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L Reporting Requirement

Section 330 (d) of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996, Pub. L. No. 104-208 (“the Act”), directs the. Attorney General to submit reports to the
Judiciary Committees of the Unitéd States Senate and House of Representatives stating whether-
the prisoner transfer treaties to which the Usiited States is a party have been effective.ity btinging
about the return of incaréerated aliens to-the countries of which they are nationals, This report
has been prepared by the Department of Justice (“the Department™) in response to-the
requirements of Section 330(d) and contains the pertinent information for Fiseal Year 2017,

I, Update to Previous Reports

This report contains fables and prisonertransfer statistics regarding the operation of the
International Prisoner Transfer Program for Fiscal Year 2017 and-updates préviousreports.

A, Ovetview of the Transfer Program

The Attorney General delegated the authority-to administer the International Prisoner
Transfer Program to the Criminal Division of the Depariment. Within the Citminal Division, the
International Prisoner Transfer Unit (“IPTU”) of the Office of Enforcement Operations (“OEO”)
oversees the daily operations of the fr. ansfel program. The United States currently hagprisoner -
transfer relationships with 81 countries.! These prisorier transfer relationstips permit the United
States, upon satisfying tredty and statutory requirements, to transfer convicted foreign nationals
to their home countries, which assume responsibility for administering or enfoming the
transferred sentences pursuant to their laws and procedutes. Foreign national prisonersin state
custody in the United States also are eligible to apply for transfer, but the sentenicing state:must
first consent to the transfer before the federal government can consider-the request. In addition
to trahsferring forelgn nationals from the United States, the United States alse aceepts the.
transfer of Americans who have been convicted of crimindl offenses by a foreign counity with
which the United States has a prisoner téansfer relationshfp. Wlien such transfers océut, the
Federal Bugeau of Prisons (“BOP”) assumes-custody of the brisorier and the United States
assumes responsibility for continuing 1o enforee the foreign sentence of the transferred prisoner,

U Attachment 1 lists the countries with which the United Stdtes has d prisonet transfer rélationshipy pursuart tc
bilateral treaties, transfer agreements, and multilateral conventions, In-addition to having bilaterdl prisorier transfer
treaties or agreements with twelve governments, including Mexico and Canada, the United States I8 party to two
multilateral prisoner transfer conventions ~The Council of Eutope Convention on the Transfer of Setttenced Petsons
{the “COE Convention™” or the “Strasbourg Conventicn”) and the Inter-Amerfcan Coriveiition on Serving Criminal
Sentences Abroad (the “OAS Convetition”), New countries periodically dccede to thess multilateral prisonet
transfer conventions. Some countries ate a party to multiple transfer agteetnents. Wher more than, arie fransfer
agreement exists, the country will specify which agreement will goven the fratsfer relationship. Forexampls;
Mexico has informed the United Stafes that it wants to use the bilateral agregiment a5 the basis for all transfers with
the United States. :

The State Depariment encourages counitries wanting to establish . fransfer relationship -with the United Statey
to accede to either the COE Convention or the OAS Convention. Tt discourages thie negotlation 8f new bilateral
prisoner treaties because, in addition to being costly, they are time-consuming tb negotiate and appiove and sorietimes
result in differing requirements and procedures, tendering them more:difficult to adniinister,




As specified by statute and treaties, ptisoner transfer is & voluntary process requiring the.
consent of the prisoner, the sentencing country, and the receiving country. ‘Without the congesnt
of any one of these patties, the transfer cannot oceur. In addition to the coasent requirement;
other basic transfer prerequisit‘e‘s include; the existence.of a transfer relationship between the
United States and the prisoner’s home country; a final sentenes; the absence of periding appéals
ot collateral attacks upon the underlying conviction ot sentence; dual cnrmnahty of the
transferred offense in the sentencing and receiving countries; and a ceitain imintmym, period of.
time remaining on the sentenee at the time of application. Some transfer treafies impose
additional ehg1b1hty requirements. Most notably, the Mexican bildteral fransfer treaty provides
thata pnsoner is ineligible for transfer if the prisoner has become a domiciliary of the United
States or is serving a sentence for an immigration offense.

The transfer-decision is discretionary. Aftef confirming that freaty and statutory
requirements have beeh satisfied, each country must carefully evaluate the facts of the.case to
assess if the prisoner is suitable for transfer, The decision of the Department is informed by
internal guidelines that are focused on factors pertinent to whether the fransfet would further the
rehabilitative goals of the undéilying tréaty, further or negatively impaot important law
enforcement needs and mtelests, or be justified by compelling humanitaiian interests.

To fulfill its responsibility to administer the transfer Program the Department depends.on
the cooperation and assistance of many federal and state agencies. BOPis pamoulaﬂy ciftical to
the operation-of the transfer program, BOP, as the custodian of fotefgn hational prisoners in
federal custody, i 1s 1espons1ble for informing these prisoners of the availability of the program in.
a timely manner,” reviewitig tle nitial 1equest for transfer to ensure that basic el1g1bﬂ1ty
requirements? have been satisfied; and preparing application packages for éligible: pusoneis
interested in transfer. When OEO and the fmmgn country approve a foreign natiofis] prisoner foi
transfer, BOP is also responsible for assisting in moving the prisoner to the site of the required
consent verification hearing, transporting the prisoner to the depart’ule site, atid making the
lo glstlcal arrangements with foreign officials to retrieve the prisoner. With respect to American
prisoners returning to the United -States to serve their sentences, BOP is 1esponsxble for pr eparing
for the atrival of the prisonets, travelling to the foreign country to retrieve the prisoners,
coordinating with the 1.8, Parole Commission concerning its determinations of felease dates,
and supelwsmo the pusonel, who will be houged in a BOP facility, for the duration of the
prisoner’s remaining incarceration,

2 Treaty Between the United States of Ametica-and the United Mexican States on the Execution of Penal Sentences,
Article II(3,4), November 25, 1976, 28 Stat, 7399, 7402, 7403, TIAS 8717, 8718.

3 Every federal prisoner feceiyes notice of the availability of the prisoner transfer pmgram during the mitial.orientation
session shortly after arriving at his designated incarceration facility. The prisoner’s case manager also infonns flie
prisoner of his eligibility to transfer at their first meetmg and dnring subsequent program reviews,

4 These basic sligibility requirements include, for'example, whether a }_)1‘130]161 is.a national of a.country w1th which .
the United States has a prisonet transfet relationship and, with Tespect o Mexicannationals,: whether the prisonerhas

been convieted of an immigration-offense for which the prisoner:is:still serving a sentence,




The State Department is also vital to the transfer program. tnot only assists with
sensitive diplomatic issues and concerns arising with foreign governments but also flaysa
citical role in facilitating the application process for Americans convicted abroad who wish to
return to the United States to setve their séntence. Embassy officials assemble application
materials and assist with logistical arrangements for U.S. judicial, legal, and law enforcement
officials who travel to the foreign country to participate in statutorily-required consent.
verification hearings and ate responsible for escorting p‘ﬁsoners back to the United fS’cate’s.

As part of the transfer process, the Departmént works and consults with fede1al
prosecutors, law enforcement agencies and state officials. In-addition, the Department
cooperates and works closely withthe legal, diplomatic, and law enforcement components of its
foreign transfer {reaty partners. The Department also momt01s and, when appropriate;
participates.in the COE committee responsible foi overseeing the administiation of the COE
Convention, The biannual meetings of this comtnittes provide a forirm to-discuss issues aid.
pxoblems atising under the COE Convention.

B. Transfer Progtam. Statistics

As of May 17, 2018, there were 183,780 ptisoners in federal cuistody.” Of these
prisonets, approximately 20.1 percent were foreign nationals, of whom approximately 64 percent
wete Mexican nationals, Mexican national inmates comprised 12.8 peteent of the total federal
prison population, The overall federal prisoner population decteased 2.1 percent while the,
foreign national prisoner population decreased 8.4 percerit froin the. prior reporting period. At

- the end of 2016, 1,316,205 individuals were incarcetated in state pnsons many of whoni wete
foreign nationals, ¢ Although many of the foreign national prisoners in federal and-state custody
are from countries such as Mexico, with which the United-States has a prisener transfer
relationship, some are from countries such as Colombia.and the Dorinican Repubho W}ﬂl which
the United States does not have a transfer relationship and, thus, are ineligible for transfer,

Despite the large number of foreign natiohals incaroerated ini the United States, the
Department receives a modest number of applications each year, Most of the submitted fransfer
apphcatlons are from foreign nationals in federal custody, although.thete ate also-a small mumber
of foreign nationals in state custody and Americans incatcerated abtoad who apply for transfef,
The low number of applications from foreign national prisoners in federdl custody is due -
primarily to prisoners either not being eligible for tranisfer or not being interested in transfer,

~

5 Pederal Bureau of Prisons, Popu[auon Statistics, avazlable at
hitpi/fwww.bop.gov/about/statistics/population_statistics.jsp (last updated May 17, 2018). Another 1ep01t;1ndlcated
that 43,600 “non-U.S, citizen” prisonets were Incatcerated in state custody in December 31 2016, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, “Prisoners in 2016,” B, Ann Carson, NCT 251149, at 13, 28 (Jamuary 2018). This figure understates the
true number because: the state definition of “non-citizen” varies; fhie status is frequently self-reported by the
prisoner; the stafus may be based on place of birth rather than cuirent citizenship-status and the figure doss net
include data from California, Nevada, New Hampshite, North Dakota and Oregon. Id.

¢ Bureay of histice Statistics; “Prisonefs in 2016,” B, Ann Cavson, NCJ 251149, Table 1 at 3 (January 2018},




To be eligible for transfer, there must be a treaty relationship with the prisoner’s home
country and any applicable treaty-based eligibility requirements must be satisfied. Some
countries do not have a transfer relationship with the United States resulting in those nationals
being ineligible for transfer. Themumber of these prisoners,- alﬂlough not ingigtiificant, is
significantly less than the large number of Mexican national prisoners‘in federal custody. The
sizeable Mexican national population has a disproportionate impact on fransfer statisties, This
impact is particularly pronouneed because 17.8./Mexico. treaty restrictions male Mexican.
nationals who are setving sentences for immigration offenses or who have bécome domiciliaries
of the United States ineligible for transfer. Approximately one-half of incarcetated Mexican
nationals have been sentenced for immigration offenses and, of the remaining prisoners who
apply, many have become domiciliaties of the United States. Thest exclusions dramatically
reduce the pool of eligible transfer applicants,

Of the eligible foreign national prisoners who remain, most-elect not to apply for transfer,

A number of factors explain this low application rate. Research indicated that many of these
prisoners do not want to leave the United States because they have resided here for a significant:
time and have developed strong ties here, including the presence of family and friends. ‘Sore
prisoners decide not to apply because they believe that the prison conditions in their honie
countries are harsh and dangerous or they believe that their countriss” adininigtration of their
sentences will resultin a longer period of inearceration. Others simply wish to avoid testrictions
that may flow from having a criminal record in their home countries,

As set forth in Table I, in FY 2017, IPTU received 1130 transfer applications from
foreign national prisoners in federal custody. This figure represents a 45 pétcent increase frotn
FY 2016, The Depaﬂment attributes the lower application nunibets in FY'2015 and FY 2016 to
the impact of the two-level retroactive sentencing guideline reduction for which thousands.of
dirug offenders wetre eligible. The majority of transfer applicants have been convicted of a-drug
offense. Although offenders secking this guideline reduction rematined eligible to apply for:
{ransfer, it is believed that many defetred doing so because they anticipated receiving a
significant reduction in their sentence that would result in their earlier reledse or that would
shorten their sentence to alevel that no longer rendered transfer advantageous. Other prisoners
may have been concerned that if theytransferred and subsequently had their sentence reduced,
difficulties might be encountered in having their home ¢ountry adjust the transferred sentence.
Based on the FY 2017 data, it appears that, as the number of pending gmdehne reduction ¢ases
wanes, this downwazd application trend is ending and applications are increased. Preliminary
data for FY 2018 indicates that the number of applications received continues to.increase.

In FY 2017, the United States approved 35 percent of the transfer applications that it
considered, which is a five percent lower approval rate than in FY 2016. The approval rate
varied by countries, with some:countries having significantly higher approval rates.”

7 Asin prior years, in FY 2017, the nuthber of actual transfers of foréign nationals was s1gmﬁcan’dy less than the
number of applications apploved This difference can be explamed by vetious factors, fncluding: denial of the
applications by the foreign government, failute of the foreign country to make a decisfon on applications approved
by the United States; or withdrawal of the transfer application by the prisoner, In addition, thete is never a direct:
correlation between the number of applications approved and the number of actual transfers that oceur each fiscal
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Table I: Comparison of Prisoner Transfer Statistics for FY 2014 - FY 2017

FY 2017

United States (Foreign Nationals and
Americans) '

FY 2014 |FY 2015 |FY 2016
Total Prisoner Transfer Applications Received
(federal, state and American prisoners) 1,411 741 812 1175
Applications From Foreign Nationals in Federal | 1342 675 778 1130
Custody e
Foreign National Applications Approved by 9 16 5 7
and Received from the States '
American Transfer Applications Received 60 50 29 38
Total Applications Processed by the United 1,448 870 761 909
States
Applications Approved by the United States 548 313 311 318
Applications Denied by the United States 900 557 450 591
Withdrawal of Previously Granted U.S. 55 106 119 122
Approval or Withdrawal by Prisoner
Total Prisoners Transferted to and From the 260 140 152 144

In FY 2017, the United States transferred 144 prisoners, Of this group, 124 were foreigh
nationals and 20 were. Americans. The number-of foreign nationals tiansferred représented a
slight increase from FY 2016, Nevertheless, this figure is well below that of eatliet years and is
traceable primarily to fewer cases being approved by the two largest U.S.treaty partners, Mexico.
and Canada. The number of American transfers decreased by ten as compared to FY 2016.
Consistetit with prior years, the majority of the transfers from the United Stafes in FY 2017
involved foreign national prisoners incarcerated-in federal prisons.® "Althongh piisoners
incarcerated in state prisens are eligible for transfer, the states only approved seven. foreign
national prisoners for transfer in F'Y 2017, which was two more than in FY 20162

year because, dus to the procedural steps involved in transfer, pisoners frequently transfer in a fiscel year:
subsequent to the one in which fheir application was received or approved by the United States. '

8 Attachment 2 contains FY 2017 transfer statistics for American nationals fransferring to the United States, and
Attachment 3 contains FY 2017 transfer statistics for foreign nationals transférring from the United States:

9 When a foreign national has been senténced by a state, the transfer of the prisoner cannot. ccopr unless the
senfencing state first consents to the transfer, Only after the state consents can the transfer applicationthen be,




C. Challenges for the Transfer Program

1. Overview

Thereate thousands of foreign:national prisoners in federal custody yet, each year; a
relatively small number apply and are travsferred to thelr home countries. Three major reasons
- explain this outcome. First, many prisoners ate not eligible for transfer. Because the majonty of
foreign nationals in federal custody are Mexican nationals and the Mexican bilateral transfei-
treaty excludes immigtation offenders and domiciliaries from transfer, a huge number of
potential candidates are ineligible for transfer. Other prisoners are meh gible for transfer because
they are from countries that do not have a transfer treaty relationship with the United States..
Next, of the eligible prisoners remaining, there are relatively few foreign national prisoners who
are interested in transfer — only 1,130 in FY-2017. Although the Department has-enhiatced its
iraining, outreach, and qurmatlonal efforts, basic interest in the program has-not incréased:
Indeed, a Department-conducted survey in late FY 2015 demonstiated that the prisoners wete.
aware of the pro gram but had articulable reasons for not.-wanting to appl‘y.

The third majot obstacle to obtaining higher tiamsfer numbers is the low approval rates
coupled with the slow processing time of some countries, Unlike the United States, which
approves the transfer of vittually all of its natipnals, many foreign countries, such asMexico and
Honduras, do not do so, This problem is farther complicated by-the slow processing times of a
number of our transfer treaty partners. This delay frequently results in there being: insufficient
time 1ema1n1ng on the prisoner’s sentence, thereby making transfer impractical. When this
situation arises, the United States is forced to withdraw its earlier granted approval, InFY 2017,
the United States withdiew its approval in 73 such cases.

There are limited actions the Department can take to inerease the number of prisoriers
eligible to transfer because eligibility is established by treaty and statitte. To ensute that’
prisoners are aware of the program, the Dépaitnient continues its outreach efforts, It is doubtfig,
however, that these efforts will sighificantly impact the humber of prisoners who are interested
in transfer, because prisoners’ articulated reasons for not being interested in transfer arise from
concerns over which the Department lacks control or influence, The initiative bearing the
greatest potential to increase transfer numbers is to convihce our transfer treaty pattners to
increase the number of cases they approve and to complete their consideration process more
efficiently: The Department will continue to discuss these issues with our treaty partners-and
urge them to take remedial actions, but positive movement in these areas ultimately rests with the
foreign government.

presented tothe federal government for consideration, The states approve few transfor applicants, There ate a
number of reasons for the low state approval rate. Unlike the federal prison. populauon, wheto miany prisoners have
been, convicted of drug offenses, the states have inore: prisoners who have been convicted of seriousfelonies against
- persons, stich ag murder and rape, which have identtfizble victims and cairy very long-sentences. Many states
decline to participate in the program because they ave concerved howthe foieign government will administer the
sentences and fear that transferred prisonerswill bs released sooner than if they tind remained in state custody.
Political considerations and fear of iiegative public reaction may alse impact the transfer decision, especially when.
the decision-inaler s an elected official, Rinally, budgetary concerns and resource-allocations have deterred some
states from partivipating more-actively in the transfer program.




2. Mexico

‘Mexico is the Targest transfer partner of the United States. In.FY 2017, only 638
Mexican nationals.applied for transfer, The Department approved 38 percent of the:.applications
it reviewed, but denied many of the remaining requests because the- applicants had become
dorniciliaries of the United States, a.class of apphcant precluded from. transfér by the bilateral
treaty. InFY 2016, the Department undertook a pilot program that: relaxed céitain criteria for
domiciliary status and resulted in a higher approval rate for Mexicati applicanits, Despite this
program, in FY 2017, only 70 Mexican nationals were transferred from the United States, which
is s’-ig_niﬁcanﬂy less than the almost 300 Mexican hationals-who transferred in FY 2000. -'

Two longstanding factors persist in our transfer relationshipy with Mexieo and adver sely
impact the number of transfers: the low number of its nationals Mexico accepts for trazster and
the slow speed with which Mexico Processes i ansfer applications, Wexico continues to attiibute
its low 'Lpproval rafe to its overcrowded pnsons and its resulting inability to accommodate.
additional prisoners, The low approval rate is also attributable, however, to a list of restrictive
criteria that Mexico uses to evaluate Mexican national transfer candidates, Thesé criteris, which
are not part of the bilateral treaty, include that the prisonet: have less than five yeats remaining
on his sentence, not be a member of a gang ot drug cartel; be a low-security: inmate; riot have a
prior criminal record; and not be fretn a middle orypper soclo-scotiomic. gmup Application of
these eriteria rediuces the number of vandidates Mexico approves for transfer: 10,

The second impediment to realizing more Mexicail tiansfers is its very long processing
time, attributable in part to the bifurcated processing system Mexico eniploys:!* Ttis typical for
Mexico to take over a year and frequently longer to process and decide these applications. Some
cases have been pending for several years. Frequently, by the time Mexico has made its decision
to approve atransfer, an insufficient amount of tinve-remains on the applicant’s sentence,
rendering the transfer impractical and requiring the United States to withdravw its pe eviously
given approval.

The Department has a strong working relationship with Mexico and comntinuesto discuss
these issues with Mexican officials. It remains hopeful that i 1111p1 ovements will be forthcoming
in the future:

3. Other Sighificant Transfer Relationships

Historically Canada has been the seoond largest transfer treaty partner of the United
States. Althouch there was a 10-year period in which Canada significantly reduced the numbet

10 The United States does not consider the overerowded conditions in its prisons norrestrictive criteria like those
identified by-Mexico when considering: whether to.approve the transfer of an American,

11 Mexico has a lengthy application and approval plocess for its nationals, As aresult, apphcauons appr oved by the
United Stafes may be pending for a.considerable period of tine before they ate decided: Atany point in thme; it is
typical for there to be over 200-250 cases approved by the United States that ave awalting:a decision fiom Mexico:

S




of Canadian piisoners it approved for transfer, this txend changed in FY 2017 although its
decisional process can sometimes be lengthy. In FY 2017, 58 Canadian nationals. apphed for.
transfer, representing an 8 percent decrease from FY 2016. The United States prosessed 59
transfer applications of Canadian nationals and approved 39 percent of those applications, I FY
2017, 38 Canadian nationals transferred from the United States, a slight increase fiom FY 2016,
and far less than the 84 Canadian nationals who fransferred in FY 2005. Despite the low transfer
numbers in FY 2017, the. Deparfment maintains an excellent working relationship with Canada
and remains optimistic that Canadian transfer statistics will improve in the future.

In FY 2017, Ecuador became a major transfer treaty partner of the United States with
over 123 Ecuadoran nationals applying for transfer. The fitst group of these apphoants was
transferred in early FY 2018.. Because the number of Ecuadoran applicants approved by both
counties is significant, discussions are underway to artange two special transfers with Ecuador

each year, Similarto the quarterly transfers with Mexico and Canada, the consent heaiiigs and
the physical ttansfer would occur at one location, reducing the costs and administrative burdens
for each country, :

Tn addition to Megico, Canada, and Ecuador, in FY 2017 the United States 1eoelvcd a
significant number of prisoner transfer applications from the Bahamas, El Salvador, Guaternala,
‘Hondiras, Romania, and-the United Kingdomn, While our transfer relationship with Eeuador
grows stronger, other countries, such as Honduras, continueto be problematic. Hondurashas
been a transfer treaty partner since 2009 From that time to the end of FY 2017, the United
States processed 388 applications and approved 125 Hondurans for transfer. To- date, Honduras
has not made a decision on even one of the applications approved by the Usited States. The
Department continues its efforts to engage-with arid enconrage Honduras and its other treaty
partners to become niore active participants in the transfer progtam,

Il Conclusion

Throughout the 40-year existence of the International Prisoner Transfer Program, the
Department has worked diligently to attain the goals envisioned by Congress when it enacted the
statute creating the program. To date, considerable success has been achieved in Ieaohmg ther
overarching goal of identifying and transferting those pmonels who have the gréatest potential
to derive rehabilitative benefit from. sefving theit sehtences in their home countries, Glose to
family, friends, and a familiar culture. Throughout this selection progess, care has been exerciged
to ensure that important law enforcement and criminal justice concerns are considered and
balanced:

When the transfer program began, the United States had only two transfer partners,
Mexico and Canada, buf today it has transfer relationships with 81 countries. Sinhce 1977,
thousands of foreign nationals and Americans have been returned to-their home countries to
serve their foreign-imposed sentence. These transfors not only enhanced the rehabilitative.
opportunities for the transferring prisoners but have also served importart law enforcement and
diplomatic intetests. The Department remains committed to the goals forthe program and will
continue to work with our treaty partners to realize that vision and to increase foreign country

participation in the program.




Attachment 1

International Prisoner Transfer Treaty Partners of the Utifted States

I Bilateral Treaties and Trausfer Apreésments

Bolivia Hong Kong Federated States
Canada Marshall Islands of Miciohesia
France Mexico Republic of Palau

Panama
Peru

Thailand
Tuorkey

L Participants inthe Couneil of Turope Convention on the Tyansfer of Senteneed Pers ons

( COE Convention)

‘Albania Chile - Honduras Macedonia Rugssin
Andorra Costa Rica Hungary Malia San Marino
Armenia Croatia Yeeland Manritiics Seibia
Australia "Cyprus India Moldova Slovak Republic
Austria Czech Republic - Treland Mexico Slovenia,
Azerbaijan Deénmark Tsrasl Mongolia Spaint
Bahamag ~ Ecuador Ttaly Montenegro: - Sweden
Belgium Estonia Japan Netherlands** Switzerland
Bolivia Finland Kored Norway ‘ Tonga
Bosmiaaud ~ France Latvia Paniama Trinidad/Tobago

Herzegovina  Georgia Liechtenstein Poland Turkey
Bulgaria " Germany Lithwania Portugal Ulergine,
Canada Greece Luxembourg Romania United Kingdom®#+

5 Venezuela

IIL,  Participatits in the Inter-American Conventmn on Servmg Cr nmnal Sentences: Abre ad

(OAS Convention)
Argentina Chile - ElSalvador Mexico Saudi Arabia
Belize ' Czech Republic  Guatemala Nicaragua -Slovak Republic
Brazil Costa Rica India Panama Uiugnay
Canada FKeuador - Kazakhstan Venezuela

Pavaguay

1

*/ Some of these deuntries are also parties fo multilateral: prxsoner transfer conventions fo which the United States
ts.a signatory, ¥or example, Mexten, France, Canada, Bolivia, Panama, and Tmikey are signatories to the Coxn
Corivention, Mexieo and Bolivia prefer proceeding under the bilateral treaty; Pauama prefers proceeding mndei
the COR Convention; and the Unitéd States prefers proceeding with Turkey under the COX-Conventlon,
Canada, Mexico, and Panama ave also signatories to the OAS- Conventlon, Megico prefers procésding mader the
hilateral treaty, Costa Riea is signatory to the COE Convention and the OAS Convention, Althaugh Costa Rica
does not have a treaty preference, the United States processes its prisoner transfer ¢ equests piirsuant to the COR
*Conveiition unless Cosin Rica. or the prisoner requests otherwise.

**%/ Tncludes Caribbean Netherldnds (Bonaire; Sint Eustatxus, and 8gba). and Kiigdoi ofithe Nether Iands
constituent conntries Aruba, Stham ton, and Curaecao,

%%/ Tncludes British territories of Anguills, Bermuda, British Indian Ocean 'I‘erutory, British Vu-gm Tslatids,
Cayman Islands, Duele and Oeno Islands, Falkland Islands, Gibraliar, Henderson Tsland, Isle of Wan, Monfseirat;
Pitcatrn; Sovereign Base Axveds of Alivotiri and Dhelelia in the Island of. Cyprus, and 8t, Helena, Ascenclon and
Tristan da Canha-(formerly St. Helena Dependencies),

Revised February 2018




Prisoner Transfer Requests Handled During FY 2017
American Nationals*

oy e et (g
Armenia T 1 0
Australia 2 3 ]
Bahamas 5 4 0
Canadea 0 1 0
Coech Republic 1 1 0
Eouadot 1. 1 0
Honduras 1 0 0
Japan 5 8 0
Kazeakhstan ! 1 0
Korea 2 1 0
Malta 0 0 0
Mexico 12 12 0
Paitama 2 0 0
Portugal 0 0 0
Slovakia 1 ¢} 0
Trinidad
and Tobago 1 1 Q
Turkey 1 | D
Venezuela 2 . "2 0
]

TOTAL 38 37

* Figures may roflect fransfor requests reoetved during more than ono fiscal year,

Applicationy
0 0
0 0
1 0
0 0
1 1
0 0.
0 4
0 0
0 1
1 0
0 12
0 1
1 0
0 0
0 I
0 . 0
0 | 0
4 20
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Adtachment 3

Prisoner Transfer Requests Handled During ¥Y 2017
Foreign Nationals*

Applications . - Abpliaa;ﬁbns ADino;iﬁdns %}%%%\%n% U.8 Approvals  Transfers
Country Received Approved: Dénfed by Prlsoner  Withdrawn Yo USA ™
Albanin 4 2 0 Q 0 G
Argentina ) 0 ‘ 1 0 ' 0 0
Armeriia 1 0 0 0 o 0
Armyba 1 1 0 0 0 0
Aunstralla 4 0 3 0 0 0
Sustls 0 0 0 0 0 1
Baharnas - 18 4 15 1 Z 10
Relize 5 1 2 0 0 0
Bolivia 3 1 0 v 0 1
Bonmegovina 2 1 2 0 0 1
Brazil 1 0 0 0 0
Bulgatla 3 0 2 0 0 0
Camada .. 38 23 36 12 3 38
Chile 1 1 0 0 . 0 0
Costa Rica 8 3 8 0 0 2
Curacao 0 0 0 .O D 1
Denmark 0 0 0 0 0 1
Bouador 123 72 5'1 4 i 5
Bl Salvader 20 4 21 3 1 0
Estorta 1 0 0 1 1 0
France 3 1 1 0 v} o
Germany ‘8 0 -5 1 0 0
Gresce 8 0 1 o 0 0
Guatemala " 35 6 23 3 1 0
Honduras 50 9 40 1 10 0
India 8 -2 6 1 0 0
Tsrael 7 2 3 2 0 0
Tialy 7 0 5 0 1 1
Korea 2 2 1 1 0. 1
Lithuanta 1 0 0 g (i} 0




4
Applicationg Applications  Applications %ﬁm I‘iiggiogns

Counfry . Received Approved Denled by Pristfier
Mexico 638 185 258 17
Netherlands 1 1 1 1
Nicardgua 7 5 3 0
Norway: 1 1 0 0
Panama 5 3 ‘ 2 0
Pery’’ i 0 1 o
Poland 2 0. 3 0
Portugal 1 v 0 1 0
Romania 9 4 7 0
Russia, - 3 0 2 0
* Sint Maarten 1 1 0 0
Spain ' 3 1 ) 1
Sweden 2 1 2 0
Switzetland 1 0 2 0
Thailend 2 0 2 0
Tonga 1 0 1 0
%ﬁgﬁd o 3 0 4 0
Turkey 2 0 0
Ukraing 1 0 1 0
Eﬁﬁg%%m 24 3 19 0
Venezusla 15 0 5 0
TOTAL 1100 318 591 49

¥ Figures may teflectTransfer voquesfs recefved durtng move than one fisonl yeat,
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