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INTRODUCTION  

The agreement between Italy and Albania in the framework of migration policies raises questions of 

crucial importance, which go beyond the contingent management of migration and directly concern the 

respect of fundamental rights, the consistency of the legal guarantees provided by national and 

international law and, more deeply, the quality of democracy itself. The underlying data is concerning: 

on three occasions we have witnessed the forced transfer of people who, instead of being taken in charge 

by the Italian authorities and informed about their rights and protection options, were boarded and 

forcibly taken to another country. All without adequate vulnerability screening procedures and with a 

seriously hindered access to legal protection.  

This practice marks a turning point in migration management in Italy and Europe: it is a model that 

normalizes forced transfers and systematic detention as ordinary tools of mobility governance. The 

implications are multiple and worrying: they range from the reduction of the space of legal protection 

for migrants, to the creation of a “grey area” in which law risks to remain suspended, to the set-up of a 

precedent that could be replicated on a larger scale. This is a change that raises questions for anyone 

who cares not only about the rights of those directly affected, but also about the resilience of democratic 

institutions.   

This heavy attack on the foundations of democracy is justified with arguments that fuel the clearly 

instrumental—and not data-based—idea that people arriving at Italy’s borders represent a danger and 

that any measure is justified to stop them.  

Objectives of the report  

This report was created with the aim of analysing the agreement between Italy and Albania and its 

implementation, highlighting the impact on the lives of migrants and the critical issues that emerge in 

its legal and political dimensions. This is not an exhaustive analysis, but a first tool for reflection and 

denunciation. Two main purposes stand at the basis of the project: on one hand, the urgency to promptly 

intervene in the public debate, offering elements of analysis to counter the dominant narrative that 

presents the agreement as an efficient and necessary solution; on the other hand, the awareness that we 

are facing an evolving phenomenon, the full impact and systemic consequences of which will only 

become clear over time. 

However, the evidence gathered so far is already more than enough to build an alarming picture. The 

ways in which transfers are carried out, the opacity of the system of guarantees, the difficulties in 

applying for international protection and the lack of effective independent monitoring demand constant 

attention from civil society. This report aims to be a first contribution in this direction, offering an 

analysis based on data collected from the field and by monitoring the missions that were concluded to 

date.  

Context of the Italy–Albania Agreement  

The agreement signed between Italy and Albania is part of a broader framework of border 

externalisation, a process that for years has seen the European Union and its member states delegate 



 

 

migration management to third countries through cooperation agreements that limit access to protection 

and tend to reduce the legal responsibility of European Union states. With the Italy-Albania Protocol, 

ratified by Law No. 14/2024, a further step has been taken, outsourcing the assessment of international 

protection applications to a territory outside of Italy. The distinctive element of this agreement is, in 

fact, its ambition to take this logic to an unprecedented level, transforming the territory of another state 

into an extension of the Italian border, with detention facilities managed directly by Italy, but located 

in Albania. This arrangement raises crucial questions about applicable jurisdiction, effective respect for 

the rights of detained people, and the possibilities for monitoring and intervening by protection bodies. 

Moreover, the agreement has so far concerned only asylum seekers who are not vulnerable and come 

from countries that Italy defines as “safe countries of origin”.  

The agreement has been depicted by the Italian government as an innovative and effective measure to 

control immigration, but in essence it appears as another model of generalized detention and physical 

removal of migrants and asylum seekers, in open contrast to the guarantees provided by Italian, 

European and international law. Moreover, forced transfers by sea introduce an additional dimension 

of risk, exposing those involved to further traumatization. The geographical distance of Albania from 

the Italian territory also makes it more difficult for civil society organizations and lawyers to follow up 

on individual cases, with the risk that people are denied of effective access to legal protection. Should 

the agreement continue to be fully implemented, it could set a dangerous precedent for migration 

management in Europe, reinforcing the trend of shifting responsibility for protection further and further 

away from European borders, effectively denying the right to asylum. This development requires a 

political and legal response up to the challenge, in order to prevent this pattern from becoming a general 

trend.  

Role of the Asylum and Immigration Advocacy Network (Tavolo Asilo e Immigrazione, TAI)  

The Asylum and Immigration Advocacy Network (Tavolo Asilo e Immigrazione, TAI), a coalition of 

organizations committed to defend the rights of migrants, is engaged in the independent monitoring of 

the implementation of the Italy–Albania agreement. Through three missions, organized on the occasion 

of each transfer, the TAI has documented the operational methods adopted and collected direct 

witnesses.   

These monitoring activities were conducted in synergy with the Parliamentary Contact Group on 

Immigration, consisting of members of different political forces sitting in the Italian Parliament. The 

information gathered confirms the initial concerns: the system is characterized by a high degree of 

institutional opacity, a structural lack of effective protection tools for those involved, and a management 

that minimizes the possibility of intervention by third parties. In this scenario, monitoring activities can 

have a double, decisive relevance: not only to document the ongoing violations, but also to fuel an 

informed public debate and to develop countering strategies and effective solutions.  

The risk, in fact, is that the Italy-Albania agreement will turn into a replicable model elsewhere, further 

normalizing the compression of migrants’ rights in the name of securitarian border management and 

totally abdicating international and European obligation to guarantee the respect of the fundamental 

right to asylum. For this reason, independent monitoring and legal and political denunciation are 

essential tools to counter this trend and to reaffirm the principle that fundamental rights cannot be 

suspended or derogated as a function of political agreements. The ongoing struggle surrounding this 

issue extends beyond those directly affected by forced transfers, but about the resilience of the entire 

democratic and legal system on which the principles of justice and protection of fundamental rights are 

based.  

  

1. MONITORING METHODOLOGY  

Composition of the delegations  



 

 

Monitoring missions in Albania were organized to effectively balance timeliness and adaptability. The 

decision to participate was made in real-time, driven by the urgent need to ensure an independent 

presence on site from the first forced relocation of migrants. The delegations that took part in the 

missions were heterogeneous and representative of different skills and sensibilities. In fact, lawyers, 

paralegals, practitioners and cultural mediators from multiple organizations of TAI took part to the 

missions. This plurality of experiences and perspectives made it possible to grasp different aspects of 

the system put in place by the Italy-Albania agreement and to cross-fertilize expertise and report back 

as comprehensively as possible. The involvement of the representatives of the Italian Parliament from 

different political groups was also crucial. Their presence has been of twofold value: on one hand, it 

has provided access to the detention areas, which otherwise would have remained closed to civil society; 

on the other hand, it has contributed to maintain the institutional attention to the issue high, breaking at 

least some of the opacity surrounding the implementation of the agreement. Although the possibility of 

observing the entire procedures remained limited-e.g. with respect to the ways in which people’s 

vulnerability is assessed, which, as will be explained, has a decisive weight in access to protections-the 

presence of the delegations represented a first and important element in counteracting institutional 

closure.  

Visited Facilities 

Monitoring missions gained access to the two key facilities in the detention system for people 

transferred to Albania: the Shëngjin hotspot and the Gjader center. The Shëngjin hotspot is the first 

place where people who have just landed in Albania are brought to. This is where vulnerability 

screening takes place and initial information is provided about the procedures to which people will be 

subjected. However, the speed with which events unfold and the context of deprivation of freedom 

make it extremely difficult for interested people to fully understand their situation and assert their rights. 

The Gjader center, on the other hand, takes the form of a multipurpose facility where different forms of 

detention coexist. It is divided into three sections that constitute a place of detention for those 

undergoing the fast-track asylum at the border, a CPR (Center for Permanence for Repatriation, i.e. pre-

removal detention centre) and an actual prison. The concentration of these different functions, in any 

case all of them restricting personal freedom, within the same space raises crucial questions about the 

legal nature of the facility and the guarantees granted to those detained.  

Data collection tools and witnesses  

Monitoring was based on a set of tools that enabled information to be gathered both through direct 

dialogue with the authorities and through conversations with the detained people. On one hand, 

delegations polled the Italian authorities with questions about the procedures applied, practices in place, 

and detention conditions. This allowed them to verify any discrepancies between the stated legal 

framework and the observed reality. On the other hand, direct contact with detained people was a crucial 

moment. The disorientation, the difficulty in understanding the reasons for the transfer and the 

procedures applied, and the evident vulnerability of many of the people encountered are elements that 

strongly emerged during the missions. Engaging in dialogue with the detained people not only allowed 

to collect valuable witnesses but also highlighted the severe flaws of a mechanism that, from the first 

impact, appears violent and arbitrary.   

The role of the Albanian civil society   

The monitoring missions in Albania did not take place in an empty space. On the contrary, it was 

embedded in a context characterized by lively internal debate and active mobilization of the Albanian 

civil society. Albanian activists stood up to denounce the rights violations associated with the 

agreement, questioning the legitimacy and the impact of the arrangement. Journalists and researchers 

helped to reconstruct and recount in detail the mechanisms of the agreement and the political and 

institutional responsibilities involved. In addition, the interconnection developed by networks and 

coalitions, between mobilizations on both sides of the Adriatic (i.e. in Italy and Albania), developed by 

networks and coalitions, was particularly relevant. In this context, the role of Italian organizations is 



 

 

crucial. Since the agreement foresees the implementation of Italian legal procedures, managed by Italian 

authorities and with direct political responsibility of the Italian government, the monitoring of Italian 

civil society assumes strategic importance to document and denounce violations and to keep open a 

channel of political and legal pressure at the national and international levels.  

  

2. THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK  

2.1 The Italy–Albania agreement: legal and political analysis, an experiment on a European scale 

On November 6, 2023 in Rome, the “Protocol between the Government of the Republic of Italy and the 

Council of Ministers of the Republic of Albania for the Strengthening of Cooperation in Migration 

Matters” was signed, with the aim of bringing to Albania (i.e. a non-EU country) the assessments of 

applications for international protection of up to 3,000 people, transferred to that territory directly by 

military ships, while keeping them under Italian jurisdiction. The government’s intention, at the 

beginning, was to directly implement the Protocol without any Parliamentary analysis and to consider 

it as a mere informal agreement that should have come into force with a simple exchange of notes 

between Italy and Albania. Nevertheless, such attempt was followed by strong criticism from civil 

society and the parliamentary forces of the opposition, which pointed out the unconstitutionality of this 

decision (pursuant to Article 80 of the Constitution), ultimately leading to the government to backslide 

and present the draft bill A.C. 1620 for Parliamentary ratification. The text was approved with Law No. 

14/2024, published in the Official Gazette on February 22, and officially entered into force on February 

23.  

The process of approving the Protocol also saw on the other side of the Adriatic a certain turmoil on the 

part of the oppositions, who considered that the Protocol, falling into the category of provisions 

affecting the territory of the state and the rights and freedoms of people, should be concluded in 

compliance with the principles of transparency and democracy. For this reason, its negotiation and 

signature would require the authorization of the President of the Albanian Republic, which caused the 

Albanian Constitutional Court to examine the issue and the process of parliamentary approval in 

Albania to be temporarily suspended. At the end of the judgment, the Court ultimately issued a ruling 

of non-violation of the Albanian Constitution, thus giving the go-ahead to the parliamentary ratification 

work, which was finally concluded on February 22, 2024. The Italy-Albanian agreement, while falling 

within the strategies of externalizing the control of migration, to which the EU Member States and the 

EU itself are not new, determines an unprecedented extraterritorial migration management based on a 

sort of “Legal fiction,” since migrants, although transferred to the Albanian territory, will be subject to 

Italian and EU regulations concerning the requirements and procedures relating to the admission and 

stay of foreigners in the national territory applied to them, as if the centres were located in Italy.  

2.2 The Functioning of the Protocol: Selection, Identification, and Screening Procedures  

Article 3, paragraph 2 of the ratification law 14/2024, specifies that “In the areas referred to in Article 

1, paragraph 1, letter c) of the Protocol, only people embarked on means of transportation of the Italian 

authorities may be taken outside the territorial sea of the Republic or other member states of the 

European Union, including as a result of rescue operations.” In the following paragraph 3, it specifies 

that “For the purposes of the implementation of the Protocol, the areas referred to Article 1, paragraph 

1, letter c) of the Protocol shall be equated with the border or transit zones identified by the decree of 

the Minister of the Interior adopted pursuant to Article 28-bis, paragraph 4, of Legislative Decree No. 

25 of 28 January 2008”. The latter provision, together with the provision of Article 4 of the Protocol, 

according to which “The competent Albanian authorities shall allow the entry and stay in the Albanian 

territory of the migrants received in the facilities referred to in paragraph 1, for the sole purpose of 

carrying out the border or repatriation procedures provided for by Italian and European legislation 

and for the time strictly necessary for the same”, allows for the assumption that only asylum seekers 

from safe countries of origin to whom the border procedures can be applied can be brought to Albania 

(Article 28-bis Legislative Decree 25/2008). Procedures to which, however, vulnerable asylum seekers 



 

 

cannot be subjected (Article 17 Legislative Decree 142/2015: “such as children, unaccompanied 

children, disabled people, the elderly, women , with priority for those in a state of pregnancy, single 

parents with minor children, victims of human trafficking, people suffering from serious diseases or 

mental disorders, people for whom it has been established that they have suffered torture, rape or other 

serious forms of psychological, physical or sexual violence or violence related to sexual orientation or 

gender identity, victims of genital mutilation”.  

In addition, Article 3, paragraph 6 of Law 14/2024 states that “In exceptional cases, upon the order of 

the Italian person in charge referred to Article 5, paragraph 1, the foreigner subjected to the procedures 

referred to Article 4, paragraph 1 of this law, even if detained in the areas referred to in Article 1 (1) 

(c) of the Protocol, may be transferred to facilities located in Italian territory. “ 

The legislation appears to be deficient with regard to when and how vulnerabilities are ascertained. This 

is relevant as, according to Article 28-bis, paragraph 6 of Legislative Decree 25/2008, such 

vulnerabilities represent grounds for non-application of the border procedure and would result in the 

immediate transfer of people to Italy.   

In this regard, the Italy-Albania Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), issued by the Ministry of the 

Interior – Department of Public Security, and acquired through a Freedom of Information request 

submitted by ASGI, provide in point 4 that “the personnel operating on board the unit intervening on 

the migratory event, always in the utmost security, shall tranship to the mentioned vessel hub” only the 

individuals not falling under the causes of exclusion referred to in point 1.....People whom the pre-

screening team will have deemed not to tranship shall be taken by the unit intervening at Lampedusa.”   

This system seems deemed to fall in front of the obligation to respect the guarantees and rights that 

originate from the necessary application of the Italian Constitution and the European Convention on 

Human Rights. From this point of view, the three missions carried out in Albania by the members of 

the Asylum and Immigration Advocacy Network and the parliamentary contact group, on the occasion 

of the attempts made so far by the Italian government to forcibly transfer migrants to Albania and assess 

there their applications for international protection, have made it possible to acquire important elements 

related to the extremely critical aspects of the implemented procedure, which clearly appear to be 

detrimental to the rights of people since they are in contrast with relevant national, European and 

international norms.  

 

3. ACCESS CONDITIONS AND MONITORING IN DETENTION CENTERS  

In the Albanian territory, the areas established in execution of the Protocol serve different purposes and 

are intended for the assessment of: a) Entry Requirements (area located at the port of Shëngjin); b) 

Requirements for Recognizing Protection and for Migrant Return (area located in Gjader).  

The Protocol states that “the competent Italian authorities take the necessary measures to ensure that 

the migrants remain within the Areas, preventing their unauthorized exit from the territory of the 

Republic of Albania,” highlighting that both de jure and de facto there is exclusive control by the Italian 

authorities over the facilities and the people detained there.  

Furthermore, the provision clearly reveals the restrictive nature of these areas, which are monitored by 

police forces and, in Gjader, also by the Penitentiary Police. In its ruling No. 105/2001, the 

Constitutional Court indicated that to qualify a measure as a restriction of personal liberty pursuant to 

Article 13 of the Constitution, one must focus on the substantive characteristics of the measure, not 

merely on a formal analysis. There is no doubt that the denial of departure and the impossibility of 

leaving the facilities constitute a restrictive aspect.  

3.1 Pre-identification and Pre-screening in International Waters  



 

 

As mentioned, the pre-screening activity concerning vulnerabilities and pre-identification is usually 

carried out (although on one occasion it was not) in the middle of the sea, on board of the fast boats 

deployed for rescue immediately after the narrowly avoided shipwreck, in international waters and 

without any sense of a safe place.  

According to the SOPs, the pre-screening activity carried out by police officials and the “pre-screening 

team” on the hub vessel includes: photo registration (Article 19 A1); medical screening (Article 10 A2); 

pre-identification for the purpose of filling in the notification form, evaluation of the country of origin, 

immediately detectable vulnerabilities, and kinship ties (Article 10 A3).  

A first pre-screening on evident vulnerabilities is conducted on the vessel carrying out the interception 

and safety operation, with the aim of excluding minors, single-parent units, the elderly, people with 

disabilities, women, individuals from countries excluded from the safe list, and passport holders. People 

deemed “vulnerable” are disembarked by the Italian fast boats in Lampedusa, while the others are 

transferred to the military ship (Libra on the first two operations, Cassiopea on the third) which function 

as a hub vessels, positioned immediately outside Italian territorial waters, where pre-screening and pre-

identification take place. The medical pre-screening on the hub vessel is conducted by medical 

personnel and interpreters from IOM – although during the third mission they were absent – along with 

a police official coordinating the pre-screening activity supported by other police personnel.  

It should be noted that during the third operation in January, IOM was not present because its 

cooperation agreement had not been renewed; hence, the onboard medical pre-screening was carried 

out by military medical personnel.  

The decision to entrust the screening on board Cassiopea to Navy doctors, due to the failure to renew 

the cooperation agreement with IOM personnel, is clinically, medically, and ethically inappropriate. In 

fact, as established by the Professional and Medical Roles Ordinance of the State Police and reiterated 

in the Military Ordinance Code on “The Establishment and Functions of the Military Health Service,” 

police or military medical personnel may only undertake clinical activities for civilians in cases of 

“public calamities and accidents.”  

In all three operations carried out between October and January, during the pre-screening phase on the 

hub vessel, several people considered vulnerable or in possession of a passport were disembarked and 

taken to Italy. According to interviews, the screening was, in any case, apparently superficial and rapid. 

In the operation of November, for example, during interviews it was reported that one person had 

scabies but was not disembarked from the hub vessel, nor given any medication until arrival in Albania, 

nor allowed a shower. With regard to the living conditions on the hub vessel, it was reported that food 

was scarce.  

All people transferred on board the hub vessel were subjected to searches, and their personal phones 

were seized.  

On the hub vessel a first “legal briefing” is conducted. According to reports, a sheet containing legal 

information translated into several languages is handed out; for those unable to read it, the content was 

read and translated by a mediator (presumably from IOM when present) and confirmation of 

understanding was then requested. It is evident that this procedure takes place under conditions entirely 

unsuitable for ensuring the necessary calm for such delicate legal information procedures. Not 

surprisingly, individual interviews reveal a very poor understanding and awareness of the procedures 

on the part of the migrants.  

The people were informed that they would be taken to Albania. In interviews in January, the individuals 

stated that after learning about the transfer to Albania they refused to eat as a form of protest. It appears 

from the evidence that the protests only ceased when one of the officials declared that, after Albania, 

all the rescued people would be taken to Italy.  

3.2 The Shëngjin Hotspot  



 

 

3.2.1 Access Restrictions and Obstacles to Transparency  

The facility is located in the port area of the town of Shëngjin, immediately adjacent to the landing 

dock, so that upon disembarking from the military vessel, migrants walk just over 50 meters to reach 

the center.  

The facility is surrounded by a fence constructed with a wall about one meter high at the bottom and a 

grid-like metal barrier about 6 meters high on the top.  

Inside, containers are structured on two levels to form a square courtyard. There are no facilities for 

overnight stays.  

This location makes free access impossible, as the area where the hotspot is located falls under the 

jurisdiction of the Albanian port authority. A first checkpoint, under the control of the Albanian port 

authority, managed by the port authority, blocks access to anyone not specifically authorized by the 

Italian Consular Authority.  

Access proved to be complex due to difficulties with the Albanian port authority, which stated that prior 

communication and authorization from the Italian Embassy in Tirana were required, except for 

parliamentarians.  

In the context of TAI missions during the November and January operations, access was granted to 

parliamentarians and, at the discretion of the authorities, to consultants from associations or interpreters. 

In some instances, this resulted in extended waiting times and limitations on the effectiveness of the 

visit.  

3.2.2 Identification and Screening Procedures  

Direct Screening for the Assessment of Vulnerabilities  

At the Shëngjin center, vulnerability screening is conducted as a prerequisite for the validation of 

detention. In cases where the medical–sanitary team deems a person vulnerable—although not 

previously considered so during the “pre-screening” on the hub vessel—that individual is brought back 

to Italy on the same military ship. Those confirmed as “non-vulnerable” are transferred instead to the 

Gjader center.  

Upon the hub vessel’s docking at the port of Shëngjin, personnel from USMAF (Office of Maritime, 

Aerial and Border Health) conduct an initial health assessment on board, focusing particularly on 

preventive measures against infectious diseases. Once the USMAF assessment is completed, the 

individuals are taken to the center within the port area.  

Upon arrival at the center, individuals enter through a prefabricated structure serving as a waiting room. 

Medical examinations are subsequently conducted take place in a basic outpatient room which lacks 

specialized equipment. The screening activity is coordinated by USMAF and supported by INMP 

personnel (three units, one of which includes a psychologist). It is unclear whether all migrants meet 

with a psychologist.  

After the initial contact with the medical staff, migrants proceed to another pavilion intended for 

personal hygiene (shower services) and a distress phase.  

If the two medical–sanitary assessments indicate a suspected vulnerability or unsuitability (pursuant to 

Article 3 of DL 130/20), a further collegial examination is conducted by a USMAF doctor, an INMP 

doctor, and a forensic doctor connected by Rome. A psychiatrist is also reportedly present.  

During the first two transfers, in the Albanian centers, medical–sanitary issues related to the assessment 

of vulnerabilities were witnessed among the rescued people—even though IOM personnel, together 

with a UNHCR monitoring team, were present. Such shortcomings not only contradict the Medical 



 

 

Code of Ethics but also put at risk the physical and psychological health of those subjected to additional 

unjustified days at sea, delaying their access to essential services and undermining the protection of 

their fundamental rights.  

It should be noted that, contrary to what occurred in the first two operations in October and November, 

during the forced transfer on 28 January the monitoring carried out by TAI and the parliamentarians 

found that INMP was absent at the Shëngjin center. The screening would therefore have been conducted 

exclusively by USMAF and the on-site medical personnel.  

Within the facility, a Coordination Group was established to assess vulnerabilities. This Group 

eventually determined the unsuitability of several people during each of the three operations carried out 

between October, November, and January, which subsequently led to their repatriation to Italy.  

According to the assessments described above:  

– In October, out of 16 people, 5 (including 3 minors and 2 with medical vulnerabilities) were 

repatriated to Italy following screening.  

– In November, out of 9 people, 1 was repatriated to Italy for medical vulnerabilities.  

– In the last operation in January, out of 49 people, 6 were repatriated to Italy after screening (5 for 

being minors and 1 for medical vulnerability).  

Thus, approximately 10% of the people initially deemed non-vulnerable during the hasty eligibility 

assessment at sea were later classified as vulnerable. This further demonstrates the impossibility of 

conducting an adequate evaluation of eligibility for accelerated processing and vulnerabilities at sea. At 

the very least, for those later recognized as vulnerable, the detention without legal basis (even up to 4 

days) both on the vessel and at the hotspot must be considered illegitimate.  

Identification and Formalization of the International Protection Application  

The identification activities for migrants are carried out by police personnel assisted by mediators. 

Personnel from the managing entity and IOM provide legal briefings, as already described, including 

the poor understanding reported by the migrants.  

The identification phase turns out to be particularly long and stressful for the individuals, who pass 

through a very detailed assessment. International protection claims are formalized through the 

completion of Form C3. At the end of the form filling, information is provided about the financial 

guarantee to be provided as an alternative to detention.  

The level of cooperation demonstrated will determine the amount subsequently requested from them as 

a financial guarantee in lieu of detention. None of the individuals transferred to Albania agreed to pay 

the financial guarantee instead of being detained. After all, providing the guarantee is impossible both 

due to the distance from Italy and the lack of mobile phones (already a requirement on the hub vessel) 

and, above all, because it is impossible to provide it in such a short time frame, in addition to the 

perception among asylum seekers that it constitutes a “cost” for their release—as was the case in Libya.  

3.2 The Gjader Center  

3.2.1 Partial access restrictions for the Members of Parliament and Observers  

Access rules have changed over the days, remarking the wide discretionary power of the involved 

authorities. Everyone who entered the facility was identified. Furthermore, in some instances when 

entering the detention area, individuals were asked to sign a declaration stating that they were not 

journalists.  

3.2.2 Isolation context and detention conditions  



 

 

Description of the facility  

The whole facility is surrounded by a high fence, similar to Shëngjin’s one. The metal bars seem even 

higher, and the entrance gate is more massive and imposing. The facility extends for kilometers. 

Outside, an Albanian Police monitors the area; immediately after the entrance there is a container where 

Italian police personnel assigned to initial checks are stationed. Further on, there are containers arranged 

on two levels, which house the staff of the managing entity.  

Inside the facility there is:  

Detention facility for asylum seekers  

The facility features a fenced area with an entrance gate. On the right side inside, there are some offices 

designated for Commission interviews (approximately 10 spaces – the exact number to be verified) and 

for detention validation hearings, while on the left side there are bathrooms. Entering another space, 

also regulated by a gate, there are the containers where asylum seekers are hosted. Each container is 

approximately 4 meters by 2 meters and includes 4 beds and a small table. An identical container is 

designated as a canteen, but it appears bare inside.  

CPR  

The facility is located in a fenced area that is further fenced, including above (ceiling/roof). The 

containers are slightly larger than the others but still do not appear to meet the expected standards for 

such facilities. They are equipped to host 4 people and include an internal bathroom. Outside the 

containers there is a small lobby-like area. The space, painted in green (to simulate a lawn), appears 

very limited. On the right front, there is a very small room (approximately 1.5 by 2 meters) designated 

for prayer.  

Detention institute  

The facility is provided with a particularly guarded access and identification system. It has a capacity 

of 20 people, that can be increased to 24. The equipment and surveillance systems appear to be 

particularly advanced: cell doors open using a dual system (badge and key), scanners for entry into 

restricted areas, cameras and monitors covering all spaces. The facility is considered a branch of Regina 

Coeli in Rome, having adopted many of its operational protocols. The cells are designed for 4 people 

each and have been built in accordance with anti-suicide standards. There are two small outdoor spaces, 

also fenced and adjacent to a very high wall, beyond which there is an internal lane for the vehicles of 

the control authorities. This facility is intended for the detention of those who commit crimes in the 

other two facilities, or those involved in facilitating irregular immigration, or other crimes detected on 

board the vessel or in the other two facilities.  

Inside there is also a medical unit staffed by Albanian personnel but employed by the managing Entity. 

 

4.  MAJOR VIOLATIONS OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS 

4.1 Assessment of vulnerabilities, The surreal assessment in international waters 

Interviews with migrants revealed that the sea rescue was carried out using a boat generally referred to 

as a “dinghy”, meaning a Coast Guard asset. 

It is likely that the activities of picking up migrants from the boats they traveled on were carried out 

using both Italian Coast Guard boats (SAR 300 boats) and Guardia di Finanza boats (patrol boats 

characterized by a grey/green colour). It is unclear who manages the interception in high seas waters 

and whether it is subject to SAR procedures (the National SAR Plan) managed by IMRCC, or 

conversely as a Police activity (Law enforcement) managed by the Guardia di Finanza’s ROAN centres. 



 

 

On the rescue vessel, immediately after the rescue operations, a pre-screening for evident vulnerabilities 

was conducted. People considered as vulnerable or those in possession of a passport were transferred 

by the patrol boat to Italy, while the others were taken aboard the military vessel. 

Aboard the military vessel, as reported by the migrants during interviews, personnel in white plastic 

uniforms, not better identified by the migrants (they did not recognize any distinctive signs and reported 

that they did not understand who they were speaking with), carried out a further, fairly superficial, 

medical screening. 

4.2 Screening for identifying vulnerabilities1 

Given the wide range of clinical and psychopathological conditions that rescued persons present or 

might present, and considering that health conditions are used as an important discriminating factor, 

there is a risk of underestimating a series of clinical or mental health conditions—whether overt or sub-

clinical— and of erroneously categorizing some individuals as “non-vulnerable” from a physical or 

mental health perspective. 

The screening procedures conducted aboard the Italian vessels, the journey to Albania— lasting 4 days 

for the first transferred — and possibly, in case of recognition of vulnerability in Shëngjin, the journey 

back to Italy result in exposure to additional unjustified days of navigation and dubious legitimacy, 

aboard militarized vessels. This leads not only to a delay in access to essential services and therefore 

potentially worsens health conditions because they are not adequately and promptly recognized and 

treated, but also to a very high risk of retraumatization and reopening of traumatic experiences. 

In addition to highlighting the aspects outlined above, the S.I.M.M. (Italian Society of Migration 

Medicine) has highlighted that in application of the “Guidelines for the planning of assistance and 

rehabilitation interventions as well as for the treatment of mental disorders of refugee status and 

subsidiary protection status holders who have suffered torture, rape or other serious forms of 

psychological, physical or sexual violence” (March 22, 2017) of the Ministry of Health report, in this 

regard, that “All refugees are to be considered as potentially vulnerable subjects, since exile is itself a 

traumatic type of experience. A selection of non-vulnerable persons therefore means not considering in 

any way the background from which the people rescued at sea come. In the case of the three missions 

carried out so far, it was found that all the migrants had transited through Libya, and this fact alone 

should have led to them being considered as vulnerable individuals not eligible for the accelerated 

border procedure. Some of them showed signs of violence and torture and claimed to have shown them 

to the operators. 

As specified in the documents published by the Ministry of the Interior itself (Legislative Decree 

142/2015 Art. 17 and Vademecum for the Identification of Vulnerability), the emergence of some 

elements of vulnerability cannot be detected at an early stage, as in the cases of people who have 

survived torture. Therefore, the assessment of vulnerabilities must be understood as a continuous 

process over time, starting from rescue at sea and continues through the various stages of reception, 

with particular attention to the availability of time, of a perceived safe and confidential environment 

where the vulnerable person can feel welcome, and with the necessary support of cultural mediators 

and specialized operators. Instead, in the middle of the sea, on board the military ships Libra and 

Cassiopeia as well as on board Italian patrol boats, the necessary conditions do not exist for an adequate 

                                                      
1 [1] Taken from the joint appeal on medical-health issues and health risks for migrants related to the 

Italy-Albania agreement, signed by: CompassCollective – Medical Department; EMERGENCY; 

Louise Michel – Medical Department; Doctors Without Borders (MSF); MEDITERRANEA Saving 

Humans – Medical Team; Mission Lifeline – Medical Department; Open Arms – Health Department; 

Resqship – Medical Team; SARAH Seenotrettung – Medical Team; Salvamento Marítimo 

Humanitario – Aita Mari; Sea-Eye e.V. – Medical Team; Sea Punks e.V. – Medical Department; Sea-

Watch e.V. – Medical Department; Italian Society of Migration Medicine (SIMM); SOS Humanity 

e.V. – Medical and Care Team; Rete Mai più lager – No to CPR. 



 

 

assessment of a person’s state of health cannot be carried out. There is, in fact, no medical clinic or 

rooms designed for this purpose that would ensure adequate privacy and an appropriate perception of a 

safe place, just as there are no tools fit to diagnose certain clinical conditions and pathologies, acute or 

chronic. 

Similar discussion applies to chronic or latent conditions and mental health issues, which may instead 

manifest later and require specific care and treatment. As the March 22, 2017 Ministry of Health 

Guidelines report, “RTPs (ed. Applicants and Holders of International and Humanitarian Protection) 

who have been victims of torture, rape, abuse or extreme trauma of other nature (long-time 

imprisonment in isolation and/or in inhuman and degrading conditions, shipwrecks, witnessing violent 

deaths, etc.) may present manifest, latent or subclinical psychopathological clinical conditions. This 

type of refugees must be considered highly vulnerable and it is therefore necessary to implement 

specific actions and procedures aimed at the early identification of these people. Identification 

represents the essential requirement to ensure that the largest possible number of the applicants who 

survived extreme violence receive a correct and early clinical-diagnostic evaluation that directs them 

toward appropriate and timely medical, psychological and social care.” 

Screening aboard a ship, i.e., an environment not appropriate nor suitable for such activity, increases 

the possibility of underestimating a number of clinical or mental health conditions, manifest or sub-

clinical, and mis-categorizing some people as “not vulnerable.” In fact, all the people transferred to 

Albania were subsequently brought to Italy, resulting in exposure to additional unjustified days of 

navigation aboard militarized vessels. Besides causing a delay in access to care services and therefore 

a possible worsening of health conditions because they were not adequately and promptly recognized 

and treated, there is a very high risk of re-traumatization and reopening of traumatic experiences in the 

absence of a psychologist on board who can take care of them. 

It is also puzzling that, in the last transfer mission to Albania, out of 49 people, only one was identified 

as a potential victim of trafficking. Considering transit through Libya, a context where exposure to 

exploitation and abuse is widely documented, the absence of a significant number of identifications 

could indicate that the screening conducted was not adequate or compliant with international standards, 

raising questions about the ability of the entire operation to ensure effective protection for trafficked 

persons. In high-risk trafficking contexts, it is critical to adopt a victim-centered approach, assuming 

that every person could potentially be a victim until proven otherwise, since without proper initial 

identification and protection, it is impossible to determine who is truly in front of you and what their 

real condition of vulnerability is. 

This is clearly established by international standards, received by national legislation. The United 

Nations Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and 

Children (Palermo Protocol), ratified by Italy with Law 146/2006, requires States to adopt measures to 

identify and protect victims in order to avoid their further victimization. 

Directive 2011/36/EU establishes that the identification of victims must be carried out by specifically 

trained personnel and in an environment that ensures their safety and confidentiality. These principles 

have been incorporated into Italian law by Legislative Decree 24/2014, which requires early 

identification procedures to be carried out by qualified operators and in environments protecting the 

dignity of the person. Measures on the minimum conditions for preliminary interviews with alleged 

victims of trafficking are also specified in the National Action Plan against Trafficking and Severe 

Exploitation (2022-2025) and the National Referral Mechanism for the Identification, Assistance and 

Protection of Victims of Trafficking and/or Severe Exploitation, which describe specialized procedures 

for the pre-identification of victims, based on a multidisciplinary approach and guaranteeing the right 

to information, confidentiality, access to services and legal protection. It therefore remains doubtful 

whether these requirements were met in the pre-screening operations carried out aboard the hub ship. 

The prevision to conduct screening aboard military vessels in an emergency context could already 

present margins of non-compliance with these fundamental principles. The absence of suitable spaces, 



 

 

the lack of psychological support and the difficulty in ensuring confidentiality compromise the 

possibility of obtaining spontaneous and accurate statements, key elements for the emergence of 

trafficking situations. Screening conducted aboard military vessels, or in cramped spaces, in the 

presence of other migrants and armed personnel, undermines the minimum conditions for an effective 

first interview. The maritime context, by its nature unstable and at a high-stress level, can trigger closure 

responses from victims, limiting the possibility of accurate pre-identification. 

4.3 Prolonged detention beyond legal terms 

The transport aboard the Italian Navy’s Costellazione-class ship and the screening for eligibility for 

transfer to Albania effectively interrupts SAR (Search and Rescue) rescue procedures and mark the 

beginning of the detention, relevant under Article 13 of the Italian Constitution.  

From this moment on, freedom of movement is completely curtailed, completely compressed to allow 

the transfer of people to Albania against their own will. 

Consequently, the subsequent forced journey—not toward a safe port (as happened for the other rescued 

individuals who were not “selected”)—must be considered, in every respect, a de facto and unjustified 

detention rather than merely a continuation of a rescue operation. Thus, in the three missions conducted 

so far, following the arbitrary eligibility selection carried out in the high seas, the subsequent journey 

to Albania (also lasting 4 days) must be considered a sine titulo detention. On this point, the European 

Court for Human Rights has already expressed its opinion (with some decisions still pending, e.g. 

Mansouri v. Italy, application no. 63386/16; Y.A. and others v. Italy, application no. 5504/19), and thus 

the validation of this detention must be considered overdue. This is because the Italian Authorities, in 

the three operations covered by this report, deemed the rescue operations concluded only after the 

migrants disembarked from the Schenjin hotspot—effective from the morning following their transfer 

to the Gjader facility. Any activity following the transfer from the hub ship, exceeding the operations 

strictly related to sea rescue, must be considered as an unjustified detention, carried out in total absence 

of any defensive warranties. In fact, Albania cannot be qualified as a safe port because the purpose of 

the Protocol and its related operations is to examine international protection applications on that 

territory, not to rescue people in the Mediterranean or complete the rescue operation. Moreover, it is 

unclear whether these operations carried out in international waters by Italian ships fall under SAR (i.e. 

rescue) operations or Law Enforcement (i.e. against irregular immigration) operations: the former are 

activated when a vessel carrying migrants is in imminent danger of shipwreck, while the latter occur in 

the context of countering irregular arrivals. This doubt is supported by what some asylum seekers 

encountered during TAI missions said, who did not report any imminent risk of shipwreck and who 

indeed saw the mainland. 

4.4 Shëngjin: timing and procedures 

4.4.1 Denial of the right to defense 

Throughout the entire transfer process, there is a clear compression of many constitutionally 

incompressible rights. Even the transfer to Albania, in its own sense, represents a violation of the 

fundamental principle of the permeability of our borders to request international protection (Article 10, 

paragraph 3 of the Italian Constitution). The right to asylum is the first victim of the Italy–Albania 

Protocol, denying the possibility of crossing the Italian border without being pushed-back (in 

accordance with Article 33 of the Geneva Convention’s “non-refoulement” principle). Subsequently, 

the right to personal freedom (Article 13 of the Constitution) is lost, an inviolable right that only admits 

exceptions in the presence of a verification by the Judicial Authority, if, as in this case, the police forces 

(including the Navy in high seas) are operating. Such a legitimacy and compression control of freedom 

cannot exceed 48+48 hours. 

The compression of personal freedom entails that individuals are made aware of their rights to 

protection. Immigration law (see Hirsi v. Italy by the European Court of Human Rights) requires that 



 

 

authorities inform detained migrants of their rights and safeguards, especially when in custody. Given 

the frequent presence of illiteracy among migrant populations, simply providing a written notice is not 

enough to ensure that this essential information is effectively communicated. In the most recent transfer, 

all asylum seekers reported that they did not understand the procedure or their defense rights —they 

even confused the detention validation hearing with the Judge for a meeting with their lawyer and the 

filing of an appeal against the denial of international protection, which occurred and was notified only 

the day before the validation hearing. 

In Summary, the timeline of the third transfer was as follows: 

• January 28: arrival at Shenjin (after four days at sea on the military ship) and start of formal detention 

(order issued by the Rome police chief). 

• January 29: interview before the Territorial Commission to examine the asylum application. 

• January 30: notification of the rejection decision of the asylum application. 

• January 31: detention validation hearing. 

The objective overlap between the phases of detention and the examination of the international 

protection application, without adequate legal information, has caused enormous confusion among the 

asylum seekers, effectively denying them the opportunity to exercise their right to defense. The 

protection to asylum seekers in Albania is not effective as provided by Legislative Decree 25/2008 if 

not accompanied in the various stages by protection entities or lawyers. The technical assistance and 

accompaniment by such bodies in the asylum procedure is what makes this right effective; which would 

otherwise remain merely theoretical. In the three missions that took place in recent months, neither the 

protection entities (which are not allowed to autonomously contact migrants) nor the lawyers (who 

never met the migrants prior to the validation hearing) were present. It should be noted that the 

ratification law of the Italy–Albania Protocol provides that the lawyer for the detention validation must 

be in the room with the judge and not beside his/her client. Furthermore, the extremely short notice of 

the validation hearing, the distance between Albania and Italy, and the appointment of a public defender 

only a few hours before the hearing, objectively prevent the establishment of an effective lawyer–client 

relationship. Consequently, the defense provided in this initial procedural phase is only formal and not 

substantive, despite its impact on the fundamental right to personal freedom. 

Moreover, an additional, extremely serious limitation of the right to defense of asylum seekers detained 

in Albania concerns the term for filing an appeal against the negative decision of the Territorial 

Commission which is only 7 days. This time makes it extremely difficult to properly prepare an appeal 

in such a complex matter, especially considering that the lawyer–client relationship is made extremely 

difficult by the geographical distance (which cannot be remedied even by telematic communication, 

since confidentiality cannot be guaranteed). Finally, the asylum seeker transferred to Albania does not 

even have the opportunity to obtain clear information about the legal framework in which their 

application will be processed and therefore cannot adequately express their need for protection. 

Finally, the selection of lawyers was organized by the Rome Bar Association on a voluntary basis, 

scheduling a weekly rotation of 20 lawyers on a quarterly basis, solely for detention validations. For 

the hearings before the Territorial Commission, no equivalent figure of a public defender was provided 

either before or after the hearing, resulting in a total emptying of the right to asylum and the effective 

right to appeal against the denials required by EU law. Moreover, the criteria for the appointment of 

public defenders for the validation hearing are unclear, despite the Rome Bar Association having 

prepared a list, on a voluntary basis, with weekly rotations. It is not certain, however, that the lawyers 

on that list possess the necessary specialized expertise in immigration and asylum law; experience 

shows that this is not always the case. Furthermore, regarding the appeal against the negative decision 

of the Territorial Commission, there is no right to a public defender; a lawyer must be chosen by the 

applicant. The criteria on which asylum seekers are provided with names of lawyers by the center are 

not clear nor transparent. In this regard, the violation of the asylum seekers’ right to a proper defense is 

indisputable, as they risk being represented by lawyers lacking the necessary professional competence. 



 

 

4.4.2 Accelerated procedures and lack of guarantees 

Accelerated procedures, while theoretically serving as an incentive to streamline the system compared 

to the delays of ordinary procedures, entail multiple challenges, starting from the subjection to them of 

asylum seekers from countries designated by Italy as “safe country of origin” (SCO). Currently, Italian 

judges have raised several questions before the CJEU regarding “safe origin countries,” a concept that 

is one of the prerequisites for the applicability of the accelerated procedure. Essentially, the question is 

whether a country can be deemed safe if parts of its territory or certain groups within it are exposed to 

persecution or discrimination, and it questions the extent of the judiciary’s authority to ascertain that a 

country, despite being legally designated as safe, is not actually safe in practice. This issue has 

immediate repercussions on the accelerated border procedures carried out in Albania, because while 

waiting for the ruling of the European Court of Justice judges are not validating the detentions in 

Albania (with consequent transfer of asylum seekers back to Italy and also suspending the judgments 

proposed against the negative decision of the Territorial Commission). All this despite the government 

having transferred the competence for detention validations from specialized sections of the courts to 

the Courts of Appeal. In summary, the government’s attempt to externalize the examination procedures 

for international protection has definitively failed. 

4.4.3 Detention 

The issue of detention itself requires particular attention, as it reveals a series of legal criticalities in the 

Italy–Albania Protocol. Although the formalization of detention occurs only at the end of the day spent 

in Shëngjin, but in fact, the deprivation of freedom begins much earlier. For the entire duration of their 

stay in Shëngjin, individuals are detained without any formal measure justifying their condition, placing 

them in a legal limbo that contradicts the fundamental principles of law. Even more serious is the 

management of the preceding period, namely the days spent at sea. Already starting from the “selection” 

operations conducted on board (in which authorities decide who will be transferred to Albania), an 

arbitrary limitation of personal freedom without any legal basis is configured. This is compounded by 

the indefinite duration of the voyage, during which individuals remain on board without any guarantee 

of legal protection. This situation represents a de facto form of detention, which is neither formalized 

nor properly regulated, and potentially arbitrary, violating not only the Italian Constitution but also 

international norms on the protection of fundamental rights. Although the law provides that any 

detention must be validated by a judicial authority within 48 hours, the Protocol’s mechanism 

effectively extends this period, prolonging the deprivation of personal freedom and potentially leading 

to psychological repercussions. Detention, in any form (including administrative detention), is one of 

the most powerful social determinants of mental illness and should be admitted only as an extrema ratio, 

especially for vulnerable individuals such as those rescued at sea. 

 
5. THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

In the context of forced transfers to Albania, the involvement of organizations such as IOM and UNHCR 

raises questions about the actual guarantees offered to migrants, the implementation methods of the 

agreement, and the legal and political legitimacy of the procedures. 

5.1 Operation of IOM and UNHCR at sea and in the Albania context 

The International Organization for Migration (IOM) participates in the mechanism at various stages—

both in the screening operations aboard the hub ship (and even earlier on the patrol boat that carries out 

sea rescues through its own mediators) and in the centers in Albania—providing support in the initial 

selection, vulnerability assessment, and in the information procedures. Except for the forced transfer in 

January, which was carried out without IOM’s presence (pending the renewal of the agreement with the 

Ministry of the Interior), the organization has consistently taken an active role in implementing the 

procedures. 



 

 

The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), on the other hand, is not directly 

involved in the implementation of the protocol but carries out monitoring activities. The distinction 

between monitoring and implementation is often unclear to the public perception; although UNHCR is 

not directly responsible for the agreement, its presence may contribute to legitimizing it. Currently, it 

is unclear what the margin of action of UNHCR is to protect the right to asylum in the two facilities, in 

line with its mandate. In any case, both IOM and UNHCR—albeit with different timing and 

approaches—are frequently portrayed as integral parts of the mechanism, given their respective active 

and passive participation within the framework of the Italy–Albania agreement. This contributes to the 

perception that the model is legitimate and its implementation feasible, a notion that is incompatible 

with the enormous amount of rights violations. 

5.2 The role of the management entity Medihospes 

Based on the information gathered, the managing entity of the two facilities, Medihospes, supports the 

authorities during the legal briefing phase and, in the context of the forced transfer in January, actively 

participated—using its own medical staff—in identifying vulnerable individuals. However, these 

activities do not relieve the Italian authorities of their responsibilities, which remain central on both 

legal and political fronts. Medihospes operates within a framework of privatized management of 

detention, which reduces transparency regarding the conditions of the transferred individuals and the 

guarantees actually provided. In this context, the involvement of international and private actors— even 

without a direct role in the implementation of the agreement—further legitimizes the model, reinforcing 

the idea that it could be stabilized and replicated on a larger scale. 

 

6. FINAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The picture emerging from the monitoring visits conducted is indisputable: the centers in Albania are 

ethically, legally, and economically illegitimate and flawed. 

6.1 Stop forced transfers and close the centers 

The procedures for assessing vulnerabilities are conducted under completely unsuitable conditions, as 

evidenced by the subsequent evacuations following the initial screening activities and also by the 

evidence found by the delegations that visited the centers and spoke with the migrants. The adopted 

model has proven incompatible with the protection of fundamental rights. The violations identified are 

numerous and systematic: the assessment of vulnerabilities is utterly inadequate, with exclusions from 

transfer being conducted under unsuitable conditions and without a thorough examination of individual 

cases. There is a widespread application of accelerated border procedures, which results in an 

unacceptable distortion of the right to asylum and a weakening of protections for those seeking asylum. 

Prolonged detention begins from the moment of “selection” at sea, with individuals being deprived of 

their personal liberty while still aboard ships, without any formal order and for indefinite periods. 

Individuals are unable to exercise their right to defense under adequate conditions due to isolation, 

difficulty in accessing effective legal assistance, and the rapidity of procedures that prevent an 

understanding of the legal framework within which the protection claim is situated. This arbitrary and 

superficial selection process, along with subsequent failures, exposes all individuals involved in the 

“rescue and assistance” activities to risks, including those arising from tensions that may result from 

the profiling, division, and direction of individuals between Italy and Albania. 

6.2 The political debate and the failure of the project 

In the days leading up to the closure of this report, some institutional representatives and political forces 

proposed transforming the Albanian model by adapting it to the detention of individuals subject to 

expulsion measures—essentially creating a large prison from which to carry out repatriations. The mere 

consideration of changing the centers’ purpose is evidence of the failure of the Italy–Albania Protocol. 

However, such a transformation is not an acceptable option: it would introduce new, flagrant violations 



 

 

of fundamental rights, further reinforcing an arbitrary and unjustified detention system. No attempt to 

reconfigure this model can be accepted; dismantling the structures is the only possible solution. 

6.3 Albania as a harbinger of the European Migration Pact 

The “Albania model” wastes enormous resources to create territorial enclaves that do not meet any real 

need, but in which severe human rights violations occur, exposing all those involved to significant risks. 

For this reason, it cannot be legitimized. What is being experimented in Albania may not be an 

exception, but rather a preview of broader future scenarios. The reform of the European Migration and 

Asylum Pact, which will fully come into force in June 2026, foresees the introduction of systematic 

border detention measures and accelerated procedures for examining international protection 

applications. This marks a worrying evolution of European migration policies, increasingly pushing 

towards a security-oriented and restrictive management of mobility. However, it must be noted that the 

European Pact does not legitimize at all the externalization of international protection procedures to 

non-European territory, and therefore the so-called “Albania model” is bound to exhaust its 

propagandistic scope, because outside the European Union the rights (as still provided for by European 

law, as well as national law) cannot be effectively and concretely guaranteed. 

In this new context, it will be essential to strengthen independent monitoring with a dual objective: 

breaking the isolation of migrants and making visible what occurs within detention centers. This is the 

direction in which we are moving: civil society organizations and political forces that are committed to 

defend fundamental rights and democratic resilience must stand ready to counter this new leap forward.  

 

7. INFOGRAPHICS 

1. Who does the protocol not apply to? 

Women, minors and unaccompanied minors, vulnerable persons, the elderly, individuals 

holding a passport. 

2. How does the protocol work? 

3. Timeline 

– April 4, 2024 → EU Court of Justice ruling 

– 1st Forced Transfer → October 14 – October 19 (16 people) 

– October 21, 2024 → “Streamlining Decree”: update of the safe origin countries list + 

jurisdiction over detention validations transferred to the Court of Appeal 

– 2nd Forced Transfer → November 8 – November 12 (9 people) 

– December 30, 2024 → Cassation Court ruling 

– 3rd Forced Transfer → January 28 – February 1 (49 people) 

DATE  LOCATION  PHASE OF THE PROCEDURE  INVOLVED AGENCIES 
Day 1: International waters – Rescue (Italian Navy, Guardia di Finanza, Coast Guard) 

Day 1: International waters – Selection and transfer on the “hub ship” (Italian Navy, Police, [IOM]) 

Days 1–3: International waters – Pre-screening; pre-identification; initial written briefing (Italian Navy, 

Police, [IOM]) 

Day 4: Port of Shengjin – Infectious disease control (USMAF) 

Day 4: Shengjin Hotspot – Vulnerability screening; identification; formalization of international 

protection application (USMAF; INMP; Management Entity; IOM) 

Days 5–8: Gjader Center – Hearing before the commission for recognition of international protection; 

detention validation hearing (Management Entity; UNHCR) 
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