycling at the location of such bottlenecks, to ensure 
that a higher number of travellers can pass through the link.   

 
Measure 2.2.6.2 

●​ The proposed link road to Smart City (150316094654822 (P)) threatens to take up 
land in agricultural area and to convert what is currently a dead-end rural path to 
fields to yet another busy road, when there are several other road connections to 
Smart City already in existence, and the demand for trips to Smart City is not what it 
was promised to be, making the need for this road highly questionable.  Connectivity 
to Smart City should be improved by improving public transport (bus and ferry) and 
active transport connections.  

 
Measure 2.2.6.4 

●​ The review of the road classification hierarchy provides an opportunity to identify 
where cars should be removed or discouraged from local streets,to be able to create 
more friendly spaces for people to socialise, for kids to play, and for businesses to 
attract people.  

 
Sub-section 2.3.1 
 

●​ Instead of stressing the issues, focus on the benefits here. There are many benefits 
to cycling, from environmental to social and health benefits. Furthermore, most trips 
in Malta are short (average is 6.1km) making it a very suitable mode of transport.  

●​ “Malta has one of the highest rates of car ownership in Europe. The heavy reliance 
on cars, even for short distances, contributes to traffic congestion, making roads less 
safe for cyclists and pedestrians. There is also a societal preference for cars, making 
it harder to shift to alternative modes of transport like cycling or walking. Indeed, the 
move towards more sustainable transport methods, including cycling and walking, 
often faces resistance from those who are accustomed to the convenience of 
personal vehicles. Culturally, cycling has not been widely embraced as a mode of 
daily transport in Malta, being viewed more as a recreational activity. Encouraging 
cycling as a viable commuting option requires a significant shift in mindset.” 
​
It is unclear which studies or sources are being referenced here. The explanation 
provided for Malta’s low uptake of cycling appears incomplete and risks overstating 
cultural factors without adequate evidence. It overlooks well-documented issues such 
as safety perceptions, the absence of dedicated and continuous cycling 
infrastructure, and the impact of aggressive driving behaviour. Given that this 
paragraph is situated between two structural barriers: limited cycling infrastructure 
and unsafe road conditions, the conclusion that a 'shift in mindset' is the primary 
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solution seems insufficiently supported. A clearer evidence base is needed to 
substantiate these claims. 

●​ “Malta’s geography, with its many hills, can make cycling and walking challenging in 
certain areas, especially for those not accustomed to such physical exertion. The hot 
Mediterranean climate, especially in summer, can discourage walking or cycling, 
notably when appropriate infrastructure like shaded walkways is lacking” 
​
While the Strategy highlights Malta’s hilly terrain and hot Mediterranean climate as 
barriers to cycling and walking, it should also acknowledge that pedelecs are now 
widely available, with Transport Malta providing subsidies to support their adoption. 
Furthermore, if summer heat is cited as a deterrent for walking, the same 
consideration should apply to waiting at bus stops without adequate shelter or at 
glass-enclosed bus shelters. Reporting on transport challenges should consistently 
reference supporting evidence and existing measures, such as subsidy programs, to 
provide a balanced and accurate assessment.  

●​ The statement 'Much of Malta’s urban infrastructure was built before cycling and 
micro-mobility were considered' is misleading and should be removed unless 
supported by robust, peer-reviewed evidence. Historically, Malta’s roads were 
originally designed for walking, cycling, and horse-drawn mobility long before the 
dominance of private cars. This evolution demonstrates that transport priorities can 
and do shift over time, and that streets are inherently adaptable to modes beyond 
private vehicles. Including such a sweeping claim in the Strategy, without empirical 
backing, risks obscuring the real structural issues, such as inadequate cycling 
infrastructure and the prioritisation of car-centric planning, that need to be addressed. 
There’s also limited integration between walking, pedestrian infrastructure and public 
transport.  

 
 
Measure 2.3.1.1. 
 

●​ This is not the first draft of the National Cycling Strategy… this strategy is a decade 
overdue, with a policy published in 2018 that was never implemented, years of 
stalling and a new draft of the National Cycling Strategy (just a slideshow) issued in 
2023. Real action to promote cycling is way overdue, and the past decade presents a 
missed opportunity, while private car ownership and use have continued to grow.  

 
Measure 2.3.1.2 
 

●​ Standards and guidelines for pedestrian and cycling infrastructure should be adopted 
first, to ensure the investment goes towards a high quality network that is safe, direct, 
connected, comfortable and attractive. 

●​ Legislation and guidelines on the application of cycling contraflows should be 
introduced - common practice in one-way streets in many cities - to enable more 
direct and connected cycling infrastructure. 

●​ The network must integrate clear signage for wayfinding. 
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●​ Cycling infrastructure needs to enable safe passage in both directions, with safe 
crossings and clear sight lines. At junctions, all possible origins and destinations 
should be considered when designing the network. 

●​ The map (Figure 15) shows the ‘situation in 2030’, with  today’s fragmented cycle 
paths and in green the C-SAM first phase - this is all that is aimed to be completed by 
2030? To promote cycling the roll-out needs to be faster and more comprehensive.  

●​ For potential routes, have a look at routes mapped by different local stakeholders,  
such as the routes developed and shared via the totems installed as part of the 
Nudging Active Travel project of the Institute for Climate Change and Sustainable 
Development of University of Malta, the KSU Safe Cycleways Map, and the routes 
shared on the Rota website. 

●​ “ensuring seamless transitions for users between various modes of transport.” 
moving beyond seamless transitions - cyclable and walkable transitions - refer to 
cyclability and walkability indices - are what’s needed to coax the cultural mindshift. 

●​ Community engagement should be at the crux of Pedestrian and Cycling 
Infrastructure Plans, not as an afterthought but building it from the ground up 
together with community members of different age groups, socio-economic 
backgrounds, ethnicities and educational levels.  

●​ To ensure the infrastructure plan results in high-quality routes, this measure should 
adopt the standards from the CROW Design Manual for Bicycle Traffic. This manual 
contains "all important aspects for creating and maintaining effective cycling 
infrastructure". Implementing these specific design standards will ensure the "active 
mobility routes" mentioned in the plan meet international benchmarks for 
effectiveness and safety rather than relying solely on local interpretations of route 
design. 

 
Measure 2.3.2.1 

The measure aims to establish guidelines for "parking and storage". To align with best 
practices, this measure should explicitly incorporate the CROW Manual for Bicycle Parking, 
which provides the "ingredients for good bicycle parking facilities" and associated policy 
aspects. Regarding the design of the infrastructure itself, the guidelines should consider 
specific safety research, such as the behavior of cyclists near "right angled, sloped and 
levelled kerb types," to accurately weigh the risks associated with height differences. 
Rota.mt have published guidelines on good bicycle parking. 

 
Measure 2.3.2.2 
 

●​ Ensure that bicycle parking is visible / near entrance of buildings. 
●​ The Master Plan mandates provisions for new developments to include storage and 

facilities. To ensure these provisions are practical and user-friendly, this measure 
should utilise the CROW Checklist for indoor bicycle parking. This resource offers a 
"practical tool to support well-informed decision-making" to ensure that the facilities 
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meet the actual needs of users and the ambitions of the commissioning party, rather 
than just meeting a minimum quota. 

Measure 2.3.2.3 

●​ The plan focuses on updating regulations to protect vulnerable road users,. To 
support compliance with these new rules, the feedback is to complement the Road 
Code with the Guidance for road authorities on Intelligent Speed Assistance (ISA). 
CROW notes that ISA helps motorists "not inadvertently exceed the applicable speed 
limit", which would provide a technological safeguard to reinforce the legal 
protections introduced by the updated Road Code. 

 
Measure 2.3.2.5 
 

●​ As NGOs, Friends of the Earth Malta and Rota.mt have run awareness campaigns 
on the benefits of cycling and micromobility (e.g. through the project Micromobi, 
Rota’s Active Mobility Ambassador and free cycling lessons). We would be happy to 
collaborate on an awareness campaign and bring in our experience and the 
perspective of active transport users. 

●​ We caution that road safety messaging should not place the burden of responsibility 
on vulnerable road users. A recent series of road safety videos published by 
Transport Malta placed disproportionate responsibility on cyclists and pedestrians. 

 
Measure 2.3.2.4 
 

●​ Also consider this at design stage, e.g. using kerbs, greenery or bollards to prevent 
vehicles from accessing active travel infrastructure 

●​ While the plan proposes a review of enforcement to prevent misuse, aligning with the 
CROW Road Safety Manual would suggest tackling these "practical problems" 
through infrastructure design that prevents the issue physically, rather than relying 
solely on penalisation. Effective design can minimize the need for the "surveillance 
systems" proposed in the measure. 

 
Measure 2.3.2.6 
 

●​ Note the ‘walking bus’ project implemented by Project Aegle Foundation in Siggiewi 
as a good example of a pilot project to promote walking to school. 

●​ Support schools with mapping and implementing safe routes to walk or cycle to 
school, not one week a year but every day. 

●​ Organise bicycle lessons, such as those organised by Friends of the Earth Malta and 
Rota.  

●​ Support the grannies network which assists school children to walk to school.   
●​ Support schools to enhance community attachment and involvement - this is 

particularly relevant for primary schools which are located within urban core areas.  
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Measure 2.3.2.7 

●​ This could be done on Car Free Day as part of European Mobility Week, but it needs 
to be done seriously with real road closures and space for activities on the street. 
 

Measure 2.3.2.8 

●​ Incentives could also support smart accessories or technologies that enhance the 
safety and viability of cycling, beyond just the vehicle chassis. 

Measure 2.3.2.9 

●​ To ensure this infrastructure is robust, it should align with the CROW Design manual 
for pedestrians. This manual provides the knowledge needed not only to design 
pedestrian-friendly infrastructure but also to "manage and maintain it", ensuring the 
vertical connections remain reliable parts of the pedestrian network. 

This section lacks mention of the potential of cargo bikes for deliveries, waste collection and 
other bulky services.  
 
 
 
Section 2.4 

●​ “The specificities of Malta’s mobility structure highlight a much lower average trip 
distance of 6.1km compared with other EU countries. This translates to an average 
journey time on the bus of 22 minutes compared to 14 minutes by private car. 
However, when the time taken walking to and from bus stops and the time taken 
waiting for a bus and transferring between buses are taken into account, the average 
duration increases to 40-45 minutes.”​
​
The comparison between average journey times by bus and private car raises 
several methodological questions. For example, what is the average time required to 
find parking in high-density localities such as Sliema, Birkirkara, San Ġwann, Valletta, 
Mosta, St Paul’s Bay, Qawra, or Buġibba? Is this time accounted for within the cited 
14-minute travel duration by private car? Additionally, the emissions generated by 
cars circulating in search of parking, an increasingly common issue in residential and 
commercial areas, are not considered, whereas walking to and from bus stops is 
framed as a negative factor or barrier. The presentation of these figures should 
reflect the broader message and values the Strategy seeks to communicate, 
particularly regarding sustainable mobility. Furthermore, there is no reference to the 
Tallinja app, which has significantly improved the predictability of waiting times for 
bus users by enabling better trip planning. This stands in contrast to car users, who 
often face considerable uncertainty about parking availability, sometimes spending 
over 20 minutes searching. Including these dimensions would provide a more 
balanced and evidence-based comparison of transport modes. 
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●​ This section is named ‘Public Transport and Shared Mobility Services’ but completely 
lacks references to shared mobility services. There is no measure related to the 
promotion or re-introduction of shared mobility services such as car sharing, bicycle 
sharing, or scooter sharing.  

●​ Although bus corridors do exist, there is also the issue of buses becoming full up 
prior to reaching certain destinations - example Mosta, Birkirkara, Msida, Gzira.  

●​ “been quite limited in its extent and not without strong public reaction”, this is a 
chicken and egg situation - dedicated bus lanes have been implemented sporadically 
both spatially and temporarily - leading to a negative public reaction, it does not 
mean it was not successful, it means it was poorly planned. Bus lanes have been 
implemented inconsistently thereby limiting their potential positive effect on bus 
users. Moreover an increase in bus fleet would be required. As well as intense public 
campaigns. Dedicated bus lanes should be considered in main roads that cut through 
localities, e.g. Fgura, Hamrun, Gzira, thereby reducing pollution in residential areas 
and congestion. 

●​ “To date, most bus lanes have been implemented on dual carriageway roads, where 
there is more space for their implementation and where it is possible to retain 
on-street parking. However, the sections of bus corridors on which buses experience 
the most delay today are mainly single carriageways with on-street parking. 
Measures facilitating buses to bypass congestion here would necessitate the removal 
of on-street parking at peak hours.”​
​
The Strategy should also address the persistent issue of illegal parking, which 
frequently obstructs bus corridors. Introducing parking meters in high-pressure areas 
and enforcing idle-parking and obstruction-related contraventions would help ensure 
that existing road space is used efficiently and lawfully. Strengthening enforcement 
mechanisms may reduce congestion and improve bus reliability without immediately 
resorting to removing on-street parking. Furthermore, the removal or rationalisation of 
traffic lights in urban centres (such as the example of Mosta, where the central 
square now contains six traffic-light junctions) could help reduce congestion and 
improve overall traffic flow. Simplifying these intersections would also enhance 
walkability and create a safer, more pleasant environment for pedestrians moving 
through these core areas. 

●​ It is concerning that the Strategy includes the following statement: ‘Currently, only 
29% of bus stops have shelters and just 4.5% feature real-time information displays. 
The installation of bus shelters at key locations has been hindered by limited space, 
requiring narrower and more flexible designs that are difficult to implement 
universally.’ This sits in stark contrast to the substantial public investment, amounting 
to millions of euros, dedicated to upgrading road infrastructure primarily for private 
car use. It is difficult to justify why challenges related to space and design flexibility 
can be overcome for car-oriented projects but are presented as prohibitive barriers 
when addressing the basic comfort, safety, and dignity of bus users. The paragraph, 
as written, inadvertently conveys a message that car infrastructure is prioritised while 
the needs of public transport users are treated as secondary or optional. This should 
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be reconsidered to ensure the Strategy reflects a coherent commitment to equitable, 
just and sustainable mobility. 

 
Sub-section  2.4.1 

●​ The duration of bus trips is calculated including walking to bus stops and transferring 
between buses, whereas for car trips the same is not done (walking to vehicle, and 
particularly, time spent looking for parking!). If you want to compare the two modes, 
then don’t do so with two different measures. 

 
Measure 2.4.1.1  

●​ Draft a new national public transport strategy for the Maltese Islands, with periodic 
reviews refers to two modes of transport. What two modes of transport? Please make 
it clear.  

 
Measure 2.4.1.4 

●​ This is commendable particularly in relation to use of data. However bus patronage 
during Covid 19 diminished as well. This needs to be clearly explained 

 
Sub-section 2.4.2  

●​ The public transport system serves mainly touristic hotspots, this is problematic 
particularly during peak season when working people and students have to compete 
with tourists.  

 
Measure 2.4.2.4 

●​ Evaluate the use of parking facilities integrated with the public transport network to 
manage congestion in dense urban areas - caution regarding placing of parking 
facilities in recreational areas, green areas or public open spaces.  

 
Sub-section 2.4.4  

●​ “This frequently leaves tourists with a negative impression of the country’s transport 
organisation.” Importantly, this issue does not affect tourists alone. Residents living in 
high-tourism localities are similarly impacted and often express dissatisfaction with 
the current state of transport organisation in these areas. 

 
Measure 2.4.4.1 

●​ Is this related to sub-section 2.4.4?  
●​ With respect to the evaluation of school transport services, it is important that the 

Strategy considers the distinct contexts of public, church, and independent schools. 
The current voucher system also requires a thorough review, particularly from the 
perspective of parents of young children who rely on school transport. Significant 
trust by parents and educational communities is placed in operators despite the 
absence of a formal review mechanism and the lack of adult supervision during the 
commutes. 
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●​ Additionally, many children experience very early wake-up times, reduced sleep, and 
commute durations exceeding one hour, often arriving at school far earlier than 
necessary. These factors have clear implications for children’s wellbeing. 

●​ School mobility should be directly linked to Active School Mobility Plans and Safe 
Routes to School initiatives, ensuring at least a 1 km walking radius, equivalent to 
approximately 15 minutes, which can contribute meaningfully to children’s daily 
physical activity. Consultation with parents and guardians is essential to understand 
the barriers they face in supporting active travel and in making use of school 
transport services. Moreover, introducing a minimum 500-metre—ideally 
1-kilometre—exclusion zone for private car drop-off and pick-up around schools 
would significantly reduce the volume of traffic and improve air quality in school 
environments. Establishing designated ‘walk-to-school’ and ‘cycle-to-school’ drop-off 
points just outside this zone would support families in making this transition, 
encourage active travel, and help create safer, healthier streets around schools.  

 
Measure 2.4.4.2  

●​ Is this related to sub-section 2.4.4? 
 
Measure 2.5.1.1  

●​ Upgrade the Tallinja App to include the Tallinja Card. Keep the Tallinja Card for 
people without a smartphone.    

 
Measure 2.5.1.2 

●​ Ferry and bus timetables should be synchronised to ensure smooth multimodal 
travel. At present, buses often arrive at the terminal moments after a ferry has 
departed, or passengers are left waiting 20 minutes or more at Ċirkewwa for the next 
bus to leave the terminus. Better coordination between ferry arrivals/departures and 
corresponding bus services is essential to improve reliability and encourage greater 
use of public transport.  

 
Sub-section 2.5.2  

●​ The reference to ‘secondary hubs’ such as Mosta Technopark is misleading. Simply 
numbering bus stops from Technopark 1 to 6 does not constitute a functional 
transport hub. Many of these stops lack safe and accessible pedestrian 
infrastructure: passengers often have to wait in the middle of the road for traffic lights, 
walk long distances to cross streets safely, or navigate uneven pavements that do 
not accommodate different mobility needs. Bus stop Technopark 6, for example, has 
no shelter and presents a clear safety hazard. A proper evaluation of these hubs is 
urgently needed, followed by timely upgrades to ensure they meet basic standards of 
safety, accessibility, and comfort for all users.  

 
Sub-section 2.6.1  

●​ There is no mention of motorbikes as a private motorised transport - this should be 
included. 
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Measure 2.6.1.1 

●​ You cannot have Green Travel Plans that do not mention cycling infrastructure. Here, 
for example, one should double down on cycling infrastructure. We still have many 
disjointed bike lanes in Malta. Gozo as yet has 0km of bike lanes in its entirety, in 
spite of better incentives for e-bikes under the “eco-island” narrative and its size 
being ideal for such a scope. 

 
Measure 2.6.1.2 

●​ Again, no mention of cycling, instead focusing on carpooling as an option. There is 
no mention of “car sharing” opportunities that are adopted in other countries - 
exploring their feasibility would be ideal. Other countries have apps available where 
you can book somebody else’s car for a day, for example. 

 
Measure 2.6.1.3 & 2.6.1.4 

●​ There is mention of “Exploring the adoption of innovative parking technologies” but 
there is no mention of simple things that have been long used around the world, 
including parking meters, timed parking and residential parking schemes. These 
should be a standard, and would probably strongly deter people from using their car 
especially in busy areas. Politicians may see this as a form of political suicide, but 
their job is to be bold for the greater good, not to simply assure their seat. 

 
Sub-section 2.6.2 

●​ Heavier cars - such as SUVs - are more polluting among contributing to other 
problems. These cars need to be banned - they are not suitable for the Maltese 
context, often taking up an inordinate amount of space both on the road and when 
parked, and we cannot keep widening roads to adapt to them. No mention is made of 
SUVs and disincentivising their adoption or use. 

●​ No mention is made of the heavy polluting of very old industrial vehicles (trucks, etc) 
some of which are decades old and still are used frequently on our roads, 
endangering people and our collective health. 
 

Measure 2.6.3.1 
●​ EVs also should include ebikes. No mention of ebikes here - we need to encourage 

infrastructure for them and train local cyclists to fix ebikes. 
●​ There is no mention of the size of EVs. Large EVs also contribute to air pollution 

through tire wear, increasing particulate matter pollution. We need to limit the size of 
EVs as well. 

 
Measure 2.6.3.2 

●​ Biofuels are not as sustainable as many think - they require a lot of land use for the 
growth of crops that get turned into biofuels - an inherently inefficient process. 
Electrification is the way to go. Malta should also keep an eye out for solid-state 
battery technology, which would be a game changer in terms of range and energy 
density. 
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Measure 2.6.3.5 

●​ Malta needs to have a plan for what to do with EVs when their batteries are no longer 
working - what happens to the batteries? They can be dangerous - is there a 
recycling facility planned in Europe where we could ensure that the rare resources 
such as Lithium, Cobalt, etc are successfully retrieved and recycled, to ensure a 
circular economy? Currently there are no plans or discussions around this topic. As 
we have seen with recent fires, scrapyard disposal of these items can be dangerous. 

 
Measure 2.7.1.1 - 2.7.1.6 
 

●​ Not a single mention of bicycles or cycling infrastructure in the context of safety. This 
is a grave omission, especially because cyclists are especially vulnerable on our 
roads. 

 
●​ Minimal mention of pedestrians. There is no discussion around pavements and 

ensuring that people have adequate walking infrastructure so as not to step onto 
roads. This is a common problem. 

 
Measure 2.7.2.3 
 

●​ Stormwater needs to be collected and used to recharge our groundwater and 
aquifers. Currently much of this stormwater is diverted into the sea 

 
Measure 2.8.1.2 

●​ Better enforcement to ensure trailers are not parked on public streets, no unsafe 
unloading practices, and to keep oversized vehicles outside residential roads 

 
Measure 2.8.1.3 

●​ Freight transport should be limited to certain times of the day (night preferably) and 
restricted to certain roads 

 
Measure 2.8.2.2 

●​ Central distribution and logistics centres, as well as smaller decentralised hubs (or 
‘micro hubs’), are needed to take goods to shops in villages and restricted areas like 
Valletta - to avoid the morning hassle in places like Merchants and Republic street - 
have a limited number of vehicles in restricted areas like Valletta - to avoid the 
morning hassle in places like Merchants and Republic street (not safe nowadays to 
walk around 8/9, when people are going to work, since there are lorries and vans on 
the streets) - have a limited number of vehicles that cater for more than 1 
establishment and promote the use of sustainable alternatives such as cargo bikes. 

 
Sub-section 2.9.1: There are also issues related to mobility injustices. For example, 
individuals requiring guide dogs have at times been denied access to Fast Ferry services 
due to policies treating guide dogs as pets or requiring muzzling. While corrective action is 
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often taken quickly, such incidents underscore the need for proactive policies that fully 
account for diverse mobility needs. Ensuring accessibility for all users, including those with 
disabilities or requiring assistance animals, should be a fundamental consideration in the 
design and operation of public transport services 
 
Measure 2.9.1.1 

●​ The sea is an essential link for mobility within the Maltese Islands and maritime travel 
can provide a better alternative to road-based transport - if developed sustainably 
and with residents’ need in mind; not implemented haphazardly and without 
consultation, such as the current works in Marsakala. 

●​ Sea transport should prioritise passenger ferries over vehicles that people can get on 
with their private cars. 

●​ There should be integration between ferry schedules and public transport schedules, 
and also integration of the ferry landing sites with pedestrian and cycling 
infrastructure. 

 
Measure 2.9.1.2  

●​ Ferry infrastructure should respect public space and access and not create new 
pressures on the coast. Land reclamation and dredging have severe impacts on the 
marine and coastal environment.   

●​ Ferry investments should be done after consultation with the residents and impacted 
stakeholders (like fisherpeople, regatta, sports clubs etc), not just businesses. 

●​ Prioritising upgrading existing landing areas (such as M’Xlokk) rather than having to 
building completely new ferry landing sites (like M’Skala) 

●​ Investment should prioritise lower emission vessels.  
●​ Ferry landing should be accessible, have real-time information and shaded waiting 

areas.  
 
Measure 2.9.1.3 

●​ Service hours should be extended to meet locals’ needs not just tourists’  
●​ The main aim of ferry (and all other public) transport is not just profit. It provides 

greater economic, social, and environmental benefits. It enhances economic 
productivity by giving people access to jobs and markets, improves social equity by 
providing mobility for those who cannot afford or operate cars, and benefits the 
environment by reducing pollution and traffic congestion. Sustainability cannot be 
defined solely in financial terms.  

●​ While the Strategy proposes reviewing ferry operations to increase profitability, it 
should also consider measures that encourage greater ferry usage. Introducing 
parking meters in high-demand areas, improving multi-modal connections to ferry 
terminals, and reducing fuel subsidies for private car users could help shift demand 
toward both the Gozo Channel and Fast Ferry services. These steps would support 
higher ridership while advancing broader transport objectives, including reduced car 
dependency, improved traffic management, and more sustainable mobility across 
Malta and Gozo. 
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Measure 2.9.2.1 

●​ This data should be publicly available and easily accessible. 
 
Measure 2.9.3.1 

●​ Stakeholders such as divers, fishermen, kayakers, residents, and environmental 
NGOs must be included in guideline development to protect vulnerable users and 
ecosystems. 

 
Measure 2.9.4.2  

●​ Guidelines and plans are welcome but there should be better enforcement for 
environmental penalties (like illegal discharges, harmful anchoring, light/noise 
pollution, marine litter etc).  

 
Measure 2.10.2.1 

●​ While reference is made to increasing the availability of on-shore power supply for 
ships, the infrastructure that has been already completed remains under-utilised. 
Ships docking at quays where ship-to-shore is available should be obliged to connect 
to this infrastructure as soon as the infrastructure is available. 

 
Measure 2.10.5 

●​ No reference to pollution monitoring is made in this measure. While transitioning to 
cleaner fuels is essential, monitoring of air, chemical and noise pollution is currently 
insufficient. Air pollution monitoring data is currently collected in a few locations but 
has insufficient coverage particularly in areas most vulnerable to maritime pollution 
such as the Grand Harbour and Birzebbugia. Furthermore, air quality data sets are 
sometimes incomplete. Meanwhile, noise pollution is insufficiently monitored and 
constitutes a health hazard to vulnerable segments of the population. 

 
Sub-section 2.11.1  

●​ The growth of the aviation sector is fundamentally incompatible with sustainable 
development and the country’s climate targets. The focus should be on demand 
reduction, not enabling more flights.  

 
Sub-section 2.11.2 

●​ An inter-island air link using small aircraft between Malta and Gozo is not necessary 
for Gozo’s connectivity needs as these can be catered for using the existing and, 
where necessary, additional ferry services. The Gozo airstrip project as a whole will 
unnecessarily increase demand for aviation and also increase Malta’s greenhouse 
gas emissions from the aviation sector, while being of dubious utility. Furthermore, it 
is unlikely to even be economically viable. Considering that aviation is amongst the 
most polluting forms of transport, we urge the Government to reduce Malta’s 
dependency on aviation for connections across larger distances through an 
expansion of maritime links to other Mediterranean ports. This can be done following 
the model of the existing ferry connection between Malta and Pozzallo. 
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Sub-section 2.11.5 

●​ We strongly discourage the development of domestic air travel services except where 
strictly necessary, such as for its use by public health services, the fire department, 
and other essential services. The environmental cost of the establishment of 
domestic air travel is too high while likely bringing only very minimal economic 
benefits. 

 
Measure 2.11.5.1 

●​ As mentioned above, the environmental cost of an airstrip on Gozo is too high to 
justify any potential economic benefit. We strongly urge the Government to scrap this 
project. 

●​ Furthermore, this proposal only serves private interests – business flights and private 
jets – not residents’ needs.  

 
Measure 2.11.5.3 

●​ As mentioned above, aviation is among the most polluting forms of transport. We 
urge the Government to give due consideration to maintaining Malta’s connectivity 
through sea transport. 

 
Measure 2.11.5.4 

●​ We urge a more holistic assessment of this proposed measure. Extensive parking 
facilities will encourage use of private vehicles, encouraging car dependency while 
running counter to attempts to address traffic congestion, reduce the environmental 
impact of the transport sector, and encourage the use of alternative means of 
transport mentioned elsewhere in this masterplan. Furthermore, private jets have a 
much higher per capita carbon footprint than regular air transport. Such high-polluting 
activities would contribute to the squandering of the remaining carbon budget for 
1.5˚C and unnecessarily limit the possibility of remaining within relatively ‘safe’ levels 
of global warming. Instead of promoting this harmful activity, we urge the Government 
to consider implementing a ban on the use of Malta’s aviation facilities by private jets. 
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