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Abstract: Malta is located at the frontline of the Central
Mediterranean route. It is a waypoint for migrants coming from
the North African coast and crossing the Mediterranean, who
have to pass through the Maltese search and rescue region.
Malta acceded to the 1979 SAR Convention in 2002, but it
has not yet signed the 2004 Amendments which clarify that the
disembarkation of persons found in distress at sea must be done
in a place of safety.

Resumen: Malta se encuentra en la primera línea de la ruta
del Mediterráneo central. Es un pun- to en el recorrido de
los migrantes que vienen de la costa norteafricana y cruzan el
Mediterráneo, que tienen que pasar por la zona de búsqueda y
salvamento maltesa. Malta se adhirió al Convenio SAR de 1979
en 2002, pero aún no ha firmado las Enmiendas de 2004 que
aclaran que el desembar- co de personas encontradas en peligro
en el mar debe realizarse en lugar seguro.

Palabras clave: Convenio SAR, Zona SAR - Malta - búsqueda y
salvamento marítimo - lugar seguro.
Résumé: Malte est située sur la ligne de front de la route
méditerranée centrale. C’est un point de passage pour les
migrants venant de la côte nord-africaine et traversant la
Méditerranée, qui doivent parcourir la région maltaise de
recherche et de sauvetage. Malte a adhéré à la Convention SAR
de 1979 en 2002, mais n’a pas encore signé les Amendements de
2004 qui précisent que le débarque- ment des personnes trouvées
en détresse en mer doit être réalisé en lieu sûr.

I. INTRODUCTION

Every year, hundreds of thousands of people endanger their lives in jour- neys across the Mediterranean Sea
as a result of famine, armed conflicts, poverty, and many other causes. In the pursuit of better conditions of
life, Malta is one of the main points of arrival.

Many of these migrants find themselves in distress during those long journeys. e duty to assist persons in
distress at sea is a long-established rule of customary international law which was codified as a general and un-
conditional obligation by the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea2 (hereinaer, UNCLOS).
Article 98 of UNCLOS states, with regards to flag States, that:

Every State shall require the master of a ship flying its flag, in so far as he can do so without serious danger
to the ship, the crew or the passengers: (a) to render assistance to any person found at sea in danger of being
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lost; (b) to proceed with all possible speed to the rescue of persons in distress, if informed of their need of
assistance, in so far as such action may reasonably be expected of him.

Article 98(2) further provides that “all coastal States promote the establi- shment, operation and
maintenance of an adequate and effective search and rescue service regarding safety on and over the sea and,
where circumstances so require, by way of mutual regional arrangements cooperate with neigh- bouring
States for this purpose.”

e duty to assist in distress as such is not geographically limited in any way.3 Irrespective of where a vessel
encounters another vessel in distress, it is obliged to assist it. e duty to rescue is further clarified in a number
of international maritime law instruments, namely, the Convention for the Safe- ty of Life at Sea,4 and the
International Convention on Maritime Search and Rescue (hereinaer, SAR Convention).5

Before the SAR Convention, there was no international system for stan- dardised search and rescue
operations.6 e International Maritime Orga- nisation (hereinaer, IMO) highlights how the SAR
Convention guarantees that “no matter where an accident occurs, the rescue of persons in distress at sea will
be co-ordinated by a SAR organisation and, when necessary, by co-operation between neighbouring SAR
organisations.”7 e declaration of a search and rescue region (hereinaer, SAR region) is a unilateral right of
States contracting party to the SAR Convention. In accordance with the in- ternational rules, the interested
State shall initiate a process to establish SAR bilateral agreements with its neighbours.

In this context, Malta, at the crossroads in the Mediterranean Sea, is res- ponsible for a vast area and must
take primary responsibility for ensuring that assistance is provided within its SAR region to any person in
distress, either individually or in co-operation with other States.8

II. SEARCH AND RESCUE REGIONS

Following the adoption of the SAR Convention, IMO divided the world’s oceans into thirteen search
and rescue areas, in each of which the relevant countries have a delimited SAR region for which they are
responsible.9 Parties to the Convention are encouraged to enter into agreements with neighbou- ring States
in order to delimit the SAR regions and arrange cooperation in search and rescue operations. ese regions
should be contiguous and, as

far as practicable, not overlap.10 SAR regions are notified to the IMO Secre- tary-General11 and are made
available in the IMO Global Search and Rescue Plan.

e obligation of States to provide search and rescue services is princi- pally limited to their own SAR
region.12 In this regard, the SAR Convention provides that “[o]n receiving information that any person is,
or appears to be, in distress at sea, the responsible authorities of a Party shall take urgent steps to ensure that
the necessary assistance is provided.”13

In order to effectuate this provision of service, States are directed to es- tablish national rescue co-
ordination centres (hereinaer, RCCs), which shall arrange for the receipt of distress alerts originating from
within its SAR re- gion.14 If a RCC receives information of a distress incident taking place be- yond its SAR
region, it is obliged to take immediate action to assist and notify the responsible RCC in whose area the
incident has occurred.15

In the case of Malta, its location in the southern Mediterranean places this island in an area which is
conducive to the arrival of people who risk their lives aboard unseaworthy boats. Malta is located in the path
of migration flows from North Africa (particularly, Libya) to Europe where it serves both as a destination
and transit point16 along the Central Mediterranean route.17

In contrast to the small size of its territorial waters, Malta maintains a
vast SAR region, covering some 260,000 square kilometres.18 Its SAR region coincides with the Malta

Flight Information Region, which the State inheri- ted from the British Flight Identification Region.19 e
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SAR region of Malta extends from Tunisia, to the west, to the Greek island of Crete, to the east. Toward the
north, there is an overlap between Maltese and Italian SAR re- gions.

e Maritime Safety Committee of IMO20 at its 69th session adopted by resolution MSC.70(69),21
amendments to revise the Annex to the SAR Con- vention. e revised annex puts greater emphasis on
the regional approach and co-ordination between maritime and aeronautical search and rescue operations.
Subsequently, at the 78th session, the Maritime Safety Commit- tee adopted, by resolution MSC.155(78),22
new amendments to Chapter II (organization and co-ordination) relating to definition of persons in distress,
Chapter III (co-operation between States) relating to assistance to the mas- ter in delivering persons rescued
at sea to a place of safety, and Chapter IV (operating procedures) relating to rescue co-ordination centres
initiating the process of identifying the most appropriate places for disembarking persons found in distress
at sea.

e clarification of these obligations in the latter amendments responds
cued over 430 asylum seekers in the Indian Ocean and was refused entry to Australian waters.23
According to the latter revision, States Parties shall co-ordinate and co-operate to ensure that the masters

of ships providing assistance by em- barking people in distress at sea are released from their obligations with
mi- nimum further deviation from the ship’s intended voyage, as well as relevant measures are taken for the
disembarkation to be effected as soon as reasona- bly practicable.24 e government in charge of the SAR
region in which the survivors are recovered is held responsible for providing a place of safety on its own
territory or ensuring that such a place of safety is granted.25

e SAR Convention provides as follows:26
Parties shall co-ordinate and co-operate to ensure that masters of ships pro- viding assistance by embarking

persons in distress at sea are released from their obligations with minimum further deviation from the ships’
intended voyage, pro- vided that releasing the master of the ship from these obligations does not further
endanger the safety of life at sea. e Party responsible for the search and rescue region in which such
assistance is rendered shall exercise primary responsibility for ensuring such co-ordination and co-operation
occurs, so that survivors assisted are disembarked from the assisting ship and delivered to a place of safety,
taking into account the particular circumstances of the case and guidelines developed by the Organization.
In these cases, the relevant Parties shall arrange for such disembarka- tion to be effected as soon as reasonably
practicable.

Malta has formally objected the 2004 Amendments to the SAR Conven- tion. e Maltese authorities
argued that the amendments required the State responsible for the SAR region within which persons are
rescued to assume responsibility for providing the safe disembarkation place.27 On 22 December 2005, the
depositary received the following communication from the Minis- try of Foreign Affairs of Malta:

[…] the Ministry wished to inform that, aer careful consideration of the said amendments, in accordance
with article III(2)(f) of this Convention, the Govern- ment of Malta, as a Contracting Party to the said
Convention, declares that it is not yet in a position to accept these amendments.”28

erefore, Malta is not bound by the amendments on the grounds that they could be interpreted as
imposing on the State the obligation to disem- bark on its own territory and offer assistance to all those
rescued within its SAR region.29

III. INTERPRETATION OF THE CONCEPT OF PLACE OF SAFETY

e concept of place of safety is undefined in SAR Convention. e Convention does not provide specific
rules for interpretation and does not

identify which is the State, among a number of neighbouring States, which should provide assistance in a
given case. e fact that the Government of the SAR region in which the survivors are recovered is responsible
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for pro- viding a place of safety, or ensuring that such a place of safety is provided, means that migrants in
distress at sea are sometimes brought to the SAR region of another State.30

Some authors consider that the primary responsibility of the State res- ponsible for the SAR zone relates
only to ensure co-ordination and co-ope- ration.31 However, the SAR Convention does not address how
to solve the situation in the case that no agreement is reached, and avoids any reference which could imply
the assumption that, in default of any specific agreement, people saved should be disembarked in the State
responsible for the SAR region.32

In the absence of legal definition, and with the aim of guaranteeing that persons rescued at sea are provided
a place of safety regardless of their natio- nality, status or the circumstances in which they are found, the
Guidelines on the Treatment of Persons Rescued at Sea were adopted by IMO.33 Although the Guidelines
do not establish any binding duty, they provide some guidan- ce on the interpretation of the obligations to
render assistance at sea.34 e Guidelines define a place of safety as “a location where rescue operations are
considered to terminate. It is also a place where the survivors’ safety of life is no longer threatened and where
their basic human needs (such as food,

shelter and medical needs) can be met.”35
A narrow construction of the place of safety might lead to the conside- ration that any port where basic

needs are satisfied would comply with the requirements to be considered a safe place.36 However, some
scholars believe that the obligation on the coastal State to allow disembarkation is implicit in the SAR
Convention.37

is runs in parallel with the principle of non-refoulement.38 e Guideli- nes on the Treatment of
Persons Rescued at Sea state “[t]he need to avoid disembarkation in territories where the lives and freedoms
of those alleging a well-founded fear of persecution would be threatened is a consideration in the case of
asylum-seekers and refugees recovered at sea.”39 In short, a place of safety understood within the meaning
of the SAR Convention must be interpreted in accordance with refugee law and human rights provisions. A
place cannot be deemed safe for refugees simply because distress at sea has

been prevented; it is only safe when non-refoulement is guaranteed.40
In response to this situation, the Facilitation Committee of IMO41 adop- ted principles regarding

disembarkation of persons rescued at sea which specify that “[i]f disembarkation from the rescuing ship
cannot be arranged swily elsewhere, the Government responsible for the SAR area should ac- cept the
disembarkation of the persons rescued in accordance with immigra- tion laws and regulations of each
Member State into a place of safety under its control in which the persons rescued can have timely access
to post rescue support.”42

Despite this initiative, the principles have not been successfully incorpo- rated into the SAR Convention.
Today it is considered that the coastal State has only the obligation to ensure that a place of safety is provided
to rescued people without being under an explicit obligation to allow disembarkation on its own territory.43

How does this apply to the Maltese case? Malta has formally objected the amendments to the SAR
Convention and has entered reservations con- cerning the Facilitation Committee’s abovementioned
principles.44 Its main neighbour involved in rescue operations, Italy, did agree to the amendments. In
substantive terms, this means that whereas Malta is bound to ensure the disembarkation of persons rescued
within its SAR region at the nearest safe port, Italy’s understanding of disembarkation in the SAR regime is
that this ought to occur in the State responsible for the SAR region. is leads to constant diplomatic rows
as to which State is responsible to operate rescues or disembark migrants who have been rescued by seafarers,
particularly in

those cases where persons are rescued within Malta’s SAR region, but geo- graphically closer to
Lampedusa.45

A clear example is found in the Pinar E incident. In April 2009, a Turkish owned and Panamanian
registered vessel M/V Pinar E rescued over 140 mi- grants 41 nautical miles off the coast of Lampedusa,
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and approximately 114 nautical miles from Malta. e ship and the rescued migrants were the sub- ject
of an ensuing diplomatic clash between Italy and Malta regarding who would receive the migrants. While
Malta insisted that the M/V Pinar E would take the migrants to the nearest port, namely, Lampedusa; Italy
maintained that the persons were rescued in the Maltese SAR region and urged Malta to take responsibility.
Although Italy finally agreed to allow the disembarkation in Sicily, the decision was made exclusively in
consideration of the painful humanitarian emergency aboard the cargo ship. Italy made clear that its ac-
ceptance of the migrants must not in any way be understood as a precedent nor as a recognition of Malta’s
reason for refusing them.46

e situation has worsened due to the political developments in Italy. e issuance of the Code of
Conduct for NGOs undertaking Activities in Migrants’ Rescue Operations at Sea47 placed significant
restrictions on NGO activities, where failure to comply effectively meant refusal of disembarkation into Italy.
A change in government in 2018 led the then Italy’s deputy prime minister to adopt a stricter approach
to disembarkation.48 Furthermore, in August 2019, Italy passed a law which limits the entry of NGO
humanitarian vessels in Italian territorial waters for reasons of public order and security.49

e standoffs have been recurrent. In December 2018, two German-fla-
gged vessels, the Sea Watch 3 and the Sea-Eye rescued 32 people and 17 mi- grants, respectively and were

denied permission to land in Italy and Malta. Aer 19 days stranded at sea, migrants were allowed to land
in Malta.50

In 2019 El Hiblu I, a vessel registered in Palau sailing from Turkey to Libya, responded to a distress alert
and embarked almost a hundred migrants and proceeded towards his next port of call, namely, Tripoli.51
Aer the mi- grants realized they were being returned to Libya, they threatened crew mem- bers. Faced with
the difficulty of reaching Libyan coast due to the internal riot, the vessel headed north. Both Italy and Malta
initially refused entry of El Hiblu I, but it was finally allowed to disembark the rescues in Maltese ports.52
On 14 August 2019, the Administrative Tribunal of the Lazio Region (Italy) issued an injunction to the
Government to let the vessel Open Arms, with 147 rescued migrants on board, to enter Italian territorial sea
due to cir- cumstances of exceptional gravity and urgency.53 Italy and Malta had refused

permission to dock and unload the migrants.
All these cases show the discrepancy between the Maltese perception of place of safety in terms of search

and rescue and the place of safety in terms of humanitarian law.54 e main point of resistance is the great
extent of its SAR region, which makes that the closest safe port of call from the place of rescue is oen located
in Lampedusa.55

e express reference to the “guidelines developed by the Organiza-
tion” in 2004 Amendments to SAR Convention56 has given it a boost, at least among State parties, as they

must be taken into account when implementing SAR obligations. Malta did not accept the amendments
neither the Guideli- nes on the Treatment of Persons Rescued at Sea and does not recognise the link between
the two approaches which is reflected in these instruments.57

IV. DISTRESS: A HUMANITARIAN OR A SECURITISED TERM?

According to the SAR Convention, the distress phase is defined as “[a] situation wherein there is reasonable
certainty that a person, vessel or other cra is threatened by grave and imminent danger and requires
immediate assistance.”58

As stated in e Eleanor case,59 the distress must be something of a grave necessity that entails urgency,
but not necessarily an actual physical necessity. is is reflected in the SAR Convention as follows:60

Unless otherwise agreed between the States concerned, a Party should authorize, subject to applicable
national laws, rules and regulations, immediate entry into or over its territorial sea or territory of rescue units
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of other Parties solely for the pur- pose of searching for the position of maritime casualties and rescuing the
survivors of such casualties.

In the Rainbow Warrior case, the arbitral tribunal took a broader view in- cluding “circumstances of
extreme urgency involving medical or other con- siderations of an elementary nature” as circumstances
reflecting distress.61

e concept of distress cannot just be considered in situations of force majeure. Overcrowded and
unseaworthy vessels traversing the Mediterranean Sea are de facto in distress due to the imminent danger,
and hence there is an obligation to render assistance. Moreno-Lax even suggests that unseawor-

thiness per se entails distress.62 is is consonant with the rationale of search and rescue operations,
which is exclusively the protection of human beings.63 ere are clearly strong humanitarian grounds to
provide assistance “regard- less of the nationality or status of such a person or the circumstances in which
that person is found”64 and to treat rescued people “with humanity, within the capabilities and limitations
of the ship.”65

Although the search and rescue system has its own international legal regime, it is increasingly associated
with migration issues, which has distorted the primary humanitarian object of the regime66.

A restrictive interpretation of distress would lead to the conclusion that the obligation to render assistance
would not apply to a vessel that is not well equipped, yet not in immediate danger of being lost.67 However, if
a broader construction is advanced, a vessel which is not in imminent peril, but over- loaded and unfit for the
sea journey, and therefore, very vulnerable to many hazards, may fall under the term distress. e likeliness
getting into a very perilous situation in the proximate future would justify this view. is is the situation in
which many boats carrying migrants and asylum seekers usually find themselves.68

It is clear that unseaworthy vessels threaten the life of persons aboard. Talking of distress at sea, is an actual
danger required or a threat of danger enough? An excessively flexible definition would encourage some vessels
to

leave in poor conditions with the intent of needing a rescue. However, this potential call effect cannot
hamper a humanitarian base system of rescue of stranded people at sea.

In the present case, Malta defines unseaworthiness as a ship which is “unfit to proceed to sea
without danger to human life, property or the marine environment.”69 It extends the interpretation of
unseaworthiness to include “undermanning; overloading or unsafe or improper loading; unfamiliarity by the
master or the crew with essential shipboard procedures relating to the safety of ships.”70

Malta follows the definition of distress drawn directly from the SAR Con- vention. A distress situation
is one in which persons are faced with imminent danger at sea and require immediate assistance, and where
failure on the part of the Armed Forces of Malta to intervene in the most expeditious manner possible would
result in injury or death.71

V. MALTA, AT THE CROSSROADS IN THE MEDITERRANEAN SEA

Located in the heart of the Mediterranean Sea, Malta has been considered as a gateway to the European
Union over the last fieen years. Its vast SAR region stretches all across the Mediterranean basin and includes
areas that are geographically closer to Italian ports than to its own. It shares boundaries with its maritime
neighbours in this regard, namely, Italy, Libya and Greece. Tunisian SAR region has not been established yet.

As mentioned above, Malta objected the 2004 Amendments to SAR Con- vention. Agreeing to the
amendments would have made Malta responsible for nearly every search and rescue operation across the
Mediterranean. Faced with this prospect, the Maltese Government has consistently made it clear that it does
not recognise the amendments.

e existing issues with Italy has been dealt under Part III above with a long list of vessels which found
themselves caught in a diplomatic impasse.
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Regarding the requested co-operation and co-ordination with Libya, on 18 March 2009, Libya and Malta
signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in the field of search and rescue, aimed at coordinating the
search and rescue operations within their respectives SAR regions

Source: Robitaille, M., with permission from IMO.

e MoU provides that both countries coordinate, cooperate and support each other for search and rescue
operations within their respective SAR re- gions. Both sides also agreed to authorize their RCCs to request
assistance via the rescue centre of the other country and to provide all information on the distress situation
in their respective SAR region. It also provides for joint search and rescue training for inter-operability
purposes, exchange of visits and training at the Armed Forces of Malta SAR Training centre apart from
periodic meetings of representatives of both sides to ensure continued, en- hanced cooperation.73

e Armed Forces of Malta confirmed that the Libyan coastguard beca- me slightly more effective and
carried out some rescue operations.74 Howe- ver, the MoU took a back seat due to the armed conflict in
Libya.75

Eight years later, in August 2017, the Libyan authorities declared the es- tablishment of its SAR region.
Libya withdrew the application for the es- tablishment of the SAR region in December 2017.76 is
withdrawal was followed by the submission of a new notification on 14 December.77 In June 2018, IMO
publicised the coordinates of the Libyan SAR region in the Glo- bal Integrated Shipping Information System.

In a meeting with the United Nations Support Mission in Libya (UNS- MIL) in October 2018, the
spokesperson of the Libyan Coast Guard con- firmed extending Libya’s SAR region to 94 nautical miles off
its coast, as of August 2017, and assuming coordination of operations in that zone with the support of the
Italian RCC.78 Indeed, Italy endorsed the declaration of the Libyan SAR region.79

s far as we are concerned, Libya has not completed the procedures in
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Figure 4: Libyan SAR region
Source: IMO Global Integrated Shipping Information System

establishing search and rescue services. It is not clear when the Libyan SAR region may be expected to
be fully functional. e question then remains: can Libya be considered a place of safety for the purpose of
disembarkation following interception at sea?

establishing search and rescue services. It is not clear when the Libyan SAR region may be expected to
be fully functional. e question then remains: can Libya be considered a place of safety for the purpose of
disembarkation following interception at sea?

According to the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UN- HCR), Libya does not meet
the criteria for a place of safety given the volatili- ty of the country and compromised safety, as well as the
considerable risk of those returned being subjected to serious human rights violations and abuses, including
prolonged arbitrary detention in inhuman conditions, torture and other ill-treatment, unlawful killings, rape
and other forms of sexual violence, forced labour, extortion and exploitation.80

Within this legal framework, the news on attempts of disembarkation and diplomatic rows are continual.
Just considering the last few months, alarming headlines report one aer the other. In January 2019, 32
migrants rescued by the vessel Sea Watch 3 were in limbo for nearly three weeks until Malta opened its doors,
as part of a redistribution deal involving nine countries. Another

17 migrants on another ship, the Sea Eye, arrived in Malta as part of the same arrangement aer waiting
for two weeks. In March 2019, the vessel El Hiblu 1 intended to send the migrants back to Libya. But
several migrants, fearful of returning to that country, allegedly overtook the boat by force and directed it
toward Malta. Maltese special forces unit stormed the boat, regained con- trol, and escorted it to port, where
the migrants were allowed to disembark. In April 2019, Italy and Malta both denied the vessel Sea Eye
port entry; the migrants ultimately disembarked in Malta with military patrol boats, to be dis- tributed
among four countries. In June 2019, the vessel Sea Watch rescued the migrants, headed toward Italy, and
was ordered not to enter Italian territorial waters. e boat remained in international waters until its 14th
day at sea with the rescued migrants, when the captain decided to defy Italian orders and head toward the
island of Lampedusa. In August 2019, Malta offered to take only 39 migrants aboard the ship, and not the
additional 121 migrants which had been on the vessel Open Arms for nine days.81 Aer 19 days, the rescuees
disembarked in Lampedusa.

Despite these regretful events, Maltese SAR region is a unilateral declara- tion subject to the principle
of good faith. e SAR Convention only com- pels States to co-ordinate search and rescue services in the
area under their responsibility. us, there is no obligation for States to do this individually as they can act
in co-operation with other States.82 Arguably, failure to co-ope- rate is worthy of criticism, but difficult to
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prosecute (unless provided in the domestic legislation) since IMO itself has no powers to enforce the SAR
Convention.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

e application or not of the 2004 Amendments to the SAR Convention, along with the dearth of resources
to operate the Libyan SAR region and the influx of migrants in the Central Mediterranean route hinder the
possibility of finding a speedy solution.

e 2004 Amendments to the SAR Convention and the body of so law developed by IMO have offered
some guidance on SAR operations. Howe- ver, the Guidelines on the Treatment of Persons Rescued at Sea
and the Principles relating to Administrative Procedures for Disembarking Persons Rescued at Sea are not
binding, so the major issue remain unresolved: where can the rescued people be disembarked within the
current legal framework?

Two currents of thought exist about the concept of place of safety and the primary responsibility of the
State responsible for the SAR region. e first holds that the State in question has an implicit obligation to
allow di- sembarkation when all efforts to find a place of safety have been exhaus- ted.83 e second argues
that the primary responsibility relates only to ensure co-ordination and co-operation, so the disembark will
be in the closest safe port of call from the place of rescue.

e lack of agreement has rendered the situation more dependent of the political goodwill of States to
accept disembarkation, as they generally either refuse or require sharing of persons aboard between States
before authori- sing disembarkation.84

e ratification of the 2004 Amendments to the SAR Convention by Malta would represent a major
achievement since most of the coastal States of the Mediterranean basin85 would speak the same language.
Implementing the amendments would ensure that the obligation of the master to render assistance is
complemented by a corresponding obligation to co-operate in rescue situations, thereby relieving the master
of the responsibility to care for survivors, and allowing individuals who are rescued at sea in such circumstan-
ce to be delivered promptly to a place of safety.86

Additionally, the follow-up of the Guidelines and the Principles would clarify the implications of the
notion of place of safety. Logically, the pur-

pose of any rescue operation is to save lives, consequently, survivors cannot be conducted to a place where
they might be subject to further risks or per- secution87; however, the refusal of entry into Maltese ports also
leads to vul- nerable situations. As found above, co-operation and co-ordination cannot be neglected.
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