
1

RINSE
Research and INformation Sharing on freezing and confiscation orders in European Union
101046613 — JUST-2021-JTRA

Caterina Scialla, post-doctoral researcher in criminal law, Rinse project

27 november 2024 - Final meeting of the RECOVER Consortium



I. PROJECT GENERAL INFORMATIONS

II. SPECIFIC ISSUES

2

Presentation’s overview:
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RINSE KEY WORDS:

The RINSE project

is a:

❖ 30 months project (5 December 2022/4 June 2025)

  of 

❖ 6 Partners across 4 EUMS (Belgium, France, Greece, Italy)

❖ contributes to fostering the mutual recognition of the decisions of EU countries regarding the 

seizure and confiscation of assets

  by 

❖ enhancing knowledge, competences and skills 

 of

❖ judiciary professionals 

❖ and other key players involved in the Multi-Phase Asset Recovery process
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CONSORTIUM

UNIVAN - (Univeristy of Campania, Law Dept.)
 
G.R.A.L.E. S.R.L. – (Research and consulting)

EPLO – (European Public Law Organization)

IGO –IFJ - (Institute for judicial training)

CRIM HALT – (promoting a culture of civil 
 engagement against serious crime)

UNIV. TOULOUSE II-JEAN JAURES
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TARGET GROUP

Who

DIRECT beneficiaries → legal practitioners having a criminal law background and working in the criminal justice 

system either in the capacity of a judge/magistrate, prosecutor or lawyer. 

Further direct beneficiaries are public entities managing frozen/seized assets: asset recovery officers, asset 

management officers, etc. 

INDIRECT beneficiaries → municipalities/consortia/entities managing frozen/seized assets; association of 

enterprises. 

 ** WIDE-RANGING TARGET GROUP

Why

ASSET RECOVERY CHAIN : The process involves multiple phases, each requiring the expertise of various professionals:
1. Identification, tracing;
2.Freezing and Seizure; 
3. Confiscation; 
4. Management; 
5. Disposal or Reuse.
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ACTIVITIES

The project’s rationale builds on 3 main pillars: 

❖ 1.Comparative analysis to identify training needs, weak spots and best practices with regard to 

national implementation of EU Regulation 2018/1805 and EU Directive 2014/42 in 4 countries 

(replaced by Directive 1260/2024 on asset recovery).

❖ 2.Training design and delivery targeting judicial and non-judicial professionals: (7 online modules; 12 

national workshops; 1 international workshop; 7 Podcasts).

❖  3.Best practices sharing: multilingual materials, 4 Info Days, 4 online Linkekdin events, 1 final 

conference. 
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RESULTS/IMPACTS EXPECTED: 

• increased knowledge and understanding of the 2 EU legislative provisions and their interconnections 

among judicial and non-judicial professionals

• greater understanding of national legislation in terms of the technical, legal and practical aspects of the 

multi-phase Asset Recovery process

• enhanced understanding of the social reuse of confiscated assets through recommendations and best 

practices sharing

• swifter cooperation and harmonization of cross- border criminal cases

•  long-term benefits for the communities affected by criminal organizations due to strengthened 

capacity and cooperation of the institutional actors 
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Research Background

The main illicit markets in the European Union generate 

around 110 billion euro each year. This figure corresponds

to approximately 1% of the EU GDP [Transcrime, 2010]

However, only 1.1% of the criminal profits were finally

confiscated at EU level [Europol, 2016]



1. Pillar: Research
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FINDINGS FROM RESEARCH – MAJOR ISSUES
(Quite interesting, yet familiar!)

Reg (EU) 2018/1805: Scope – «Proceedings in Criminal Matters» instead of «In the 
framework of criminal proceedings»

❖  What is the fate of preventive confiscation?

A «proceeding in criminal matters» is an autonomous concept of Union law 
interpreted by the Court of Justice of the European Union, without prejudice to the 
case law of the European Court of Human Rights.

❖ No definition of the «autonomous concept of a proceeding in criminal matters»

❖ The same linguistic ambiguity is found in the regulation regarding the definition of 
applicable safeguards (see Recital 18)
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FINDINGS FROM RESEARCH – MAJOR ISSUES
(Quite interesting, less familiar!)

Statistics
ONLINE SURVEY:

1. what Regulation is talking about

2. problems in the mutual recognition process

3. cross-border investigations

4. further consequences

5. confiscated assets

6. management and reuse of frozen and confiscated assets
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FINDINGS FROM RESEARCH – MAJOR ISSUES
(Quite interesting, less familiar!)

Statistics
ONLINE SURVEY:

• the success indicator for the survey was not achieved.

WHY?

• a lack of prior experience with the mutual recognition tool and an 

insufficient level of familiarity with its functionalities

• The collection of national data by national authorities is incomplete

• Language is an issue
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FINDINGS FROM RESEARCH – MAJOR ISSUES
(Quite interesting, less familiar!)

Statistics
ONLINE SURVEY:

Investigator
10%

Judge
12%

Judicial administrator
3%

Lawyer
18%

Legal researcher
11%

Ngo/third sector
9%

Police
2%

Prosecutor
35%

Participants

Investigator

Judge

Judicial administrator

Lawyer

Legal researcher

Ngo/third sector

Police

Prosecutor

An example from the participant sample 

demonstrates how we easily reach legal 

professionals but struggle to engage 

non-legal stakeholders, such as 

municipalities and the third sector 

associations. This is particularly 

significant as they play a crucial role in 

the confiscation process, being the 

recipients of the social reuse of assets
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FINDINGS FROM RESEARCH – MAJOR ISSUES
(Quite interesting, less familiar!)

Statistics
ONLINE SURVEY:

• Few guidelines or circulars containing instructions and clarifications regarding the 

application of the Mutual Recognition procedure

• Difficulty in granting mutual recognition to a confiscation measure not provided for in one’s 

own legal system

• difficulty of meeting the 45-day deadline imposed by Article 20 of Regulation 

• communication difficulties between authorities

• challenges in understanding the mutual recognition certificate

• reasons for refusing mutual recognition other than those specified by Regulation

• Almost all states have indicated a central authority (the list is published on the EJN website); 

however, from the responses of the interviewees, it emerges that it is not always clear who 

this authority is and what its specific tasks are
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FINDINGS FROM RESEARCH – MAJOR ISSUES
(Quite interesting, less familiar!)

Statistics
ONLINE SURVEY:
• The major challenge in mutual recognition is the lack of prior harmonization of existing types of confiscation 

in Europe
• In each state, there are differences regarding the scope of application of asset confiscation measures also 

concerning the assets that can be frozen and confiscated
• General absence, in each of the states under consideration, of awareness about regulations concerning the 

social reuse of seized and confiscated assets

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

Belgium

France

Greece
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Existence of  national legislation on social and institutional reuse of  
confiscated assets

Not sure

No

Yes



• 2. Pillar: Training
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The RINSE training programme includes three different types of events:

A. Common online training path 

B. 12 national training events (3 national training events/country)

C. International Training workshops
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COMMON ONLINE TRAINING PATH:

• Low participation (106 out of 180 participants) and 

significant difficulty in reaching the target group, 

particularly municipalities and associations, which may 

prefer a more hands-on and interactive type of training 

tailored to their needs

• Major challenges related to language, as the training was 

conducted in English, which limited accessibility for some 

participants

• Feedback highlighted the need for more localized 

approaches, including the use of native languages to 

better address the specific roles and challenges faced by 

different stakeholders
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Preliminary findings

• Training activities must be structured on two levels, balancing local and international approaches

• The most effective approach is practical, sharing of guidelines, hands-on experiences

• Need for improved communication between authorities

• When it comes to the social reuse of confiscated assets, associations are generally more advanced than institutions, as 

seen in Belgium. The Consortium often face significant challenges in organizing specific training sessions on social reuse 

due to the lack of relevant legislation and practical experience in this area

• Language barriers remain a major obstacle across all states, further complicating efforts to create effective and 

inclusive training programs

• Lack of harmonization across Europe, which complicates the implementation of unified strategies and best practices 

(we’ll see what the new Directive EU 2024/1260 brings)

• Confiscation is widely recognized as the primary tool employed by the European legislator to tackle the challenges 

posed by economic criminal activities (more effort is needed from researchers in this area)
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Thank you for your attention☺

Looking forward to any questions or discussions.

Rinse Website
Podcast here→ Spotify

Caterina Scialla
caterina.scialla@unicampania.it

https://rinse-project.eu/
https://open.spotify.com/show/0IjuyfM5PDRsUXJ6bkjXMC?si=d5d6f530ea3d4df2
mailto:Caterina.scialla@unicampania.it
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