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Abstract
This study aims at comparing legal practices in the execution of sentences within the
framework of cross-border cooperation between The Netherlands, Belgium and Germany. Based on quantitative and qualitative data, the implementation of the EU
Framework Decisions 2008/909/JHA on the transfer of prisoners and 2008/947/JHA
on the mutual recognition of judgments and probation decisions in the three countries is
analyzed. Interview data with legal practitioners suggest that social rehabilitation,
consents of the convicted individuals and the actual place of living, play an important
role in the initiations of transfers. Empirical evidence that both Framework Decisions
are increasingly instrumentalized for migration control purposes, as the current scientific debate suggest, is weak in the three case countries. The relatively small numbers of
transfers of prisoners and judgements show, that the transfer instrument is still not
implemented to its full potential. This study exemplifies remaining challenges connected to the principle of mutual trust in the daily practice of cross-border legal cooperation
within the EU.
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Introduction
Cross-border cooperation in criminal legal matters between the Netherlands, Belgium
and Germany has a long tradition. This is particularly the case within the border region
of these three neighbouring countries, also referred to as the Meuse-Rhine Euregion,
one of Europe’s most urbanised areas. It comprises the Dutch and Belgian provinces of
Limburg – including the cities of Maastricht, Liege, Eupen, Hasselt, and on the German
side, the State of North-Rhine Westfalia (NRW) with the Aachen Region [1]. Divided
by three country borders, cross-border criminality and security problems related to a
wide range of crime phenomena, occur in a concentrated manner [2]. Legal cooperation
between law enforcement authorities remains challenging, partly due to different
languages, legal cultures, as well as visible and non-visible barriers that shape the
implementation of shared governance [3]. Consequently, the EU Commission refers to
border regions (or Euro-regions) as the ‘laboratories of European integration’ [4].
Over the years, the Euregion, but also the aforementioned three neighbouring
countries, have been the subject of numerous scientific studies on issues of legal
cooperation and legal comparison (e.g. [1–3, 5–9]). However, comparative and empirical research on the execution of sentences between the three countries is scarce. This
comes as no surprise since the execution phase of the criminal law enforcement cycle
has been somewhat ignored by criminologists and policymakers [10, 11]. The public
assumes all too readily that most sentences are executed in accordance with court
decisions. But empirical studies reveal that due to logistical and organisational problems, the execution of sentences is by no means self-evident [12]. In 2010 for instance,
the short-term prison sentences of 2600 people in the Netherlands could not be
executed because the limitation period had expired [13]. The main problem that the
criminal justice system faced in these cases was that the convicted persons did not
report themselves and could not be tracked down. In Germany, a similar situation
enfolds: according to the State Police Office of NRW, the number of open arrest
warrants amounted to over 23,000 in the year 2015. In 7700 cases alone, open warrants
were issued against convicted persons who never showed up for their prison sentence,
and, hence, managed to escape justice [14].
In many of these cases, the sentenced person avoids the execution of his or her
sentence by crossing the border to a neighbouring country. A lack of oversight, legal
cooperation and data sharing across borders remain EU-wide problems for law enforcement authorities. Framework Decision 2002/584/JHA on the European Arrest
Warrant (EAW) is one of the well-known (and extensively researched) tools to prevent
impunity as a result of crossing borders in the Schengen Area [15]. Less attention has
been paid to the two ‘younger siblings’ of the EAW, the Framework Decisions
2008/909/JHA and 2008/947/JHA, both directly dealing with the execution of
sentences1:
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Another Framework Decision that is closely linked is 2009/829/JHA on the application of the principle of
mutual recognition to decisions on supervision measures as an alternative to provisional detention (European
Supervision Order). It only concerns provisional release in the pretrial stage and will not be dealt with in depth
within this article.
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Council Framework Decision 2008/909/JHA (in the following: FD 2008/909) on
the application of the principle of mutual recognition to judgments in criminal
matters imposing custodial sentences or measures involving deprivation of liberty.
According to the European Commission [16], it allows, on the one hand, a Member
State of the EU to execute a prison sentence issued by another Member State
against a person who remains in the first Member State. On the other hand, it
establishes a system for transferring convicted prisoners back to the Member State
of nationality or habitual residence (or to another Member State with which the
prisoners have close ties) to serve their prison sentence.
Council Framework Decision 2008/947/JHA (in the following: FD 2008/947) on
the application of the principle of mutual recognition to judgments and probation
decisions with a view to the supervision of probation measures and alternative
sanctions. According to the European Commission [16], this framework decision
applies to many alternatives to custody and to measures facilitating early release.
The probation decision or an alternative sanction can be executed in another
Member State, as long as the person consents.

According to the European Commission [16], both framework decisions were drafted
with the objective of ensuring that non-resident EU citizens, who are subject to criminal
proceedings, are not treated differently from resident EU citizens. Moreover, both
framework decisions have the potential to lead to a reduction in the number of prison
sentences and pre-trial detention imposed on non-residential EU citizens. This in turn
could reduce prison overcrowding, improve detention conditions, allow for considerable budgetary savings for prisons and facilitate social rehabilitation of prisoners in a
cross-border context.
In the Netherlands and Belgium, the framework decisions were implemented in
2013, while Germany followed in 2015. Since then, especially the practices regarding
prisoner transfers have gained the interest of researchers (examples include: [17–20]).
Empirical studies, however, have remained relatively scarce, and so have comparative
legal studies that deal with the implementation of the framework decision in legal
practice [21, 22]. The empirical study, which this article is based upon, was conducted
to fill this gap in research. The goal of the study was to compare the legal practices
regarding the execution of sentences within the framework of cross-border cooperation
between the Netherlands, Belgium and Germany, and, particularly, to analyse the
challenges and impediments in this respect.2 The first questions that will be addressed
in this article are related to the rationale and extent of transferring judgements and
sentences in the three countries. How often do prisoner transfers based on the framework decisions take place, and what are the main goals of applying the available
instruments? In answering these questions, alongside quantitative data on transfer
cases, demographical data on prison populations and transferred persons will be
included in the analysis as well. The reason for including this type of data is related
The research was part of the project “Improving judicial cooperation in the field of Cross Border Execution
of Sentences between Belgium (BE), Germany (DE) and the Netherlands (NL) and, in general, between all
other EU-countries” (“CrossBes”). The CrossBes-project was funded by the European Commission, DG
Justice and consumers, and was a cooperation between the Bureau Euregional Cooperation of the prosecution
service and researchers of the faculty of Law of Maastricht University and the Catholic University Leuven
(Belgium). The final conference of this project took place in Maastricht in September 2019.
2
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to concerns among scholars that prisoner transfers may be instrumentalised for migration control purposes, and for the deportation of unwanted migrants [19, 23, 24]. These
concerns, voiced within the debate surrounding the concept of ‘crimmigration’, must be
taken seriously within a comparative legal study that addresses the topic of prisoner
transfers. After all, a misuse of prisoner transfers for deportation purposes has the
potential to discredit the entire EU prisoner transfer system.
The second set of questions addressed in this article are centred around the implementation of FD 2008/909 and FD 2008/947 in the legal systems of the case countries.
The focus will be on questions of how transfer cases are handled by the responsible
authorities, which legal dynamics play a role, and which challenges occur in the daily
practice of legal cross-border cooperation.
Methodology
The present study used a mixed method approach comprising a comparative legal and
empirical analysis. The comparative legal analysis focused on Dutch, German and
Belgian laws and legal practices related to the transfer of judgements and prisoners. The
focus remained on processes and procedures, not only in the written law, but also in
their implementation in daily legal practice. The empirical analysis comprises quantitative data on prison populations and transfer cases pursuant to FD 2008/909 (N = 569)
and FD 2008/947 (N = 138). The data was partly publicly available or provided by the
Ministries of Justice of all three countries. 3 The quantitative analysis was
complemented by semi-structured interviews held with ten legal practitioners from
Germany (N = 2), the Netherlands (N = 4), and Belgium (N = 4). All interviewees have
a professional background as prosecutors and are legal experts in the field of crossborder cooperation, with practical experience related to the transfer of judgements and
prisoners. In addition, four focus group studies were conducted during a workshop on
cross-border cooperation with regard to sentencing.4Each group was composed of ten
to fifteen Dutch, Belgian and German legal practitioners, adding up to 56 participants in
total (21 from the Netherlands, 20 from Belgium and 15 from Germany). Most
participants were prosecutors from a variety of ranks and locations across the three
countries.
A major challenge in most comparative legal studies is to ensure comparability of
the collected data, legal processes and procedures [25]. Comparative research inhibits
the risk of misunderstandings [26, 27]. To minimise these risks and ensure comparability, we complemented the interviews with vignettes. Vignettes are relatively well
established as a means of exploring how various factors influence decision making,
particularly in the context of sentencing decisions [28] or regarding a breach of process
during the pre-trial, sentencing or release phase [25]. Applications of the method
generally tend to be quantitative in nature [29–31], but in recent years more qualitative
approaches were implemented as well [25, 28, 32]. Vignettes make it possible to
include contextual factors related to different jurisdictions in the scope of research,

3

In the case of Germany data was provided by the Ministry of Justice of NRW.
These focus groups took place in 2018 and 2019 during training sessions that were organised at the
Academy of European Law (ERA) in Trier (Germany) as part of the aforementioned CrossBes-project.
4
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and to examine how these contextual factors – such as the culture-specific idiosyncrasies of different systems – may impact decision making [25].
The vignettes used during interviews consisted of brief case scenarios related to
cross-border cooperation, with a focus on the transfer of judgements and prisoners. The
scenarios included specific problems related to prisoner transfers, such as the question
of how to determine the actual place of residence of a person, or of how to calculate the
remaining prison term. The vignettes were accompanied by questions asking participants to respond to the scenario, either by giving their opinion regarding the course of
action that should be taken, or by explaining what they would do in the situation
presented [33]. A main challenge encountered while using this methodology was, on
the one hand, to find a balance between adjusting the scenarios to the great array of
procedures and processes within the different jurisdictions and, to ensure comparability
of the collected data on the other. In short, finding a common scenario that makes sense
and also respects jurisdictional differences is crucial and requires considerable time for
preparation and pre-testing.
During focus group discussions, the vignettes were not used for practical reasons.
Instead, open questions pertaining to the main challenges related to the daily practice of
cross-border cooperation were asked and discussed. These discussions were not limited
to topics concerning the three case countries, but also included information on legal
cooperation with other (EU) countries.
Nevertheless, a number of methodological limitations related to this study must be
taken into account; the qualitative part focuses on the procedures and practices with
regard to transfers, which – in all three countries – falls mainly within the responsibility
of the prosecution offices (either centralised or decentralised). Hence, only legal
professionals with a prosecutorial background were interviewed, leaving other relevant
legal practitioners – such as judges and lawyers – out of the picture. The limited
number of interview partners is explained by the fact that transfer practices still remain
a relatively unexplored branch of legal cooperation, and only few experts with sufficient experience in this area exist in the three countries.
Rationale and practice of transferring Judgements and sentences
Over the past decades, several instruments have been used for the transfer of
sentenced persons within Europe. The Council of Europe was the main forum for
the establishment of mutual agreements on prisoner transfers between its Member
States, and drafted numerous legal instruments, such as the European Convention
on the Supervision of Conditionally Sentenced or Conditionally Released Offenders
(1964), the European Convention on the International Validity of Criminal Judgments (1970) and the Convention on the Transfer of Sentenced Persons (1983). The
latter was ratified by 61 countries, including all Member States of the European
Union, as well as Non-Member States, such as Canada and the United States ([23]:
112). Parallel to this convention, the EU Member States ratified the Agreement on
the Application between the Member States of the European Communities of the
Council of Europe Convention on the Transfer of Sentenced Persons (1987). This
Agreement equates the rights of ‘persons who have a permanent residence in a
country’ with those of nationals of that country, in line with the the application of
the COE Convention of 1983.
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In 2008, based on an initiative by Austria, Finland and Sweden, FD 2008/909 and FD
2008/947 were established. FD 2008/909 replaced the old system of prisoner transfers
and introduced some major innovations, such as the abolition of the consent requirement
of the sentenced person and the principle of mutual recognition. Pursuant to its art. 29
(1), FD 2008/909 should have been implemented by 5 December 2011, but only five
Member States had transposed it into national legislation by that date [20]. In the
Netherlands and Belgium, FD 2008/909 came into force in 2012, while Germany was
not able to implement it until 2015. FD 2008/947 was due to be implemented by 6
December 2011; the Netherlands did so in 2012, Belgium in 2013 and Germany in 2015.
FD 2008/909 and FD 2008/947 belong to the same ‘family’ of criminal justice
framework decisions. While FD 2008/909 was designed to establish a system for the
transfer of prisoners to the EU Member State of the person’s nationality or habitual
residence, or to the state with which they have close ties. FD 2008/947 effectively does
the same with probation decisions and alternative sanctions (although the notion of the
‘transfer’ of a judgment is misleading as the decision is based on mutual recognition).
Both FDs essentially have in common that a sentence is issued by one Member State
and executed by another. Both place the social rehabilitation of the sentenced person at
the very core of their rationale, assuming that reintegration is best achieved where
social, family and professional ties exist.
There are, however, a number of significant differences in the implementation of the
procedural provisions between FDs 2008/909 and 2008/947. FD 2008/909 does not
require the sentenced person to consent to their transfer ([34]:6). Argumentum e
contrario, this means that a prisoner can be transferred to their country of origin or
habitual residence even against their expressed will. This is not the case with regard to
FD 2008/947: the probation decision or alternative sanction can be executed in any other
Member State than the sentencing state, as long as the sentenced person has consented.
In cases where the sentenced person has returned to the executing state, this consent is
implied [34]. According to the European Commission, the reason that FD 2008/947
does require consent is that the FD only becomes operative if the person has already
been released in the issuing state, and wants to return as free person to their home
country, and is willing cooperate with the supervising authorities ([16]: 8). Both FDs are
designed to reduce the number of imprisoned non-residential EU citizens; FD 2008/909
directly, and FD 2008/947 more indirectly – thereby reducing prison overcrowding and
improving detention conditions ([16]: 12). FD 2008/909 operates in a straightforward
manner by transferring prisoners to their country of origin or habitual residence. FD
2008/947, on the other hand, is more subtle: it provides an easy way to execute probation
measures and alternative sanctions in other Member States, and is supposed to provide
an incentive for judges to treat non-nationals as nationals, and therefore make them more
inclined to use custody only as a last resort ([17]: 357). According to the European
Commission [16], the FD has the potential to lead to a reduction in prison sentences
imposed on non-residential EU citizens, and foster their social rehabilitation. However,
if this is the case, it is subject to controversial discussions.
Social rehabilitation versus transfer of Judgements and prisoners?
Social rehabilitation and reintegration (in this context both terms are used interchangeably) have been empirically and theoretically well-researched topics in the field of
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penology since the 70s [23]. Crime prevention, the reduction of recidivism, but also
individual well-being are the primary goals of social rehabilitation. Interventions are
best made within communities, and the length of the treatment must be adapted to the
needs of the offender [35]. Finally, having a partner and family relationships, as well as
being in employment reduce criminal behaviour [36]. Social rehabilitation, however,
remains one of the biggest challenges facing penal practice. This holds particularly true
for foreign prisoners; they experience numerous problems in prisons relating to culture,
communication, access to services (such as work, medical and legal services), and
contact with their families. Transferring prisoners to their countries of residence appears
to be an effective solution to these specific problems [37].
Nevertheless, some authors have pointed to elements of the framework decisions
that might actually be counterproductive – or even undermine – this goal of rehabilitation [20, 23, 24]. Although the ratio legis of both framework decisions is to promote
social rehabilitation, no explanation is provided as to what this actually entails. It can be
assumed that this has led to different interpretations of what ‘social rehabilitation’
entails and how it can be accomplished – depending on the national laws of the
Member States. The same vagueness applies to the type of assessment that the issuing
authorities are supposed to undertake ([19]: 50). FD 2008/909 (recital 9) determines
that ‘the competent authority of the issuing State should take into account such
elements as, for example, the person’s attachment to the executing State, whether he
or she considers it the place of family, linguistic, cultural, social or economic and other
links to the executing State.’ But these links alone are not sufficient to reduce the
probability of reoffending and might even encourage anti-social behaviour [38, 39].
Moreover, feedback and control mechanisms are unable to (properly) assess whether
the purpose of social rehabilitation is actually fulfilled by transferring the prisoner.
According to one of our interview partners, once the prisoner is ‘out of sight’, the case
file is closed in the issuing state and further inquiries remain an exception. Any
concerns that an executing state may have about whether a transfer serves the purpose
of social rehabilitation – or whether it is actually counterproductive – can be voiced
during consultations. Such concerns, however, do not constitute grounds for refusal
(recital 10). Solely the issuing state may decide to withdraw the certificate if they are
convinced that the purpose of social rehabilitation is not fulfilled ([20], 380).
There is a high probability that the goal of social rehabilitation will be undermined if
a prisoner is transferred without his consent. There is not much doubt that measures
taken against the expressed will of a prisoner, especially in the case of measures as
significant as a transfer to another country, may negatively impact the prospects for
reintegration into society. This, however, also works the other way around; a prisoner
may voice their interest in being transferred to their country of residence, but authorities
are not obliged to act upon their request. Authorities may decide to object to a transfer
for any given reason, and execute the prison sentence within their own facilities.
According to one of our interviewees, a common reason for such a rejection is that
the penal system of the executing state is perceived as being too lenient, for example
because the rules for early release are considered too generous. During the focus
groups, concerns were voiced by some German and Dutch prosecutors regarding the
Belgian practice of mainly using electronic monitoring on persons sentenced to less
than 3 years in prison (see below). By rejecting a transfer, a harsher sentence may be
ensured. This, however, would make sentences for foreign prisoners more repressive
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and would be inconsistent with the aims of rehabilitation that call for prescribing the
least severe sanction ([23]: 119). Hence, the question of whether prisoner transfers
undermine the goals of rehabilitation and correction, or whether they are in line with
these ideals remains crucial.
Empirical Data on the Implementation of Framework Decision 2008/909
and Framework Decision 2008/947.
In contrast to the data on the EAW, which is centrally collected and published by the
EU Commission, (empirical) data on the number of prisoner or judgement transfers
pursuant to FDs 2008/909 and 2008/947 is scarce. Within the three case countries,
regulations and practices regarding data collection in relation to both framework
decisions vary. While the Dutch system for the transfer of both judgements and
prisoners is centralised, and data is centrally collected and published [40], this is the
case neither in Belgium nor in Germany. In Belgium, data on prisoner transfers are
collected by the Ministry of Justice, while the transfer of judgements are handled by
local prosecutors who do not report their casework to the central authorities. In
Germany, the Bundesamt für Justiz (Federal Agency of Justice subordinated to the
Federal Ministry of Justice) publishes annual statistics on extradition cases, which
include prisoner transfers – but without distinguishing between them. Due to the federal
system, statistics on the transfer of judgments and prisoners are collected by each state
individually, with no obligation whatsoever to publish or report these to the Federal
Ministry of Justice – as revealed in a recent parliamentary inquiry (Bundestag 2018).
For this study, however, available data on prisoner transfers (Annex 1) were analysed –
including data on demographics of prison populations obtained from the Council of
Europe SPACE 1 Report [41].
The Netherlands
The Netherlands has significantly reduced the number of prisoners over the past years,
experiencing what can be called a reversed punitive turn, a unique development
compared to other EU countries [42]. In 2016, a total of 8726 inmates were registered
in Dutch prisons, resulting in an incarceration rate of 51.4 per 100,000 inhabitants, one
of the lowest rates in the EU. The resulting empty prison space was temporarily rented
out to Belgium and Norway, but both contracts ended in 2017. This drop in incarceration rates is due to a variety of factors, such as a drop in serious crimes, the increased
use of community penalties, and the introduction of a ‘master plan’ by the Dutch
government aimed at promoting a process of de-carceration [42, 43]. This trend
towards a decrease, however, did not apply to all prisoners and did not include
‘dangerous populations’, such as irregular migrants and youngsters from ethnic minorities [44].
Concerning the question of prison transfers, the data on incarcerated non-Dutch EU
citizens is of high interest. According to the Council of Europe, the number of foreign
nationals in Dutch prisons amounted to 18.2% of the total prison population in 2016,
including pre-trial detainees. Of all foreign prisoners including pre-trial detainees, 653
EU citizens were registered, or 7.5% of the entire prison population ([41]: 71). In terms
of prisoner transfers, pursuant to FD 2008/909, the Netherlands is an import or
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receiving nation. According to data published by the Research and Documentation
Centre (WODC) of the Ministry of Justice and Security ([40]: 42), since the implementation of FD 2008/909 in 2012, a total of 1155 certificates initiating a transfer to the
Netherlands from another EU Member States were received by the Dutch authorities,
namely the IOS (Internationale Overdracht Strafvonnissen) in The Hague. Since not
every certificate received leads to a transfer, this resulted in the transfer of 586 prisoners
to Dutch prisons, a ratio of approx. 51%. During the same time period, only 118
outgoing certificates from the Netherlands to other EU Member States were registered,
resulting in 22 executed transfers before the end of 2017. The ratio of outgoing to
incoming certificates is approx. 1:10. Since 2012, most of the incoming certificates to
the Netherlands were received from Belgium (N = 305), Germany (N = 304), and Great
Britain (N = 128). Outgoing certificates from the Netherlands were mostly sent to
Belgium (N = 11), Germany (N = 6), France (N = 3) and Poland (N = 3).
While in the past Dutch authorities were rather reluctant to initiate prisoner transfers
pursuant to FD 2008/909, the number of transfers pursuant to FD 2008/947 was
somewhat higher. The transfer of judgements and probation decisions are dealt with
centrally at the Internationale Rechtshulp Centrum (IRC) in the province of NoordHolland (Internationale Center for Legal Assistance). In the 2 years following the
implementation of FD 2008/947 in 2016, a total of 137 judgments and probation
decisions ‘travelled’ from the Netherlands to another EU Member State ([40]: 63).
Most judgments were sent to Belgium (N = 86), followed by Poland (N = 21), and
Germany (N = 16). During the same 2 years, only 44 cases were registered in which
sanctions or probation measures – imposed by authorities of another EU Member State
– were transferred to the Netherlands for execution. Out of all certificates received, 31
were executed by the Netherlands (execution rate of 74%). The main sanctions of the
incoming judgments were special sanctions (bijzondere voorwaarden) and community
service (taakstraf). Most outgoing cases involved soft drug offences and abuse, for
which community services were generally imposed.
Most noteworthy in relation to the Dutch transfer systems is the discrepancy
between the number of certificates pursuant to FD2008/909 sent since 2012 (n = 122)
and the actual number of transfers (n = 22). The reasons for the fact that less than 20%
of all initiated transfers were actually carried out are manifold, as one of our interview
partners conceded. To date, the lack of manpower has been a hindrance in that matter.
In what concerns prison overcapacities, a lack of necessity might also have played a
role. On the other hand, the number of outgoing transfers pursuant to FD 2008/947 was
relatively high compared to that in NRW.
Germany/NRW
The prison population in Germany has been decreasing significantly over the past
decade. Dünkel [45] even refers to Germany (and the Netherlands) as now belonging to
the group of countries that in the past were characterised as ‘exceptionalist’. The
concept, which was originally used with reference to Nordic countries, describes a
penal philosophy with a profound emphasis on normalisation and rehabilitation, with
prisoners remaining part of the society to which they will return [46, 47]. The reason for
the decline in the German prison population (over 22% since 2003) remains somewhat
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unclear, but is generally attributed to procedural law reforms and a decline in violent
and sexual offences [45].
The total prison population in Germany amounted to 64,223 inmates in 2017,
including pre-trial detainees ([48]: 5). According to the Council of Europe, in 2016,
the prison population rate remained at 78.4 per 100,000 inhabitants, a relatively low
rate compared to other EU countries ([41]: 37). Statistics on prisoner demographics
vary depending on the data collection method and the state. According to the German
government, the number of EU citizens in German prisons in March 2017 amounted to
approx. 10% of all inmates (N = 5333), with the principle nationalities being Polish
(N = 1325), Romanian (N = 1114), and Italian (N = 527) [48].
In Germany, prisons are ‘Ländersache’, meaning that the penal system falls within
the responsibility of the states (Bundesländer). Since NRW is the only state that shares
a border with both Belgium and the Netherlands, the focus of our research is on this
Bundesland. For NRW, the most populated Bundesland in Germany, the prison
statistics show that the number of inmates amounted to 15,862 in March 2017,
distributed across 37 of the 183 German prisons [49]. This makes up for nearly one
fourth or 24,4% of all German prisoners. Since official data on prisoners’ demographics
were not available, the rate of foreign EU nationals in NRW prisons can only be
estimated by applying the average of 10%, in this case amounting to approx. 1500
inmates. This, however, is a conservative estimation, as the proximity of NRW to the
Dutch and Belgian borders, and the relatively high rate of (EU) migrants among its
resident population, may have had an impact on the ratio of EU inmates in prisons.
With regard to the transfer of judgements and prisoners, it needs to be taken into
consideration that FD 2008/909 and FD 2008/947 were adopted by Germany with a
delay and entered into force only in July 2015. Consequently, no data are available for
the previous years. In 2016, prisoner transfers pursuant to FD 2008/909 resulted in 61
transfer cases from NRW to another EU country. Of those prisoners, 55 were transferred to the Netherlands and one to Belgium. In 2017, this number increased slightly to
72 prisoners being transferred from NRW to another EU country, of whom 52 were
transferred to the Netherlands and three to Belgium. On the following ranks for both
years, were Italy (N = 5), Poland (N = 4) and France (N = 3) (the aggregated numbers
are shown in Annex 1, Table 2).
As for transfers pursuant to FD 2008/947, the caseload in NRW has been significantly lower. According to the Ministry of Justice NRW, the number of incoming
requests from other EU countries to take over probation measures and alternative
sanctions amounted to 19 cases between January 2015 and May 2018. Approximately
two-thirds of all requests were issued by the Netherlands. Surprisingly, the number of
outgoing cases, meaning the instances where NRW requested another EU country to
take over a probation measure or alternative sanction, amounted to just one case by the
end of 2017 (Annex 1, Table 2). When asked about this exceptionally low caseload, an
interview partner from Germany noted that this was probably due to the relatively short
period of time since the implementation of FD 2008/947. However, legal practices may
also influence this low input/output ratio. Judges and prosecutors seem rather reluctant
to engage in the relatively complex and bureaucratic process of a judgment transfer,
particularly for measures that are commonly perceived as lenient and serving more as a
warning, rather than a punishment.
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Belgium
According to the official prisoner statistics collected by the Council of Europe, Belgium
counted 11,615 prisoners in 2016 (including pre-trial detainees), of which 4726
(approx. 41%) were non-Belgian nationals ([41]:71). More than 130 different nationalities were represented among inmates in Belgian prisons, the largest group consisting
of Moroccans, followed by Algerians [50]. According to the Belgian Ministry of
Justice, the total number of EU citizens (including pre-trial detainees) amounted to
628 prisoners by the end of 2017. Assuming that the prison population had not changed
significantly throughout 2017, this number would have made up for about 5% of the
entire prison population (including pre-trial detainees). In terms of prisoner demographics, the largest groups of EU nationals were Romanians (N = 126), followed by
Dutch (N = 111) and French (N = 98). With 10 inmates, Germans made up for one of
the smallest groups [50].
Due to frequent strikes of prison personnel in the past years, the Belgian prison
system came under criticism for its high incarceration rate, overcrowding and harsh
prison conditions [51]. Due to an increase of people in pre-trial detention and long
prison sentences since the 1990s, the detention rate in Belgium increased from 65 per
100,000 inhabitants in the 1980s, to 95 per 100,000 in 2005 [52]. In 2016, this rate had
further increased to 102.7, exceeding prison capacities significantly [41]. One strategy
to relieve the problem of overcrowding is the increased use of electronic monitoring,
making it possible for convicted persons to serve their prison sentence in their
community under limited supervision [53, 54]. According to one interviewed Belgian
expert, it is a widespread practice in Belgium to monitor persons with sentences of less
than 3 years via electronic surveillance rather than detaining them.
In relation to the transfer of prisoners pursuant to FD 2008/909, the case numbers
have risen continuously since the framework decision came into force in 2012.
Between 2013 and the end of 2017, the Belgian Ministry of Justice registered 169
cases of outgoing transfers to other EU Member States (Annex 1, Table 1). The three
main transfer countries since 2013 have been the Netherlands (N = 77), France (N = 38)
and Romania (N = 30). Data on incoming certificates and transfers were not available.
The same applies to data on transfers pursuant to FD 2008/947, which is not centrally
collected by the Ministry of Justice.
Interpretation of the case data
The relatively small number of transfers, the differences between the various penal and
prison systems, and the partly incomplete data make a comparative assessment of the
transfer system complicated. In addition, different prisoner demographics, as well as
the different sizes of prisoner populations, have to be taken into account when assessing
the transfer system and interpreting the case data. However, it can be concluded that
prisoner transfers in all three case countries play a relatively small role compared to the
total number of foreign EU prison inmates that are theoretically (meaning based only
on nationality) eligible for transfers. In other words: while the number of imprisoned
EU foreigners in all three case countries is relatively high, the number of inmates who
actually get transferred to their countries of nationality is rather low. In 2017, for
example, the number of transferred EU inmates from Belgian prisons amounted to
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approx. 8% of the total number of incarcerated EU nationals. In NRW, this number is
estimated at about 5% of all EU inmates, while in the Netherlands, transferred prisoners
only made up for 1% of EU prisoners. However, this interpretation is limited in the
sense that no accurate predication can be made regarding the number of EU prisoners
who were indeed eligible for a transfer, meaning that they had their habitual residence,
family and social ties etc. in another EU Member state.
Moreover, the data concerning the receiving countries gives some indication as
to whether prisoner transfers have been used for the purpose of migration control.
Concerns regarding the potential use of transfers for deportation purposes were
voiced soon after the adoption of FD 2008/909 in 2008 [19, 23, 24]. Pakes and Holt
[55] speak of a ‘quite possibly disturbing trend’, which begs the question if
‘prisoners are farmed out to serve their sentence in foreign countries, not because
of prisoners’ individual circumstances but due to national governmental
policymaking.’ Bosworth et al. [56] see ‘postcolonial and neo-colonial dynamics’
at work, given the growing number of intra-EU transfers. Some scholars suspect a
‘hidden agenda’ behind transfers, namely to get rid of criminal migrants, with the
welcome side-effect of reducing prison overcrowding [20]. These concerns could
be integrated in the wider scientific debate on ‘crimmigration’; this term – originally coined in the US – has become a central criminological concept that focuses
on the growing merger of crime control and immigration control ([42, 57, 58]).
Criminologists describe this phenomenon as a shift of immigration laws towards
criminal law measures, and a transformation of criminal justice practices in which
measures and practices related to immigration law are used against those within the
criminal justice system, mostly non-citizens [42]. These dynamics are believed to
result in harsher punishments for foreign prisoners; a group which is more likely to
be imprisoned on remand while awaiting trial and sentencing, given the longer
custodial sentences, refused re-categorisation to more open prison conditions, and
ultimately, deportation after having served their sentence [59–62].
These crimmigration dynamics have been described for Belgium, the Netherlands
and Germany as well, three countries whose prison populations are to a considerable
extent composed of EU and other foreign nationals. However, empirical research on
crimmigration dynamics has been scarce so far [57]. In light of this debate, the collected
data on prisoner transfers allow for some interpretations and cautious conclusions.
Table 2 (Annex 1), showing outgoing prisoner transfers categorised by receiving
country, demonstrates that in all three case countries, the neighbouring countries are
the preferred destinations for prisoner transfers. As much as 80% of all transferred
prisoners from NRW (N = 107) went to the Netherlands, the second largest group
consisting of transfers to Belgium with five cases. Belgium transferred 77 prisoners –
or approx. 45% of all transfers – to the Netherlands, while 22% were transferred to
France, the western neighbour (none, however, to Germany). When taking certificates
into account, Dutch authorities sent – between 2013 and 2017 – the majority of
transferred prisoners to Belgium (N = 36 or 31%), Germany (N = 17 or 14%) and
France (N = 15 or 13%) ([40]: 53). In fact, in all three case countries, either the most
or the second most transfers were conducted with a neighbouring country.
Hence, the amount of transfers from the three case countries to other EU Member
States where migration control purposes play a relevant role (i.e. Eastern and Southeastern Europe) is considerably lower. For example, Romanians, a migrant group
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frequently subjected to deportation measures [63], make up for the second largest group
in German prisons in the years 2016 and 2017 [64]. However, only three inmates were
transferred from NRW to Romania since 2016. From Belgium, where Romanians also
represent the largest group of foreign inmates, 30 transfers were conducted to Romania
between 2013 and 2017. One reason for this might be the fact that transfers and
extraditions to Romania were reduced – or even halted entirely – by some Member
States, due to the notoriously bad prison conditions in the country. When taking into
account countries in the wider region of Eastern Europe, this picture remains the same:
of the total number of Polish prisoners (traditionally representing one of the largest
national groups in German prisons), only five inmates were transferred to Poland since
2016. Only three prisoner transfers were conducted to Bulgaria from Belgium since
2013, and not a single one from NRW since 2016. Between 2013 and 2017, out of the
118 outgoing certificates from the Netherlands, only 12 sentenced persons (approx.
10%) were sent to Bulgaria, Hungary, Croatia and Romania – and not even all these
certificates resulted in an actual transfer ([40]: 53).
The empirical data shows that most transfers from NRW, Belgium and the Netherlands are conducted between neighbouring countries, where formal and informal
networks of legal cooperation are traditionally strong. It seems that migration control
purposes, at least with regard to EU citizens, have played a minor role so far. This
interpretation is not limited to the relation between the three case countries, but also
applies to south and southeastern Member States – whose citizens are specifically
vulnerable to migration control measures.
However, it needs to be considered that due to the limited data and small number of
cases,our interpretations cannot simply be generalised to other EU Member States or
the entire EU. It might therefore be the case that other Member States do
instrumentalise the transfer systems to systematically get rid of unwanted migrants,
or to relief their overcrowded prisons. But for the Netherlands, Belgium and NRW, the
total number of transfer cases is simply too low to speak of a systematic exploitation of
the transfer system. This, of course, is not to say that the situation may change not in the
near future.
Challenges for the Implementation of Framework Decision 2008/909 and Framework
Decision 2008/947.
As the quantitaive data on transfer cases alone has limited informative value, this study
includes a qualitative dimension as well. Interviews with legal experts help to gain a
clearer understanding of how the penal transfer system influences – and is influenced
by – cross-border legal cooperation. The aim was to gain deeper insight into the
underlying motives for initiating transfers, the rationales that shape them, and the
way they are implemented in daily legal practice. Nearly all our interviewed experts
from the three case countries conceded that there was room for improvement in relation
to the total number of transfers. Yet, frictions created by the different legal and penal
systems of the EU Member States slow down cooperative processes. This lack of
compatibility is a challenge, also in the three case countries. But legal issues represent
only one side of the coin, the very practical dimension of daily cooperation being the
other. It has been well established that in cross-border cooperation in criminal investigations, informal networks and practices play a significant role [3]. The same applies
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to legal cooperation in sentencing. The three main issues identified in all three countries
were the problem of adapting sentences, the assessment of habitual residence, and the
question of consent.
The adaption of sentences
A crucial aspect related to issuing a certificate is the calculation of the
(remaining) sentence. Often the cumulation and calculation of the prisontime
pose significant problems for the executing state. This is, for example, the case
for calculating the number of days to be spent in prison, especially when it
concerns more than one prison sentence, or when the days spent in pre-trial
detention have to be subtracted. Besides the lack of information in certain
instances, the basis of calculation itself is sometimes an issue. As one of our
interview partners from Belgium mentioned, the simple difference between
calculating months (each with 30 days) or years (with 365 days) can lead to
discrepancies in the final prison term. But every day spent in prison unjustified is
a serious violation of the prisoner’s rights, and not a trivial or tolerable issue.
Despite the principle of mutual recognition limiting the discretion of the executing state to simply adapt the sentence to its own national system, a streamlining
of procedures in the Member States is urgently required.
Closely related are difficulties arising from the different legal systems and, in
relation to FD 2008/947, from the adaption of alternative sanctions. The socalled taakstraf – or community service – is widely used in the Netherlands, but
poses a problem when transferred to Germany. The German penal system
recognises (for adults) custodial sentences and financial penalties, while community service is a conditional sentence, meaning that it cannot be executed
independently from the main sentence. Since community service has become a
very common form of sentencing in the Netherlands, recognition issues arise for
German authorities in case of transfers. In practice, the community service is
often converted into a monetary fine, depending on the duration of the community sentence. But problems remain, as the basis for calculating the fine is
unclear, and standardized solutions, for example for cases where the sentence
is revoked, are still lacking. This bears the risk of a reformatio in peius, for
example, where the taakstraf is converted into a prison sentence. Several of our
interview partners considered it as one of the main challenges for the future to
establish guidelines to adjust and convert alternative sanctions into equivalent
measures within the different penal systems.
The assessment of ‘Where a Person Lives’
A crucial issue for the transfer under FD 2008/909 and FD 2008/947 is the question of
where the convicted person lives. In contrast to FD 2008/947, which only refers to a
‘lawful ordinary residence’, the term ‘lives’ – in FD 2008/909 recital 17 – refers to the
place to which the person ‘is attached, based on habitual residence and on elements
such as family, social or professional ties’. This notion of ‘living’ is based on the
presumption that prisoners have better chances of reintegration where social ties are
strong. This, however, has sparked some debate and so has the rather imprecise
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criterium of ‘habitual residence’ ([19]: 56; [18, 65]). Since clear guidance and case law
is lacking in this area, a case-by-case evaluation on where a person lives or has their
habitual residence becomes necessary.
In the Netherlands, the question of whether the convicted person has a demonstrable
and sufficient connection to the Netherlands, and whether the transfer will contribute to
the resocialisation chances of the convicted person, influences the transfer decision
significantly. Different criteria, such as the habitual place of residence, the period the
sentenced person has lived there, the workplace, as well as the place of residence of the
family, are assessed. In addition, questions regarding economic ties and the possibility
of setting up a resocialisation programme during the execution of the custodial sentence
may play a role [66].
Ideally, transfer procedures manage to find a balance between the need for
effective enforcement of sentences across borders and the aim of social rehabilitation. Martufi [19] especially criticises that consultations between the issuing
and executing state on the question of habitual residence often take place only
after the sentence has been forwarded, and a decision on the transfer has already
been made. He recommends scheduling this consultation before the transfer and,
in addition, acquire information about the prisoner’s social background by
interviewing the prisoner’s family and requesting a pre/post-sentence report by
the executing state’s prison and/or probation service. Moreover, a substantiated
motivation for the transfer should be provided by the competent authority, and a
mandatory judicial hearing of the prisoner should take place. It is worth noting
that FD 2008/909 does not specify an appeal procedure against a transfer
decision. It does, however, mention in recital 22 that “a final decision including
an appeal procedure is completed within a period of 90 days”, thereby leaving it
to the legislators in the Member States to provide legal remedies. Germany, for
example, has incorporated an appeal procedure in Section 85b of the Act on
International Cooperation in Criminal Matters (IRG). The gathering and exchange of relevant information concerning the habitual residence, family, professional and social ties is one of the most complex aspects of the transfer
procedure, and left at the discretion of the issuing member state. It might
therefore come as no surprise that the assessment of habitual residence are
conducted quite differently in the three countries. Whereas in the Netherlands
and Belgium the immigration offices are involved as a provider of information
on the offender, this is to a lesser extent the case in Germany, where the official
resident register is a main source of information. This register, however, has
been proven to not always be reliable. Therefore, in addition to the register, the
habitual residence is mainly determined based on self-reporting of the convicted
person in the initial stage of their sentencing hearing. If, however, the prosecution deems it necessary, it can request more data on the actual place of residence
from other authorities. But it remains unclear as to whether and, if so, how often
this occurs. Given the complexity of determining the place of actual residence,
our data suggest that self-reporting of the sentenced person remains a crucial
criterium, although authorities increasingly attempt to base their decisions on
more objective information.
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The question of consent
In FD 2008/947, the issue of the sentenced person’s consent to a transfer is rather
avoided ([21]: 362). This, however, is not the case in FD 2008/909, where Article 6
clearly sets out the circumstances under which this consent is not required, stating three
criteria:
–
–
–

the person is a national of the country of the executing state and also lives there;
the person would be deported to the executing state on completion of their
sentence; or,
the person has fled or otherwise returned there [the executing state] in response to
the criminal proceedings.

A significant number of imprisoned foreign EU nationals meet one of these
criteria. Hence, in a report by Europris, several Member States conceded that a
high proportion of transfers were made without the affected individual having
provided consent (see [67]: 45). However, our research found no indications that
these practices also play a role in transfer procedures in the Netherlands,
Germany and Belgium. It must be taken into consideration that consent, even
if not expressed explicitly, may be considered in different ways, such as the
possibility for the sentenced person to initiate a transfer, the right to be heard,
and the right to veto a transfer ([23]: 118). Hence, in the three case countries,
procedures regarding the assessment of consent differ from each other. In the
Netherlands and Belgium, a transfer procedure is often proactively initiated by
the authorities. A form is used where the convicted person can voice their
concerns regarding their potential transfer. Among German prosecutors, it even
seems customary that if a prisoner does not proactively request a transfer,
prosecution offices remain inactive. One of our German interviewed experts, a
prosecutor dealing specifically with cross-border cooperation issues with the
Netherlands, stated that only the transfer request of the prisoner themselves is
considered a starting point to assess whether further steps can be taken. Even if
the prisoner proactively requests a transfer before the formal procedure is
initiated, a hearing before a judge is required.
Indeed, the criteria for consent, require informing the prisoner of the possible
consequences of a transfer to their country of origin. An informed decision
implies having access to viable information regarding, inter alia, the terms for
conditional release, access to prison benefits, other rights (e.g. visits, leave,
correspondence, intimate visits), access to work, and the length of the transfer
procedure itself [38]. A recent study by Durnescu et al. [21] among Romanian
prisoners in Spain and Italy showed that the so-called ‘release effect’ is an
important factor for prisoners to consider a transfer. According to their study,
a transfer procedure is viewed as beneficial when it contributes to a reduction in
the prison term, therefore making the conditions for an early release a crucial
motivating factor for a transfer. One of our interviewees from Belgium corroborated this fact by stating that mainly Romanian, but also Dutch and French
prisoners in Belgium, tend to proactively request a transfer to their countries of
origin, as early release conditions are perceived as being more favourable in
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these Member States. Surprisingly, Durnescu et al. found that the length of time
required for the transfer procedure, and the uncertainty of the outcome, seem to
have a demotivating effect on prisoners, although one could assume that the
notion of time and patience play a lesser role in prison ([21]: 461).
Despite the legal practices in terms of the consent requirement Graat et al. [66] point
to the fact that there are no safeguards in Dutch legislation to ensure that the convicted
person’s consent for a transfer was obtained. The same holds true for the provision of
information by the prosecutor on the possibility of a transfer and details concerning the
procedure, as well as prison conditions in the executing state. In practice, the provision
of accurate information on the legal and penal systems of other Member States remains
difficult due to the variety of systems and conditions of imprisonment, which, moreover, are subject to change over time.
Concerning the question of how deportation regulations may influence the
assessment process, the following example from Germany is noteworthy: one of
our German interviewed experts pointed to § 456a of the German Criminal
Procedural Code (Strafprozessordnung), which, in his opinion, is a crucial factor
affecting the willingness of EU foreigners to consent to a transfer. This law
provides authorities with the possibility to deport non-national prisoners after
having served only half of their sentence (usually two-thirds of a prison sentence
is to be served in Germany). However, early release can only take effect on the
condition that the sentenced person leaves Germany upon release, and will not
re-enter the country. Similar regulations exist in a number of EU countries,
including Belgium and the Netherlands, and are often criticised for subjecting
foreign prisoners to the combined force of a prison sentence and (the threat of)
deportation [42]. Our interview partner, however, suspected that it was the
aforementioned criminal procedural rule – and the prospect of being released
(exceptionally) early – that leads to foreign prisoners preferring a prison stay in
Germany and refraining from proactively initiating a transfer, despite the consequential expulsion. Here again, it is not the threat of deportation, but rather the
early-release effect that might play a role in transferring to a system with
supposedly longer prison stays the less favourable choice.

Conclusion
This study explored the European system for transferring sentenced persons to
their countries of origin, exemplified by legal and cooperative practices between
the Netherlands, Belgium and Germany. Based on empirical data regarding the
transfer of prisoners, as well as the transfer of judgements and probation decisions, we found that to a large extent, these transfers took place between the
three case countries, and to a much smaller extent with other EU Member States.
This does not come as a surprise given the geographical, legal and cultural
proximity of the three countries. After all, cross-border cooperation is an adhoc activity where formal structures based on contractual legal obligations
sometimes evolve into informal cooperation networks based on behavioural
norms – if perceived as reciprocal and advantageous [68]. Moreover, the empirical analysis indicates that despite the growing number of EU foreigners in
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Belgian, Dutch and German prisons, there is little evidence to suggest that a
migration control agenda is controlling the transfer system. This conclusion is
supported by the qualitative data: considerations concerning the actual place of
residence, human rights issues, social rehabilitation and the consent of the
sentenced person influence the transfer procedure substantially. In some instances, practitioners seem somewhat reluctant to initiate transfers, often leaving
it up to the prisoners themselves to initiate the process. All these practices
distinguish transfers from deportations, and contradict the suspicion of
instrumentalising the transfer system for the purpose of migration control. This
is also reflected in the overall very modest number of outgoing transfers from all
three countries to countries in Southern and Eastern Europe respectively. The
transfer of judgements and prisoners remains the exception, not the rule.
This, however, is not to say that an influence of migration control purposes on
the transfer system can be fully denied or that in time, the practice of transferring
sentenced persons will change. After all, the transfer system was only implemented in 2012 in the Netherlands and Belgium, and only in 2015 in Germany,
so the system is still in an early development stage. It needs to be taken into
account that our research focused only on imprisoned EU-foreigners in the three
case countries over a relatively short period of time. This excludes a large
number of prisoners with non-EU migration backgrounds eligible for prisoner
transfers outside of the EU, as well as the growing number of inmates in
deportation facilities. Generalised statements concerning the phenomenon of
crimmigration, and the role of migration control dynamics within the EU penal
systems, can therefore not be made.
Numerous challenges with regard to the transfer of prisoners still remain:
some were discussed in depth as part of this study, others had to be left out
due to the limited scope of this study. One issue that remains, for example, is the
question of how to deal with sentences that include psychiatric or health care
measures. According to Art. 9 of FD 2008/909, the executing state may refuse to
recognise judgements containing such measures, which has meant that no such
case has been reported to date. But how will Member States deal with this issue
in the future? In fact, our research has shown that the prosecution services in all
three case countries lack reliable information on available rehabilitation and
psychiatric care programmes in other Member States. Probably, the same conclusion can be drawn in relation to other prison facilities, i.e. drug programmes,
cell-configuration, prison regime, and so on. Another unresolved issue is the
question of which role victim rights play within the realm of prisoner transfers.
In the bigger picture, the transfer system heavily relies on mutual trust and
recognition, the cornerstones of judicial cooperation in criminal matters among
EU Member States [69–71]. But reservations towards this principle still exist,
resulting in a discrepancy between a legal and an empirical reality, where trust in
other EU national legal systems is not felt and lived by the actors [66]. The
reasons for this mistrust are manifold. For example, recent reports about deteriorating prison conditions in Belgium, issued by the European Committee for the
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment [51],
have led Dutch and German authorities to re-evaluate prisoner transfers to their
neighbour.
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Besides this mistrust, we came across a certain degree of frustration among legal
practitioners, which originates from a (perceived) incompatibility of sentencing systems
within the EU. Asp [72] states that the ‘Harmonization of sentencing should be looked
upon as sort of a last-stage-harmonisation […]’. 5But this harmonisation of national
sentencing systems would require amendments to the EU treaties. Implementing a
system for the transfer of sentenced persons prior to having a harmonised criminal law
system in place, is ‘putting the cart before the horse’, apparently an increasingly
common rationale of EU policies [73]. 6In order to create a smoothly running transfer
system and overcome the issues of implementation, the Member States are ‘nudged
towards harmonisation’. 7Time will tell whether this strategy will be successful, and
result in standardised criminal law and penal systems among all EU Member States.89

Appendix 1

Table 1 Outgoing and incoming prisoner transfers pursuant to FD 2008/909 from NL, BE and NRW to/from
other EU Countries until 2017
2013
NL outgoing

1

2014

2015

2016

2017

total

7

3

5

6

22

35

56

80

207

208

23

41

44

51

169

NRW outgoing

61

72

133

NRW incoming

13

24

37

NL incoming
BE outgoing

10

BE incoming

5

No data was available for incoming certificates and transfers to Belgium
Since FD 2008/909 was adopted in 2015 by Germany no data was available for the years 2013–2015
No data was available for Belgium concerning FD 2008/947.
8
Case Data for NRW between 2015 and 2017.
9
For illustrative reasons the included data reflects only certificates sent to other Member States and not the
actual transfers conducted pursuant to FD 2008/909 (Number total transfers n = 22).
6
7
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Table 2 Total outgoing transfers pursuant to FD 2008/909 and FD 2008/947 from NL, BE and NRW
aggregated by EU Countries until 2017
From BE FD From NRW FD From NL FD From NRW FD From NL FD
2008/909
2008/909
2008/909
2008/947
2008/947
AT(Austria)

1

BE (Belgium)

5

BG (Bulgaria) 3

36

86

1

CZ (Czech
Rep.)

1

CY (Cyprus)
DE
(Germany)

17

16

DK
(Denmark)

4

1

2

5

3

1

2

1

3

15

EE (Estonia)
EL (Greece)
ES (Spain)

3

FI (Finland)
FR (France)

38

HR (Croatia)

2

HU (Hungary) 1

5

1

IE (Ireland)
IT (Italy)

9

5

LT
(Lithuania)

2

1

77

107

2
1

LU
(Luxembourg)
LV (Latvia)
MT (Malta)
NL
(Netherlands)

1

PL (Poland)

4

PT (Portugal)
RO
(Romania)

30

SE (Sweden)

3

1

10

21

4

2

4

2

1

SI (Slovenia)
SK (Slovakia) 3

1

UK (U.
Kingdom)

3

10

Total

169

133

118

1
1

137
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