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EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1. This proposal for a Council Framework Decision aims to set common minimum 
standards as regards certain procedural rights applying in criminal proceedings 
throughout the European Union.  

2. Article 6 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU) provides that the Union shall 
respect fundamental rights, as guaranteed by the European Convention for the 
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (ECHR) and as they result 
from the constitutional traditions common to Member States. Moreover, in 
December 2000, the European Commission, the Council and the Parliament jointly 
signed and solemnly proclaimed the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union.  

3. The Presidency Conclusions of the Tampere European Council1 stated that mutual 
recognition should become the cornerstone of judicial cooperation, but makes the 
point that mutual recognition "...and the necessary approximation of legislation 
would facilitate […] the judicial protection of individual rights"2. Furthermore the 
European Council asked the Council and the Commission to press ahead with mutual 
recognition measures "respecting the fundamental legal principles of the Member 
States"3. 

4. The Commission Communication to the Council and the European Parliament of 26 
July 2000 on Mutual Recognition of Final Decisions in Criminal Matters4 stated that 
“it must therefore be ensured that the treatment of suspects and the rights of the 
defence would not only not suffer from the implementation of the principle [of 
mutual recognition] but that the safeguards would even be improved through the 
process”.  

5. This was endorsed in the Programme of Measures to Implement the Principle of 
Mutual Recognition of Decisions in Criminal Matters5 ("Programme of Measures"), 
adopted by the Council and the Commission. It pointed out that “mutual recognition 
is very much dependent on a number of parameters which determine its 
effectiveness”. 

6. These parameters include “mechanisms for safeguarding the rights of […] suspects” 
(parameter 3) and “the definition of common minimum standards necessary to 
facilitate the application of the principle of mutual recognition” (parameter 4). This 
proposal for a Framework Decision represents an embodiment of the stated aim of 
enhancing the protection of individual rights.  

                                                 
1 15 and 16 October 1999. 
2 Conclusion 33. 
3 Conclusion 37. 
4 COM(2000) 495 final, 29.7.2000. 
5 OJ C 12, 15.1.2001, p. 10. 
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7. This proposal seeks to enhance the rights of all suspects and defendants generally. 
Offering an equivalent level of protection to suspects and defendants throughout the 
European Union by way of these common minimum standards should facilitate the 
application of the principle of mutual recognition in the manner set out in section 5, 
"The Principle of Mutual Recognition", below. It was within the contemplation of the 
Heads of State at Tampere that such "necessary approximation" should occur. 

8. In seeking to enhance fair trial rights generally, this Framework Decision will also 
have the effect of ensuring a reasonable level of protection for foreign suspects and 
defendants6 in particular, since several of the measures are specifically intended for 
them. The number of foreign defendants is increasing owing to various factors 
(increased job mobility, more people taking foreign holidays, migratory patterns, 
growth in the number of asylum seekers, refugees and displaced persons present in 
the Union etc) and will continue to do so. In recent years, there has been a growing 
awareness of serious cross-border criminality; criminal activity against the financial 
interests of the European Union increasingly has a transnational character. The TEC 
enables citizens of the Union to "move and reside freely within the territory of the 
Member States"7. Statistics suggest that approximately 6 million EU nationals live in 
a Member State other than their country of origin8. Logically, the number of those 
migrants becoming involved in criminal proceedings will grow with the increasing 
exercise of this right of free movement and residence. It is incumbent on the Member 
States to ensure that proper care is taken of EU citizens should they find themselves 
involved in criminal proceedings in a Member State other than their own.  

2. THE EUROPEAN CONVENTION ON HUMAN RIGHTS (ECHR) 

9. All the Member States have criminal justice systems that meet the requirements of 
Articles 5 (Right to liberty and security) and 6 (Right to a fair trial) of the ECHR, 
using a variety of procedural safeguards. The intention here is not to duplicate what 
is in the ECHR, but rather to promote compliance at a consistent standard. This can 
be done by orchestrating agreement between the Member States on a Union wide 
approach to a "fair trial". 

10. The number of applications to the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) and 
the case-law of that court demonstrate that compliance with the ECHR is not 
universal. Furthermore, the number of applications is growing every year9 and the 
ECtHR is “seriously overloaded”10 – the volume of applications grew by over 500% 
in the period 1993-2000. Higher visibility of safeguards would improve knowledge 

                                                 
6 "Foreign suspects and defendants" shall mean those who are not nationals of the country in which they 

are arrested. There is a further subdivision to be observed: some foreigners are EU nationals from 
another Member State, others are nationals of third countries. Unless otherwise stated, it does not matter 
which category they fall into for the purposes of this proposal. 

7 Article 18 TEC. 
8 Source: Eurostat Migration Statistics for 1998,1999 and 2000 give the figure of EU nationals living in a 

Member State other than their own as 5,900,000. 
9 Report of the Evaluation Group to the Committee of Ministers on the European Court of Human Rights 

(EG(2001)1 of 27 September 2001. 
10 Preface to the Report the Evaluation Group to the Committee of Ministers on the European Court of 

Human Rights referred to in footnote 9 above. 
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of rights on the part of all actors in the criminal justice systems and hence facilitate 
compliance.  

11. This proposal for a Framework Decision highlights some rights identified as basic, 
many of which already exist in some form in the criminal justice systems of the 
Member States. These include the right to legal advice and the right to understand the 
"nature and cause of the accusation", from which is derived the right to translation of 
documents and access to an interpreter where the defendant does not understand the 
language of the proceedings. Whilst it is proper and appropriate for each Member 
State to decide on its criminal justice system, the discrepancies in procedure as 
concerns these basic safeguards should be kept to a minimum.  

3. THE CHARTER OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION (CFREU) 

12. In December 2000, the European Commission, the Council and the Parliament 
jointly signed and solemnly proclaimed the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
European Union (CFREU)11. The CFREU covers the civil, political, economic and 
social rights of European citizens and synthesises the constitutional traditions and 
international obligations common to the Member States. A significant aspect of the 
Charter is that it affirms that the European Union is a political community, rather 
than solely an economic organisation. Moreover, it asserts that respect for 
fundamental rights will be at the foundation of all European law. 

13. The section entitled “Justice” (Articles 47-50) lays down the right to a fair trial (Art. 
47) and provides that respect for the rights of the defence of anyone who has been 
charged [with a criminal offence] shall be guaranteed (Art. 48). It provides for the 
presumption of innocence, legality and proportionality of criminal offences and 
penalties. It extends the principle of ne bis in idem to the whole of the EU. 

14. This proposal espouses the spirit of the CFREU. It contributes to the definition of a 
"fair trial" and to agreeing common standards for "the rights of the defence" so that 
equivalent treatment in respect of trials throughout the EU can be facilitated.  

4. BACKGROUND TO THE FRAMEWORK DECISION 

15. In line with the Tampere Conclusions, the Commission has taken the necessary steps 
to carry out the Programme of Measures for Mutual Recognition, including 
considering the relevant parameters. The introduction to the Programme of Measures 
makes the point that "the extent of the mutual recognition exercise is very much 
dependent on a number of parameters which determine its effectiveness". In order to 
take parameters 3 and 4, referred to in paragraph 6 above, into account, it was 
necessary to consider whether it was appropriate to take action on procedural 
safeguards at the EU level. The Commission carried out a comprehensive 
consultation and extended impact assessment exercise. 

                                                 
11 The text of the CFREU can be found at: http://www.europarl.eu.int/charter/default_en.htm. 
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16. In February 2003, the Commission presented a Green Paper on Procedural 
Safeguards for Suspects and Defendants in Criminal Proceedings12. The Green Paper 
noted that the Member States of the EU are all signatories of the principal treaty 
setting the basic standards, the ECHR, as are all the acceding states and candidate 
countries, so the mechanism for achieving mutual trust is already in place. 
Nevertheless, the Green Paper explained that existing divergent practices had 
hitherto hindered mutual trust and confidence, and that in order to counter that risk, 
the EU is justified in taking action on procedural rights pursuant to Article 31 TEU. 

17. The Commission received 78 written replies to the Green Paper13, together with a 
number of emails, telephone calls and other communications in response. The 
overwhelming majority of respondents endorsed the Commission's proposal to set 
common minimum standards for procedural safeguards. Many respondents 
applauded this effort but considered that these proposals do not go far enough14. Of 
the Member States, Ireland, Luxembourg, Austria, the United Kingdom, the 
Netherlands, Finland, Denmark, Germany, Sweden and France replied either through 
their Ministry of Justice or another governmental body. The views as expressed by 
these bodies ranged from support15 to opposition16. The new Member States were 
also involved in the consultation, with Slovakia and the Czech Republic responding 
to the Green Paper and representatives from all the new States taking part in bilateral 
and other meetings. 

18. In June 2003, the Commission held a public hearing on the subject of safeguards. All 
those who had replied to the Green Paper, or manifested an interest, were invited to 
attend and given the opportunity to express their views orally. In addition, all the 
Member States were invited to send a representative. What emerged at the hearing 
was a great deal of support from legal practitioners and non-governmental 
organisations for the Commission's proposals. The representatives of the Member 

                                                 
12 COM(2003) 75 final, 19.2.2003. 
13 The written responses may be consulted on DG JHA's website at: 
 http://europa.eu.int/comm/justice_home/fsj/criminal/procedural/fsj_criminal_responses_en.htm. 
14 For examples of positive reactions, see that of Amnesty International: "AI welcomes any measures 

taken which aim to ensure the implementation of existing obligations of Member States under 
international human rights treaties and ensure the highest possible standards for the protection of human 
rights, including the rights to fair trial, and do not risk weakening existing standards or practice to the 
lowest common denominator". The Law Society of England and Wales: "The Law Society welcomes 
the publication of the Green Paper, which we consider an important step in developing mutual trust 
between member states in the protections of individuals". The French Cour de Cassation: "This type of 
initiative seems particularly appropriate insofar as it is part of the creation of a real European area of 
justice. It is even more interesting because it is capable of giving people greater confidence in the 
different European legal systems, by harmonising procedural safeguards". The criticism from Liberty 
(whose response was generally positive) is typical of many comments received in this vein: "It is a 
weakness of this Green Paper that it does not address certain critical rights, namely the right to bail; the 
right to have evidence handled fairly; symmetry in sentencing; double jeopardy; and trials in absentia". 

15 For an example of support, the following is from the Finnish Ministry of Justice: "As regards the areas 
proposed in the Green Paper, Finland supports minimum Union-level standards on the right to legal 
assistance, the right to interpretation and translation assistance, and the Letter of Rights. It is 
particularly important to ensure that these rights are catered for at a sufficiently early stage, i.e. right 
from the moment the suspect is apprehended or at the latest by the time he/she starts to be questioned". 

16 For a negative assessment, see the submissions of Response of the Minister for Justice, Equality and 
Law Reform, Ireland: "[t]he Green Paper […]seeks to introduce obligations which would apply 
internally in each Member State. This is outside the scope of article 31 and breaches the principle of 
subsidiarity".  
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States present were divided in their support. Slovakia and the Czech Republic sent 
representatives as observers. The Member States that are opposed to the idea invoke 
(1) the subsidiarity principle, (2) concerns over legal basis and (3) the fear that 
"common minimum standards" could result in a general lowering of standards as the 
grounds for their opposition, (4) the argument that common minimum standards have 
already been set by the ECHR and that no further action is needed and finally, (5) 
fears were expressed that implementing these proposals would be technically 
difficult. 

19. The Commission considers first that in this area only action at the EU level can be 
effective in ensuring common standards. To date, the Member States have complied 
on a national basis with their fair trial obligations, deriving principally from the 
ECHR, and this has led to discrepancies in the levels of safeguards in operation in 
the different Member States. It has also led to speculation about standards in other 
Member States and on occasion, there have been accusations of deficiencies in the 
criminal justice system of one Member State in the press and media of another. This 
would be remedied by the adoption of common minimum standards. By definition, 
the standards can only be common if they are set by the Member States acting in 
concert, so it is not possible to achieve common standards and rely entirely on action 
at the national level. 

20. As regards the legal basis, the Commission relies on Article 31 (1) of the Treaty on 
European Union. Article 31(1) envisages that the EU may develop "common action" 
so as to ensure compatibility in rules where necessary to improve cooperation. 
Judicial cooperation, in particular mutual recognition presents a situation where 
compatibility is necessary to improve co-operation. It is for that reason that the 
parameters of the Mutual Recognition Programme include “mechanisms for 
safeguarding the rights of […] suspects” (parameter 3) and “common minimum 
standards necessary to facilitate the application of the principle of mutual 
recognition” (parameter 4). 

21. There is no need to fear that common standards will lead to a lowering of standards. 
Member States remain free to implement the highest level of safeguards they 
consider appropriate as long as they comply with the agreed minimum. Furthermore, 
the non-regression provision in Article 17 states explicitly that nothing in the 
Framework Decision may be interpreted as "limiting or derogating from" any 
existing rights. The proposal is for common minimum standards. It is unthinkable 
that Member States, bound by Article 6(2) TEU to respect fundamental rights, would 
use that as a basis to "level down" where current provisions exceed the EU 
requirements. 

22. On the fourth point, the Commission's research and consultation, together with the 
case-law of the ECtHR, shows the ECHR is implemented to very differing standards 
in the Member States and that there are many violations of the ECHR. Those 
divergences prejudice a common protection of procedural rights within the Union, 
jeopardize mutual trust and affect the smooth operation of the mutual recognition 
principle. Furthermore, the Commission's aim is to render more efficient and visible 
the practical operation of ECHR rights with this proposal so that everyone in the 
criminal justice system is more aware of them, not only defendants but also police 
officers, lawyers, translators and interpreters and all other actors in the criminal 
justice system. This should lead to better compliance with the ECHR.  
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23. Finally as regards technical difficulties and cost, the Commission contends that the 
final outcome for this proposal should not lead to an intolerable burden for Member 
States since the substance of the provisions essentially confirms existing rights under 
the ECHR and relevant case-law. 

24. The Commission has concluded that the smooth operation of the measures set out in 
the Programme of Measures can best be achieved if accompanied by agreed common 
minimum standards in relevant areas. The areas where common minimum standards 
are proposed at this first stage are: 

– access to legal advice, both before the trial and at trial, 

– access to free interpretation and translation, 

– ensuring that persons who are not capable of understanding or following the 
proceedings receive appropriate attention, 

– the right to communicate, inter alia, with consular authorities in the case of 
foreign suspects, and  

– notifying suspected persons of their rights (by giving them a written “Letter of 
Rights”). 

The decision to make proposals in relation to these five rights at this first stage was 
taken because these rights are of particular importance in the context of mutual 
recognition, since they have a transnational element which is not a feature of other 
fair trial rights, apart from the right to bail which is being covered separately in a 
forthcoming Green Paper. The foreign defendant will generally need an interpreter 
and may require consular assistance. He is also less likely to be familiar with his 
rights in the country of arrest and hence all the more likely to be helped by a Letter 
of Rights in his own language. All suspected persons are in a better position if they 
have a lawyer, and it is true that a person who has a lawyer is more likely to have his 
other rights respected as he will have someone who is aware of the rights and can 
verify that they are complied with. For this reasons, it was important to include the 
right to legal advice. Persons who are not capable of understanding or following the 
proceedings and who need appropriate attention are a special category of defendant 
requiring a higher degree of protection. This is an embodiment of the concept of 
"equality of arms" which requires a fair balance between the parties in court 
proceedings. 

25. The Commission reiterates that this draft Framework Decision is a first step and that 
other measures are envisaged over the next few years. There is no intention to 
convey the impression that these five rights are more important than others, simply 
that they are more immediately relevant to mutual recognition and the problems that 
have arisen to date in the discussion of mutual recognition measures. The 
Commission has already started to examine the need for safeguards relating to 
fairness in obtaining, handling and use of evidence throughout the EU. The rights 
stemming from the presumption of innocence (including the right to silence, the right 
against self-incrimination and the rules governing the burden of proof) will also be 
examined. The Commission's first assessment of this work, which has already 
started, will be made public in 2004. 
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5. THE PRINCIPLE OF MUTUAL RECOGNITION 

26. At the European Council in October 1999 in Tampere, it was agreed that the 
principle of mutual recognition should become the cornerstone of judicial co-
operation in both civil and criminal matters. Mutual recognition implies that while 
another state may not deal with a certain matter in the same or even a similar way as 
one's own state, the results are accepted as equivalent to decisions of one's own 
state17. 

27. The European Council also asked the Council and the Commission to adopt, by 
December 2000, the Programme of Measures to implement the principle of mutual 
recognition in criminal matters18.  

28. The Programme of Measures consists of twenty-four areas which are deemed 
suitable for mutual recognition, some of which will be amalgamated so that between 
fifteen and twenty proposals will ultimately be put forward under the Programme. 
The first instrument to have been adopted on mutual recognition in criminal matters 
is the Council Framework Decision of 13 June 2002 on the European arrest warrant 
and the surrender procedures between Member States19. This has been followed by a 
Framework Decision on orders for freezing property or evidence20, and will be 
followed by measures on confiscation orders, financial penalties and transmission of 
evidence and criminal records. If these measures, and indeed the rest of the proposals 
resulting from the Programme of Measures, are to be implemented successfully, 
mutual recognition must be welcomed in the Member States, not only at government 
and policy level but also by those who will be responsible for the day-to-day 
operation of the measures. Mutual recognition can only operate effectively in a spirit 
of confidence, whereby not only the judicial authorities, but all actors in the criminal 
process see decisions of the judicial authorities of other Member States as equivalent 
to their own and do not call in question their judicial capacity and respect for fair 
trial rights. This is important so as to enhance a general perception of mutual 
recognition which is positive, and that involves "not only trust in the adequacy of 
one's partner's rules, but also trust that these rules are correctly applied"21. 

29. All Member States are parties to the ECHR and this is sometimes cited as adequate 
grounds for mutual confidence. However experience has shown that, despite the need 
for such confidence, there is not always sufficient trust in the criminal justice 
systems of other Member States and this notwithstanding the fact that they are all 
signatories to the ECHR22. This proposal for a Framework Decision is an implicit 
acknowledgement of that insufficient trust in that it provides a mechanism for 

                                                 
17 COM(2000) 495 final, 26.7.2000, p. 4. 
18 OJ C 12, 15.1.2001, p. 10. 
19 OJ L 190, 18.7.2002, p. 1. 
20 Council Framework Decision 2003/577/JHA of 22 July 2003 on the execution in the European Union of 

orders freezing property or evidence. OJ L 196, of 2.8.2003, p. 45. 
21 COM(2000) 495 final, 26.7.2000, p. 4. 
22 For example in the UK case R v. Secretary of State ex parte Ramda, 27 June 2002, the High Court said 

that France’s status as a signatory to the ECHR could not be invoked as a complete answer to 
complaints about the fairness of his trial. Likewise, in its judgment of 16 May 2003, in the case of 
Irastorza Dorronsoro, the Cour d'Appel de Pau (France) - refused to accede to an extradition request 
from Spain on the ground that there was a suspicion that a co-defendant had been "tortured" by Spanish 
police officers. 
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enhancing and increasing mutual confidence. This will be even more important when 
there must be trust between twenty-five states or more. 

30. The rights proposed will operate so as to strengthen mutual trust and thereby enhance 
the operation of mutual recognition in all its forms as regards criminal matters. 
Continuous evaluation and monitoring, if it discloses that standards are adhered to 
and shows any improvement in areas currently causing concern, will serve to 
reinforce that trust. 

6. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS 

6.1. The right to legal advice 

31. During the consultation period, the Commission researched the Member States' 
differing arrangements. The rules governing both access to legal representation and 
its organisation vary from one Member State to another.  

32. This Framework Decision proposes EU wide agreement that suspected persons be 
given access to legal advice from a qualified lawyer as soon as possible. At present, 
some Member States impose a limit on access, have an initial period during which 
the suspect may not have access to a lawyer ("garde à vue") or preclude the presence 
of a lawyer during police questioning. Some Member States do not have a formal 
scheme offering 24-hour access to a lawyer, so that those arrested at night or at 
week-ends are also denied access, at least on a temporary basis. This Framework 
Decision proposes that legal advice be an entitlement throughout all the criminal 
proceedings which are defined as all proceedings taking place within the European 
Union aiming to establish the guilt or innocence of a person suspected of having 
committed a criminal offence or to decide on the outcome following a guilty plea in 
respect of a criminal charge. 

33. Where the suspected person falls into one of the listed categories of persons who are 
not able to understand or follow the proceedings or is a minor or is the subject of a 
European Arrest Warrant or extradition request or other surrender procedure legal 
advice should be made available. This does not affect a person’s right to defend 
themselves if they choose. Member States should bear the costs of legal advice 
where those costs represent undue hardship for the suspected person or his 
dependants. 

34. This Framework Decision proposes that Member States be required to implement a 
system for providing a replacement if the original lawyer is found not to be effective.  

6.2. The right to free interpretation and translations 

35. Article 6 (3) of the ECHR lays down the right for a defendant to have the free 
assistance of an interpreter if he cannot understand or speak the language used in 
court. The case-law of the ECtHR23 also makes it clear that the obligation towards 
the defendant extends to translations of all the relevant documents in the 
proceedings. 

                                                 
23 Kamasinski v. Austria (judgment of 19 December 1989 A Series N° 168) para74. 
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36. The Commission's research showed that whilst Member States were conscious of this 
obligation in theory, it was not complied with in full in reality. During police 
questioning, a qualified interpreter was not always present, with the services of lay 
persons who have some knowledge of the defendant's language sometimes being 
used. There were limitations on the documents translated for defendants. Whereas 
Article 6(3)(e) makes it clear that the obligation is to provide “the free assistance of 
an interpreter” for a defendant who cannot understand or speak the language used in 
court, interpreters sometimes appeared to be provided for the benefit of the judge 
and/or prosecutor, rather than for the defendant. In some instances, the judge's or 
prosecutor's statements were not interpreted for defendants and the role of the 
interpreter was limited to interpreting the judge's direct questions to the defendant 
and his replies back to the judge, rather than ensuring that the defendant could 
understand the proceedings.  

37. The Commission also noted that Member States had difficulty in recruiting sufficient 
legal/court translators and interpreters. In some Member States, the profession of 
public service interpreter/translator has official status, with training organised at 
national level, registration, accreditation and continuous professional development. 
This is not the case in all Member States. The profession suffers from a lack of 
status, with translators and interpreters sometimes being poorly paid, not having 
social benefits (such as paid sick leave and pension rights) and complaining that they 
are not consulted enough by their counterparts in the legal profession. 

38. This is something that the Commission will continue to explore in the hope of 
finding a solution. It is essential that there are enough translators and interpreters in 
each Member State to cover the needs of foreign defendants24.  

6.3. Persons who cannot understand or follow the proceedings  

39. Certain suspects are in a weaker position than the average person owing to their age 
or their physical, mental or emotional condition when it comes to understanding or 
following the proceedings. These persons need specific attention to ensure that their 
particular rights are respected and to guard against a possible miscarriage of justice. 

40. Law enforcement and judicial officers should have an increased awareness of the 
problems of persons who cannot understand or follow the proceedings. They should 
be required to consider whether the suspected person is in need of specific attention, 
and if so, they should take the necessary steps to offer that person the appropriate 
attention. 

41. The nature of the specific attention to be offered will vary according to the situation. 
For example, children should be accompanied by a parent or appropriate adult during 
questioning; persons needing medical attention should be provided with a doctor etc. 
Whilst every situation cannot be set out and provided for in an instrument of this 
type, the responsibility must be on Member States to ensure that their criminal justice 
system provides for a specific attention for those suspects and defendants who need 
it. 

                                                 
24 See footnote 6 regarding foreign defendants. 
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6.4. The right to communication 

42. A detained person should be entitled to have family members, persons assimilated to 
family members and any employer informed of the detention. This can be achieved 
by having the relevant information communicated on behalf of the detained person if 
there are concerns about preserving any evidence. 

43. Where the detained person is a non-national, it may be appropriate for the consular 
authorities of the person’s home state to be informed. Foreign suspects and 
defendants are an easily identifiable vulnerable group who sometimes need 
additional protection such as is offered by the 1963 Vienna Convention on Consular 
Relations (VCCR), which provides that on arrest or on detention a foreign national 
has the right to ask for his consulate to be informed of the detention and to receive 
visits from consular officials.  

44. Foreign nationals may refuse to see a consular official who is the representative of 
their government, for example, if they are asylum seekers or refugees fleeing 
persecution in their State of origin. Those falling into this category may contact 
representatives from a recognised international humanitarian organisation. 

6.5. Written notification of rights (the "Letter of Rights") 

45. It is not always the case that suspects, and even sometimes the law enforcement 
officers questioning them, have full knowledge of the relevant rights. If suspects 
were properly aware of their rights on arrest there would be fewer allegations of 
miscarriage of justice and violations of the ECHR. A simple and inexpensive way to 
ensure an adequate level of knowledge is to require Member States to produce a 
short, standard written statement of basic rights (the "Letter of Rights") and to make 
it compulsory for all suspects to be given this written notification in a language they 
understand at the earliest possible opportunity and certainly before any questioning 
takes place. 

6.6. Evaluation and monitoring 

46. Since the principle of mutual recognition may only be implemented efficiently if 
there is mutual trust, and since common minimum standards will enhance trust, it is 
important for any agreed common standards to be respected. The level of compliance 
should be demonstrably high. In order for each Member State to be confident of the 
level of compliance in the other Member States, there must be some form of 
evaluation.  

47. Mutual trust must go beyond the perceptions of the governments of the Member 
States - it must also be established in the minds of practitioners, law enforcement and 
judicial officers and all those who will administer decisions based on mutual 
recognition on a daily basis. This cannot be achieved overnight, and cannot be 
achieved at all unless there is some reliable means of assessing compliance with 
common minimum standards across the European Union. Evaluation and monitoring 
should be carried out on a regular, continuous basis and the results should be made 
available. This will provide a system for ensuring that standards are adhered to and 
will bring both any improvement and/or deterioration to the notice of the other 
Member States as well as the European institutions. 
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48. It is appropriate that the Commission, as a body charged with making proposals25 
and in the usual course of events with monitoring that Framework Decisions are 
correctly implemented in the Member States26, should co-ordinate evaluation and 
monitoring. The necessary information and data should be provided by the Member 
States for the Commission to collate. The Commission will, if necessary, delegate the 
analysis of the information to an outside body such as an independent group of 
experts.  

7. LEGAL BASIS 

49. This proposal has a legal basis under Article 31 of the Treaty on European Union 
(TEU), as amended by the Treaty of Nice, which covers common action on judicial 
co-operation in criminal matters.  

50. Article 31 (1) (c) of the TEU provides for “ensuring compatibility in rules applicable 
in the Member States as may be necessary to improve [judicial co-operation in 
criminal matters]”. Ensuring compatibility can be achieved, inter alia, by providing 
for some approximation of minimum procedural rules in the Member States so as to 
enhance mutual trust and confidence.  

51. The Commission considers that this proposal constitutes the necessary complement 
to the mutual recognition measures that are designed to increase efficiency of 
prosecution. A set of agreed procedural rights to ensure equivalent treatment of 
suspected persons throughout the EU should enable judicial cooperation measures to 
be applied as efficiently as possible, especially those that envisage surrender of 
persons or of evidence to another Member State. Any reluctance on the part of the 
authorities of one State to surrender a national to the judicial authorities of another 
may be alleviated in this way. 

8. EXPLANATION OF THE ARTICLES 

52. Gender neutrality: The terms "he" and "his" are used throughout to refer to the 
suspected person or the suspected person's lawyer. They are intended to be gender 
neutral and to cover both male and female suspects and male and female lawyers. 

Article 1 - Scope of application of procedural rights  

53. This Article sets out the scope of application of the Framework Decision. The scope 
includes all persons suspected in respect of a criminal offence in any proceedings to 
establish the guilt or innocence of a person suspected of having committed a criminal 
offence, or to decide on the outcome following a guilty in plea in respect of a 
criminal charge or to rule on any appeal from these proceedings. There is no 
differentiation between EU national and third country nationals since to offer one 
group better protection could lead to criticisms of discrimination that would defeat 

                                                 
25 Article 34(2) TEU. 
26 The usual practice following adoption of a Framework Decision is for Member States to send the 

Commission details of their implementing legislation and for the Commission to compile a report on 
implementation for transmission to the Council. 
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the aim of enhancing trust between the Member States in each other’s criminal 
justice system. 

54. Since the case-law of the ECtHR has clarified that persons being questioned in 
relation to offences, but not yet formally charged, should be covered by Article 6 
ECHR, persons arrested or detained in connection with a criminal charge also come 
within the ambit of this provision. These rights start to apply from the time when the 
person is informed that he is suspected of having committed an offence (e.g. on 
arrest or when the suspected person is no longer free to leave police custody).  

Article 2 – The right to legal advice 

55. This Article sets out the basic right to legal advice for a suspected person if he 
wishes to receive it. The Article provides that legal advice should be provided as 
soon as possible. It is important that a suspect benefits from legal advice before 
answering any questions in the course of which he may say something he later 
regrets without understanding the legal implications. 

Article 3 – Obligation to provide legal assistance 

56. Article 6 (3) (c) ECHR makes it clear that a suspected person has the right to defend 
himself in person which implies that he is entitled to refuse to be represented by a 
lawyer. Notwithstanding that right, in certain circumstances it is particularly 
desirable that the suspected person receives legal advice. Those circumstances are set 
out in Article 3 and include cases where the suspected person is remanded in custody 
prior to the trial, or is formally accused of having committed a criminal offence 
which involves a complex factual or legal situation or which is subject to severe 
punishment, in particular where, in a Member State, a mandatory sentence of more 
than one year’s imprisonment can be imposed, or is the subject of a European Arrest 
Warrant or extradition request or other surrender procedure, or is a minor, or appears 
not to be able to understand or follow the content or the meaning of the proceedings 
owing to his age, mental, physical or emotional condition. This provision requires 
Member States to ensure that every effort is made so that those persons in particular 
receive legal advice. 

Article 4 - Obligation to ensure effectiveness of legal advice  

57. This Article provides that Member States should ensure that some check is made that 
effective advice is given.  

58. The Commission has chosen to specify that only lawyers as defined in Article 1(2)(a) 
of Directive 98/5 EC27 are employed in this context so as to help to safeguard 
effectiveness.. If the legal advice offered is not effective, Member States are obliged 
to provide an alternative28. This right, stemming from Article 6(3)(c) of the ECHR, 
has been explained in the case-law of the ECtHR (e.g. in Artico v. Italy).  

                                                 
27 Directive 98/5/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 February 1998. 
28 Artico v. Italy May 13, 1980, Series A, n° 37. 
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59. Since the suspect is not always in a position to assess the effectiveness of his legal 
representation, the onus must be on the Member States to establish a system for 
checking this. 

Article 5 – The right to free legal advice  

60. This Article provides that where Article 3 applies legal advice should be provided at 
no cost to the suspected person if these costs would cause undue financial hardship to 
himself or his dependants. Member States must ensure that they have in place a 
mechanism for ascertaining whether the suspected person has the means to pay for 
legal advice. Under the ECHR, the defendant does not have to prove “beyond all 
doubt” that he lacks the means to pay for his defence (Pakelli v. Germany29). 
Member States should respect this ECtHR guidance in connection with the 
assessment of the person’s means. 

61. This Article provides that legal advice should be free if the person's means fall below 
a set minimum. Some Member States operate a means test to establish whether the 
defendant “has not sufficient means to pay for his defence”. Others provide free legal 
advice to all on the basis that a means test is expensive to operate and that some of 
the costs can be recovered from the defendant in certain circumstances. Member 
States are free to operate the system that appears to them to be the most cost effective 
as long as free legal advice remains available when it is in the interests of justice. 

Article 6 – The right to free interpretation  

62. The assistance of an interpreter or a translator must be free of charge to the suspect. 
This right is established in the case-law of the ECtHR. In the case of Luedicke, 
Belkacem and Koç v. Germany, the ECtHR held that it follows from Article 6(3)(b) 
that for anyone who cannot speak or understand the language used in court, the right 
to receive the free assistance of an interpreter, without subsequently having claimed 
back from him payment of the costs thereby incurred30 must be respected. In 
Kamasinski v. Austria31, the ECtHR held that the principle also extended to 
translation of “documentary material”. 

63. Member States are under an obligation to provide an interpreter as soon as possible 
after it has come to light that the suspect does not understand the language of the 
proceedings. This right extends to all sessions of police questioning, meetings 
between the suspect and his lawyer and, after charge, occasions when the person's 
presence is required at court. It is clear from the ECtHR case-law that the obligation 
to provide an interpreter, which is laid down in the ECHR, is not always respected32. 
Article 6 of the Framework Decision sets out the right, pointing out that it applies 
“throughout the proceedings”. 

64. This Article covers persons with hearing or speech impairments. Article 6(3) of the 
ECHR provides that everyone charged with a criminal offence has the right to be 

                                                 
29 Pakelli v. Germany, judgment of 25 April 1983, Series A n° 64 para. 34. 
30 Luedicke, Belkacem and Koç v. Germany – judgment of 28 November 1978, Series A N°29 para.46. 
31 Kamasinski v. Austria (cited above). 
32 Cuscani v. UK - judgment of 24 September 2002 - is a good example where the Court proposed to rely 

on the defendant's brother to interpret, which was held to be a violation of Art. 6. 
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informed about what he is accused of so that he understands the nature and cause of 
the accusation. He also has the right to have the assistance of an interpreter if he 
cannot understand the language used in court. This applies also to deaf suspects or 
people with hearing or speech impairments. Inadequate communication can affect a 
deaf suspect's chances of receiving fair treatment as regards questioning by law 
enforcement officers. It also affects his chances of a fair trial. Member States must 
therefore ensure that police stations and courts provide proper specialised sign 
language interpreting for deaf suspects. As the consequences of poor or incompetent 
interpreting can be so serious, it is important that only qualified and experienced sign 
language interpreters are assigned for court proceedings or police interviews. 

65. Some people who are deaf require the services of a lipspeaker. Lipspeakers 
communicate with deaf people who do not know or use sign language, but who are 
usually skilled lipreaders. This is also covered in the Article as an alternative.  

Article 7 – The right to free translation of relevant documents 

66. There is a right to translations of relevant material but this right is not unlimited. The 
ECtHR has ruled that Art. 6(3)(e) ECHR does not require a written translation of all 
items of written evidence or official documents in the procedure but it has ruled that 
documents which the defendant “needs to understand in order to have a fair trial” 
must be translated33. The rules on how much material is translated vary from one 
Member State to the next and also in accordance with the nature of the case. This 
variation is acceptable as long as the proceedings remain “fair”. The onus should be 
on the defence lawyer to ask for translations of any documents he considers 
necessary over and above what is provided by the prosecution. Since the conduct of 
the defence is essentially a matter between the defendant and his lawyer, the defence 
lawyer is best placed to assess which documents are needed. Consequently, this 
Article places the onus is on the competent authorities to decide what documents 
shall be provided in translation but the suspect’s lawyer has the right to request 
further documents in translation. 

Article 8 – Accuracy of the translation and interpretation  

67. The standard of interpretation and translation must be good enough to enable the 
suspect to understand the nature and cause of the accusation.  

68. Member States must ensure that there is in place within their jurisdiction a system so 
that lawyers, judges, defendants or anyone else involved in criminal proceedings who 
becomes aware that the required standard of interpretation has not been met by a 
particular interpreter or in a particular case may report it so that a replacement 
translator or interpreter may be provided.  

Article 9 – Recording the proceedings 

69. The standard required by the ECHR is that the interpretation be such as to enable the 
defendant's “effective participation” in the proceedings. If he then makes an 
application to the ECtHR on the grounds that the interpretation was inadequate and 

                                                 
33 Kamasinski v. Austria, cited above, para 74. 
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damaging to his effective participation in the proceedings, it is important to have a 
method of verification of the interpretation. It is therefore incumbent on Member 
States to ensure that a recording exists in the event of a dispute. 

70. The purpose of this provision is to have a method of verifying that the interpretation 
was accurate and not to challenge the proceedings from any other point of view since 
this would otherwise lead to preferential treatment of suspected persons who need 
interpretation. Therefore, the recordings may only be used for that one purpose. 

Article 10 – The right to specific attention 

71. This Article provides that Member States shall ensure that a person who cannot 
understand or follow the proceedings, owing to their age or mental, physical or 
emotional condition, is offered any specific relevant attention, such as medical 
attention or the presence of a parent in the case of children. The duty to provide 
specific attention applies throughout criminal proceedings. This enhanced duty of 
care is to promote fair trials and to avoid potential miscarriages of justice based on 
vulnerability. Consultation and replies to the Green Paper have made it clear that 
identifying these suspects is difficult. The minimum expectation is that law 
enforcement officers ask themselves the question whether the suspect is able to 
understand or follow the proceedings, by virtue of his age or mental, physical or 
emotional condition. Any steps taken as a consequence of this right should be 
recorded in writing in the suspects’ notes. 

Article 11 – The rights of suspected persons entitled to specific attention  

72. This Article specifies which steps must be taken in accordance with Article 10. In 
order to verify that the correct procedures have been followed in the case of 
questioning by law enforcement officers of persons who cannot understand or follow 
the proceedings, Member States must ensure that an audio or video recording is 
made of any pre-trial questioning. Any party requesting a copy of the recording in 
the event of a dispute must be provided with one.  

73. Medical assistance should be provided if the suspected person needs it. 

74. A suspected person entitled to specific attention should, where appropriate, be 
allowed to have a suitable third person present during police questioning in order to 
provide an additional safeguard of the fairness of the proceedings.  

Article 12 – The right to communicate 

75. This Article lays down the right for a person remanded in custody to have his family, 
persons assimilated to his family or his employer contacted as soon as possible. 

76. It is proposed here that if direct communication is inappropriate, communication may 
be by other channels including the consular authorities or an international 
humanitarian organisation.  
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Article 13 – The right to communicate with consular authorities  

77. This Article restates the right to communicate with consular authorities. It places a 
duty on Member States to ensure that all foreign detainees are able to have the 
consular authorities of their home State informed of the detention if they so wish.  

78. If a detained suspect does not wish to have the assistance of the consular authorities 
of his home State, he should be entitled to have the assistance of an international 
humanitarian organisation. Unless individual Member States decide otherwise, the 
most suitable international humanitarian organisation offering this type of assistance 
is the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) whose official functions 
include visits to detainees34. Member States are invited to decide which international 
humanitarian organisations they recognise so that the concept of “recognised 
international humanitarian organisation” can be used to correct effect and to prevent 
recourse to organisations that do not have the approval of the Member State in 
question. 

79. Member States have a duty towards their long-term non-national residents, 
particularly if these are refugees. A refugee from the regime in force in his home 
State will not want the assistance of the consular authorities of that State. Refugees 
must be able to contact representatives from another State that has agreed to look 
after their interests35 or an international humanitarian organisation for this type of 
assistance36. This Article proposes that the right to consular assistance be extended to 
long-term non-national residents of a Sending state, particularly if they have refugee 
status. Member States should ensure that this type of assistance is an option available 
to the suspect.  

Article 14 - Duty to inform a suspected person of his rights in writing – Letter of Rights 

80. Article 14 sets out the duty for Member States to ensure that all detained or arrested 
suspects are made aware of their basic rights by giving them written notification of 
those rights. The Letter of Rights should be kept available in the official Community 
languages, either in paper form or on computer so that it can be printed when needed. 
Member States may assess the need to have available translations into languages 
commonly encountered in the locality, and the relevant authorities are best placed to 

                                                 
34 Extract from ICRC annual report 2002: "[In 2002] ICRC delegates visited 448,063 detainees held in 

2,007 places of detention in more than 75 countries. Of this number, 26,727 detainees were registered 
and visited in 2002 for the first time. A total of 47,205 detention certificates were issued. Detainees who 
were not individually monitored but nevertheless benefited from ICRC assistance are included in the 
total number visited." 

35 Rule 38 of the Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners adopted in 1955 by the UN 
Congress on the Prevention of crime and the Treatment of Offenders: (1) […]. (2) Prisoners who are 
nationals of States without diplomatic or consular representation in the country and refugees or stateless 
persons shall be allowed similar facilities to communicate with the diplomatic representative of the 
State which takes charge of their interests or any national or international authority whose task it is to 
protect such persons. 

36 Principle 16 of the Body of Principles for the Protection of all Persons under any Form of Detention or 
Imprisonment adopted by the UN General assembly in 1988: 1.[…] 2. If a detained or imprisoned 
person is a foreigner, he shall also be promptly informed of his right to communicate by appropriate 
means with […] the representative of the competent international organisation, if he is a refugee or is 
otherwise under the protection of an intergovernmental organisation. 
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know which those languages are for each locality. The Commission proposes that 
suspects be given a "Letter of Rights" as soon as possible after arrest. The law 
enforcement officer and the suspect should ideally both sign the Letter of Rights, as 
evidence that it has been offered, given and accepted. However the Commission is 
aware of possible reluctance on the part of suspects to sign anything in the police 
station. The Letter of Rights should be produced in duplicate, with one (signed) copy 
being retained by the law enforcement officer and one (signed) copy being retained 
by the suspect. A note should be made in the record stating that the Letter of Rights 
was offered, and whether or not the suspect agreed to sign it. 

81. Annex A contains a suggested form of common wording for the Letter of Rights. It 
states the language version so that the suspect can be given the Letter of Rights in a 
language he understands. It then sets out the basic rights to legal advice, to 
interpretation, specific attention and consular assistance, if appropriate, as headings 
to be completed by the Member States. 

Article 15- Evaluating and monitoring the effectiveness of the Framework Decision 

82. It is essential that this Framework Decision is fully evaluated and monitored. Apart 
from reporting on the proper implementation of its provisions into national 
legislation, the Commission proposes that regular monitoring be carried out. This is 
particularly important in the case of legislation that confers rights as those rights are 
meaningless unless they are complied with. Only regular monitoring will show that 
there has been full compliance. Additionally, if the Framework Decision is to 
achieve its stated objective of enhancing mutual trust, there must be public, verifiable 
statistics and reports showing that rights are complied with so that observers in other 
Member States (not only in government, but also lawyers, academics and NGOs) 
may be confident that fair trial rights are observed in each national system. The 
evaluation and monitoring should be carried out under the supervision of the 
Commission. An independent team may be employed to carry out the necessary 
research and analysis.  

83. In its resolution of 5 July 2001 on the situation as regards fundamental rights in the 
European Union, the European Parliament recommended that "a network be set up 
consisting of legal experts who are authorities on human rights and jurists from each 
of the Member States, to ensure a high level of expertise and enable Parliament to 
receive an assessment of the implementation of each of the rights laid down notably 
in the Charter, taking account of developments in national laws, the case law of the 
Court of Justice of the European Communities and the European Court of Human 
Rights and any notable case law of the Member States' national and constitutional 
courts"37. A Network of Independent Experts on Fundamental Rights ("the 
Network") has been set up and submitted its first report on 31 March 2003. Its tasks 
include preparing an annual report on the situation as regards fundamental rights in 
the European Union. In this connection, it is examining compliance with Articles 47 
and 48 of the CFREU38. Article 47 CFREU provides: "Everyone is entitled to a fair 
and public hearing within a reasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal 

                                                 
37 European Parliament resolution on the situation as regards fundamental rights in the European Union 

(2000) (2000/2231(INI)). 
38 OJ C 364 of 18.12.2000. 
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previously established by law. Everyone shall have the possibility of being advised, 
defended and represented. Legal aid shall be made available to those who lack 
sufficient resources insofar as such aid is necessary to ensure effective access to 
justice." Article 48 CFREU provides "[…] Respect for the rights of the defence of 
anyone who has been charged shall be guaranteed". 

84. It could be appropriate to make use of the evaluation carried out by the Network in 
respect of Articles 47 and 48 of the CFREU and to assess whether this could be a 
suitable long-term solution. The Commission may subsequently decide upon a 
different system of evaluation and monitoring. If the Network were to cease to carry 
out its functions, or to provide the necessary services, or the Commission were to 
decide upon a different system of evaluation and monitoring, another suitable body 
could be appointed to analyse the data and information provided by the Member 
States in accordance with the provisions of the Framework Decision. 

85. Evaluation and monitoring will benefit all Member States. It will enable them to 
show other countries that they observe fair trial rights and it will enable them to 
reassure those implementing the measures of the Mutual Recognition Programme in 
their home State, should such reassurance prove necessary, that safeguards ensuring 
equivalent fair trial standards are operated in other Member States. The evaluation 
shall be for the purpose of general assessment, and decisions of courts will not be 
examined. 

Article 16 - Duty to collect data 

86. In order for the Framework Decision to be monitored, and for the necessary 
evaluation of compliance to be carried out, Article 16 places an obligation on 
Member States to collect relevant data and this data must also be analysed in order to 
be meaningful. Member States must provide relevant statistics, inter alia, as regards 
the following: 

(a) the total number of persons questioned in respect of a criminal charge, 
the number of persons charged with a criminal offence, whether legal 
advice was given and in what percentage of cases it was given free or 
partly free, 

(b) the number of persons questioned in respect of a criminal offence and 
whose understanding of the language of the proceedings was such as 
to require the services of an interpreter during police questioning. A 
breakdown of the nationalities should also be recorded, together with 
the number of persons requiring sign language interpreting, 

(c) the number of persons questioned in respect of a criminal offence who 
were foreign nationals and in respect of whom consular assistance was 
sought. The number of foreign suspects refusing the offer of consular 
assistance should be recorded. A breakdown of the nationalities of the 
suspects should also be recorded,  

(d) the number of persons charged with a criminal offence and in respect 
of whom the services of an interpreter were requested before trial, at 
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trial and/or at any appeal proceedings. A breakdown of the 
nationalities and the languages involved should also be recorded, 

(e) the number of persons charged with a criminal offence and in respect 
of whom the services of a translator were requested in order to 
translate documents before trial, at trial or during any appeal 
proceedings. A breakdown of the nationalities and the languages 
involved should also be recorded. The number of persons requiring a 
sign language interpreter should be recorded, 

(f) the number of persons questioned and/or charged in connection with a 
criminal offence who were deemed not to be able to understand or 
follow the content or the meaning of the proceedings owing to age, 
mental, physical or emotional condition, together with statistics about 
the type of any specific attention given, 

(g) the number of Letters of Rights issued to suspects and a breakdown of 
the languages in which these were issued.  

Article 17 - Non-regression clause 

87. The purpose of this Article is to ensure that the Framework Decision does not have 
the effect of lowering standards in Member States. During the consultation phase, 
representatives of certain Member States expressed concern that this would result 
from setting common minimum standards. Member States remain entirely at liberty 
to set standards higher than those agreed in this Framework Decision. 

Article 18 - Implementation  

88. This Article requires that Member States must implement the Framework Decision 
by 1 January 2006 and, by the same date, send the text of the provisions transposing 
it into national law to the Council Secretariat General and the Commission. Six 
months after implementation, the Commission must submit a report to the European 
Parliament and to the Council, assessing the extent to which the Member States have 
taken the necessary measures in order to comply with this Framework Decision, 
accompanied, if necessary, by legislative proposals. 

Article 19 - Entry into Force 

89. This Article provides that the Framework Decision will enter into force on the 
twentieth day following that of its publication in the Official Journal of the European 
Union. 

Annex A - model common wording to be used in the "Letter of Rights" 

90. Annex A provides a model for the common wording to be used in the "Letter of 
rights". It sets out as headings the rights stemming from this Framework Decision 
and that the Commission considers to be the basic common rights that a suspect 
should be given on arrest (right to legal advice, right to an interpreter, decision on 
specific attention, right to communicate with consular authorities for foreigners). 
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2004/0113 (CNS) 

Javaslat 

A TANÁCS KERETHATÁROZATA  

a büntetőeljárás bizonyos eljárási jogairól az Európai Unióban 

AZ EURÓPAI UNIÓ TANÁCSA, 

tekintettel az Európai Közösségről szóló szerződésre és különösen annak 31. cikk (1) bekezdése 
(c) albekezdésére, 

tekintettel a Bizottság javaslatára39, 

tekintettel az Európai Parlament véleményére40, 

mivel,  

(1) Az Európai Unió a szabadság, biztonság és igazságosság övezetének létrehozását és 
fenntartását tűzte ki célul. Az 1999. október 15-16-i tamperei Európai Tanács 
következtetéseivel, illetve különösen annak 33. pontjával összhangban, az Unióban 
mind a polgári, mind a büntetőügyekben folytatott igazságügyi együttműködés 
sarokköve a kölcsönös elismerés alapelve. 

(2) 2000. november 29-én a Tanács, a tamperei következtetésekkel összhangban, 
intézkedéseknek egy olyan intézkedési tervet fogadott el, melynek célja a kölcsönös 
elismerés alapelvének a büntetőügyi esetek kapcsán történő megvalósítása41. Az 
intézkedési terv bevezetője szerint a kölcsönös elismerés „a tagállamok közötti 
együttműködés erősítését szolgálja, de fokozza az egyéni jogok védelmét is”42. 

(3) A bűntetőügyekben hozott határozatok kölcsönös elismeréséről szóló alapelv 
megvalósítása feltételezi a tagállamok egymás bűnügyi igazságszolgáltatási 
rendszerébe vetett bizalmát. A kölcsönös elismerés megvalósulásának foka 
nagymértékben függ számos, a hatékonyságot meghatározó tényezőtől.43 Ezen 
tényezők közé tartoznak: “a […] gyanúsítottak jogait védelmező mechanizmusok” (3. 
tényező), és a „kölcsönös elismerés alapelve alkalmazásának elősegítéséhez szükséges 
közös minimum standardok”.  

(4) Kölcsönös elismerés csak bizalom szellemében működhet hatékonyan, ahol nem csak 
az igazságügyi hatóságok, hanem a büntetőeljárás minden szereplője úgy látja más 
tagországok joghatóságainak határozatait, mintha azok sajátjai lennének, és nem 

                                                 
39 HL C […], […], […] o. 
40 HL C […], […], […] o. 
41 HL C 12., 2001.1.15., 10. o. 
42 HL C 12., 2001.1.15., 10 o. 
43 HL C 12., 2001.1.15., 10 o. 
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kérdőjelezi meg bírói képességeit és a tisztességes bírósági eljáráshoz való jog 
tiszteletben tartását. Ez a pozitív, általános kölcsönös elismerés fokozása miatt fontos, 
és „nem csak a partner szabályainak megfelelőségébe vetett bizalmat, hanem ezen 
szabályok megfelelő alkalmazásába vetett bizalmat "44 is jelenti.  

(5) Minden tagállam részese az emberi jogok és alapvető szabadságok védelméről aláírt 
európai egyezménynek (EJEE). Ugyanakkor a tapasztalat azt mutatja, hogy az ilyen 
bizalom iránti szükséglet ellenére, nem mindig bíznak meg kellően a tagállamok más 
tagállamok bűnügyi bírósági rendszerében, jóllehet mindannyian aláírták az 
egyezményt. A javasolt jogok a kölcsönös bizalom erősítése érdekében fognak 
működni, és így fokozzák a kölcsönös elismerés működését.  

(6) A Tanács 2002. június 13-i kerethatározata az európai elfogatóparancsról és a 
tagállamok közötti átadási eljárásokról45 volt az első konkrét intézkedés a kölcsönös 
elismerés alapelvét megvalósító büntetőjog terén. Ezt követte a vagyonnal vagy 
bizonyítékkal kapcsolatos biztosítási intézkedést elrendelő határozatokról szóló 
kerethatározat46. Program tervezett egyéb intézkedései az elkobzásról szóló 
rendeletekhez, pénzügyi büntetésekhez és a bizonyítékok és bűnügyi nyilvántartások 
átadásához kapcsolódnak.  

(7) A kölcsönös elismerés alapelve a tagállamok közötti bizalom magas szintjén nyugszik. 
A bizalom erősítése érdekében a kerethatározat bizonyos biztosítékokat nyújt az 
alapjogok védelmére. Ezek a biztosítékok a tagállamoknak az emberi jogok és 
alapvető szabadságok védelméről szóló egyezmény (EJEE) rendelkezéseinek 
betartásában megnyilvánuló hagyományát tükrözik.  

(8) A javasolt intézkedéseknek nem célja, hogy a bűnözés bizonyos súlyos és összetett 
formái, különösen a terrorizmus elleni harccal összefüggő nemzeti szabályozás 
érvényben lévő intézkedéseit befolyásolja. 

(9) Az Európai Unióról szóló Szerződés 31. cikk (1) bekezdés (c) pontja gondoskodik „a 
tagállamokban érvényes szabályok összeegyeztethetőségének biztosításáról, mivel [a 
büntetőügyekben folytatott igazságügyi együttműködés] javításra szorulhat. Ha az 
egész Európai Unióban közös minimum standardokat alkalmaznak az alapvető eljárási 
biztosítékokra, az a tagállamoknak a bűntetőjogi igazságügyi rendszerbe vetett 
bizalmának növelését eredményezi, ami cserébe hatékonyabb igazságügyi 
együttműködéshez vezet a közös bizalom szellemében.  

(10) Öt olyan alkalmas terület került meghatározásra, amelyeken elsősorban lehetne közös 
normákat bevezetni. Ezek a következők: jogi képviselethez való jog; tolmácsoláshoz 
és fordításhoz való jog; annak biztosítása, hogy azok a személyek, akik, mivel nem 
képesek az eljárás követésére és ezért speciális figyelemre szorulnak, ezt megkapják; 
konzuli segítségnyújtás a külföldi őrizetesek számára, illetve a gyanúsítottak és a 
vádlottak írásban történő tájékoztatása jogaikról.  

                                                 
44 COM(2000) 495 végleges, 2000.7.26., 4.o. 
45 HL L 190., 2002.7.18., 1. o. 
46 A Tanács 2003. július 22-i 2003/577/IB kerethatározata a vagyonnal vagy bizonyítékkal kapcsolatos 

biztosítási intézkedést elrendelő határozatoknak az Európai Unióban történő végrehajtásáról. HL L 
196., 2003.8.2., 45. o. 
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(11) Az intézkedési csomag biztosítani fogja, hogy a külföldi gyanúsított vagy vádlott jogai 
még akkor is is védve legyenek, amikor ő nem érti a fogadó ország nyelvét vagy ha 
nincs semmilyen ismerete a bűntetőjogi igazságügyi rendszerről. A külföldi 
gyanúsított vagy vádlott jogainak tiszteletben tartása kettős hatással bír: minden 
tagállamban javítja a tagállamnak a többi tagállam igazságügyi rendszeréről alkotott 
képét, és ennek hatásai fokozatosan kiterjednek a gyanúsítottakra és vádlottakra. 

(12) A jogi segítséghez való jogot az emberi jogok és alapvető szabadságok védelméről 
szóló egyezmény (EJEE) 6. cikke őrzi. A kerethatározat rendelkezései nem rónak 
nagyobb kötelezettségeket a tagállamokra mint az egyezmény, mindössze olyan közös 
módszereket határoznak meg, amelyek segítségével megfelelhetnek az emberi jogok 
és alapvető szabadságok védelméről szóló egyezmény 6. cikkének. Meghatározza azt 
az időpontot,, amelytől kezdve a jogi tanácsadáshoz való jog felmerül, illetve azokat a 
körülményeket, amelyek között a jogi tanácsadás ingyenes. Néhány esetben a 
tisztességes eljárásra vonatkozó előírás diktálja, hogy a vádlott részesüljön jogi 
tanácsadásban mindamellett, hogy joga van saját maga védelmére. A kerethatározat 
meghatározza továbbá a jogi tanácsadásra jogosult vádlottak körét, rendelkezik arról, 
hogy a jogi tanácsot megfelelően képzett ügyvéd adja, és azt a tényt, miszerint a jogi 
tanácsadás költsége nem okozhat indokolatlan nehézségeket ezenvádlottaknak és 
hozzátartozóiknak. Ezért a tagállamoknak gondoskodniuk kell arról, hogy a jogi tanács 
nyújtásának költségeit, ahol ezek a körülmények fennállnak, részben vagy egészben 
bűnügyi igazságszolgáltatási rendszerük állja.  

(13) A külföldiek, és ahol szükséges, a halláskárosodottak vagy beszédzavarban szenvedők 
jogát az ingyenes és pontos nyelvi segítséghez – tolmácsolás és fordítás –, szintén az 
emberi jogok és alapvető szabadságok védelméről szóló egyezmény 6. cikke 
fogalmazza meg. A kerethatározat rendelkezései nem rónak nagyobb kötelezettségeket 
a tagállamokra mint az egyezmény, mindössze olyan közös módszereket határoznak 
meg, amelyek segítségével megfelelhetnek az emberi jogok és alapvető szabadságok 
védelméről szóló egyezmény 6. cikkének, az Európai Emberjogi Bíróság esetjogával 
összhangban, illetve annak ellenőrzésével, hogy a tolmácsolási és fordítási szolgálat 
pontos legyen.  

(14) Az igazságügyi adminisztráció tisztességét alátámasztja az olyan vádlott személyek 
iránt tanúsított figyelem, akik nem képesek az eljárás megértésére vagy követésére. Ha 
a gyanusított személy kora, szellemi, fizikai vagy érzelmi állapota miatt potenciálisan 
gyenge helyzetben van, az egyensúly a vád, a jogérvényesítő és igazságügyi hatóságok 
felé tolódhat el. Ezért azon hatóságoknak, akik potenciális gyengeségről szereznek 
tudomást, meg kell tenniük a megfelelő lépéseket, és helyre kell állítaniuk az 
egyensúlyt. Ennek megfelelően a kerethatározat intézkedései specifikus jogok 
megfogalmazásával az ilyen személyek helyzetét erősítik.  

(15) Az őrizetben lévő személynek azon joga, miszerint az őrizetbe vételről haladéktalanul 
értesítheti családját, családtagjai hozzátartozóit és munkaadóit, ott kerül 
megállapításra, ahol ezen információk továbbadása nem jelent kockázatot az eljárásra 
nézve. A konzuli hatóságokkal történő kapcsolatfelvétel joga szintén itt fogalmazódik 
meg. A tágabb összefüggést az őrizetben lévő személy joga adja a külső világgal való 
érintkezésre.  

(16) A konzuli kapcsolatokról szóló 1963-as bécsi egyezmény 36. cikkéből kifolyólag 
létezik a konzuli segítségnyújtáshoz való jog, melynek értelmében az államoknak 
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joguk van saját állampolgáraik eléréséhez. A kerethatározat intézkedései ezt a jogot az 
európai polgárra ruházza az állam helyett. Ezek növelik az átláthatóságot, és ezáltal a 
hatékonyságot. Hosszabb távon a szabadság, biztonság és igazságosság területének 
megteremtése, ahol fennáll a tagállamok közötti kölcsönös bizalom, csökkenti és végül 
eltörli a konzuli segítségnyújtás szükségességét.  

(17) A gyanúsítottak és a vádlottak írásos értesítése alapjogaikról olyan intézkedés, amely 
javítja az eljárások tisztességességét, és bizonyos szintig biztosítja, hogy mindenki, 
akit bűncselekmény elkövetésével gyanúsítanak vagy vádolnak, tisztában legyen a 
jogaival. Ha a gyanúsítottak és a vádlottak ezekkel nincsenek tisztában, sokkal 
nehezebb számukra, hogy ragaszkodjanak az ezen jogok nyújtotta előnyökhöz. A 
gyanúsítottaknak a jogaikról szóló írásos tájékoztatásátadásával ez a probléma 
megoldódik. 

(18) Szükségszerűen létre kell hozni a jelen kerethatározat hatékonyságát értékelő 
mechanizmust. Ezért a tagállamoknak gyűjtenie kell, és nyilván kell tartania az 
értékelés és figyelemmel kísérés céljára szolgáló adatokat. Az összegyűjtött 
információkat a Bizottság nyilvánosan is hozzáférhető beszámolók készítésére 
használja. Ezáltal növekszik a kölcsönös bizalom, hiszen minden tagállam tudni fogja, 
hogy a többi tagállam megfelel a tisztességes bírósági eljárásjogának.  

(19) Mivel a közös minimum standardok elérésének célja nem valósítható meg külön-külön 
eljáró tagállamokkal, és csak uniós szinten valósítható meg, a Tanács elfogadhat az 
Európai Közösséget megalapító szerződés 5. cikkében, és az Európai Unióról szóló 
szerződés 2. cikkében megfogalmazott, a szubszidiaritás elvével összhangban lévő 
intézkedéseket. Az arányosság alapelvével összhangban, amint azt az utóbbi cikk is 
megfogalmazza, a kerethatározat csak a cél megvalósításához szükséges mértékben 
avatkozik be.  

(20) A keretirányelvnek az Európai Unióról szóló szerződés 6. cikkében elismert és az 
Európai Unió alapjogi chartájában, különösen annak 47-50. cikkeiben tükrözött 
alapvető jogok és alapelvek erősítése a célja. Nem vezethet az emberi jogok és 
alapvető szabadságok védelméről szóló egyezmény vonatkozó rendelkezéseinek eltérő 
jogi értelmezéséhez, mivel az Európai Unióról szóló szerződés 6. cikkében az 
alapjogokra történő hivatkozás szükségszerűen kontingens az Európai Emberjogi 
Bíróság esetjogának értelmezésével. 
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ELFOGADTA EZT A KERETHATÁROZATOT: 

A BÜNTETŐELJÁRÁS BIZONYOS ELJÁRÁSI JOGAIRÓL AZ 
EURÓPAI UNIÓBAN  

1. cikk 

Az eljárási jogok alkalmazásának hatálya 

1. A kerethatározat az Európai Unióban a bűncselekmény elkövetésével gyanúsított 
személy bűnösségét vagy ártatlanságát megállapító, vagy a bűnvád tekintetében a 
bűnelismerést követő kimenetelről határozó összes eljárásra vonatkozó eljárási jogot 
érintő következő szabályokat fogalmazza meg. Magában foglalja az eljárásokkal 
szembenibármely fellebbezést is. 

Ezeket az eljárásokat a továbbiakban „büntetőeljárásként” említjük.. 

2. A jogok minden olyan személyre vonatkoznak, akit bűncselekmény elkövetésével 
vádolnak (továbbiakban: „a gyanúsított”), attól a pillanattól kezdve, hogy egy 
tagállam illetékes hatóságai tájékoztatják arról, hogy bűncselekmény elkövetésével 
gyanusítják, egészen az ítélet kimondásáig.  

2. cikk 

Jogi tanácsadáshoz való jog  

1. A gyanúsított személynek, amennyiben azt kéri, joga van jogi tanácshoz a lehető 
leghamarabb és a teljes bűnügyi eljárás során.  

2. A gyanúsított személynek joga van jogi tanácsadásban részesülni, mielőtt a vádakkal 
kapcsolatosan választ adna.  

3. cikk 

A jogi tanácsadás biztosításának kötelezettsége 

Bár a gyanúsított személynek joga van visszautasítania a jogi tanácsadást, illetve képviselheti 
magát bármilyen eljárásban, előírás szerint bizonyos gyanúsított személyeknek fel kell 
ajánlani a jogi tanácsadást a tisztességes eljárás biztosítása végett. Ennek megfelelően a 
tagállamok biztosítják, hogy jogi tanácsadás áll azon gyanúsított személy rendelkezésére: 

– Akit a tárgyalás előtt őrizetben tartanak, vagy 

– Akit formálisan olyan bűncselekmény elkövetésével vádolnak, ami komplex 
tény- vagy jogesetet jelent vagy ami szigorú büntetés alá esik, különösen ahol 
az adott tagállamban a bűncselekményért több mint egy év kötelező büntetést 
szabnak ki, vagy  
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– Aki ellen európai elfogatóparancsot, kiadatási parancsot adtak ki, vagy aki 
egyéb átadási eljárás alatt áll, vagy  

– aki kiskorú, vagy 

– aki úgy tűnik, hogy kora, szellemi, fizikai vagy érzelmi állapota miatt nem 
képes megérteni vagy követni az eljárás tartalmát vagy jelentését.  

4. cikk 

Kötelezettség a jogi tanácsadás hatékonyságának biztosítására 

1. A tagországok biztosítják, hogy csak a 98/5/EK irányelv47 1. cikk (2) bekezdése (a) 
albekezdésében foglalt ügyvédek jogosultak jogi tanácsadásra jelen kerethatározattal 
összhangban.  

2. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy amennyiben a jogi tanácsadás nem megfelelő, a 
meglévő mechanizmussal csereügyvédet biztosítanak.  

5. cikk 

Ingyenes jogi tanácsadáshoz való jog  

1. Olyan esetben, amelyre a 3. cikk vonatkozik, a jogi tanácsadás költségeit részben 
vagy egészben a tagállamok viselik, ha ezek a költségek indokolatlan pénzügyi 
nehézséget okoznának a gyanúsított személynek vagy hozzátartozóinak.  

2. A tagállamok később vizsgálatot folytathatnak, hogy megbizonyosodjanak azt 
illetően, vajon a gyanúsított személy vagyoni helyzete megengedi-e a jogi tanácsadás 
költségeihez történő hozzájárulást, a költségek teljes vagy részben történő 
visszaszerzésének szándékával.  

6. cikk 

Ingyenes tolmácsoláshoz való jog 

1. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy az eljárás nyelvét nem értő gyanúsított személy 
ingyenes tolmácsolásban részesüljön, az eljárás tisztességességének védelme 
érdekében.. 

2. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy ahol szükséges, a gyanúsított személy a 
bűntetőeljárás során a jogi tanácsadás ingyenes tolmácsolásában részesüljön.  

3. Az ingyenes tolmácsoláshoz való jog a csökkent hallóképességűekre és a 
beszédzavarban szenvedőkre is vonatkozik.  

                                                 
47 Az Európai Parlament és a Tanács 1998. február 16-i 98/5/EK irányelve. 
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7. cikk 

A vonatkozó dokumentumok ingyenes fordításához való jog 

1. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy az eljárás nyelvét nem értő gyanúsított személy 
megkapja az összes vonatkozó dokumentum ingyenes fordítását az eljárás 
tisztességességének védelme érdekében. 

2. Az illetékes hatóságok döntenek arról, hogy mely dokumentumokat kell lefordítani. 
A gyanúsított személy ügyvédje kérheti további dokumentumok fordítását.  

8. cikk 

A fordítás és tolmácsolás pontossága  

1. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy az alkalmazott fordítók és tolmácsok megfelelő 
képzettséggel rendelkezzenek a pontos fordítás és tolmácsolás biztosításához.  

2. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy amennyiben a fordítás vagy tolmácsolás pontatlan, a 
meglévő mechanizmussal helyettes tolmácsot vagy fordítót biztosítanak.  

9. cikk 

Az eljárás rögzítése 

A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy ahol az eljárást tolmács segítségével folytatják, audio- vagy 
videofelvétel készüljön a minőségellenőrzés biztosítása céljából. Vita esetén a felek 
megkapják a felvétel kéziratát. A kéziratot csak a tolmácsolás pontosságának ellenőrzésére 
lehet felhasználni.  

10. cikk 

A speciális figyelemhez való jog 

1. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy az a gyanúsított személy, aki az eljárás tartalmát vagy 
jelentését kora, szellemi, fizikai vagy érzelmi állapota miatt nem érti vagy nem tudja 
követni, speciális figyelmet kapjon, az eljárás tisztességességének védelme 
érdekében. 

2. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy az illetékes hatóságok kötelesek legyenek figyelembe 
venni és írásban rögzíteni az eljárás alatti speciális figyelem szükségességét, amint 
bármilyen jelét látják annak, hogy a 10. cikk (1) bekezdése megvalósul.  

3. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy bármely, ezen jogból fakadóan megtett lépést írásban 
rögzítésre kerüljön. 
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11. cikk 

A speciális figyelemre jogosult gyanúsított személyek jogai 

1. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy a speciális figyelemre jogosult gyanúsítottak 
kihallgatásait audio- vagy videofelvételen rögzítsék. Vita esetén a felek megkapják a 
felvétel kéziratát. 

2. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy amikor csak szükséges, biztosított legyen az orvosi 
segítségnyújtás.  

3. Ahol helyénvaló, a speciális figyelem részét képezheti egy harmadik személy 
jelenlétéhez való jog a rendőrségi vagy bírósági kihallgatások alatt.  

12. cikk 

Kommunikációhoz való jog 

1. Az őrizetben tartott személynek joga van ahhoz, hogy családját, a családjához tartozó 
személyeket vagy alkalmazásának helyét a lehető leghamarabb értesítse 
letartóztatásáról.  

2. A 12. cikk (1) bekezdésében meghatározott személyekkel az illetékes hatóságok 
bármilyen megfelelő módon kommunikálhatnak, beleértve a konzuli hatóságokat, 
amennyiben a gyanúsított más tagállamba való, illetve úgy kívánja.  

13. cikk 

A konzuli hatóságokkal való kommunikációhoz való jog  

1. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy az őrizetben tartott más honosságú személynek joga 
legyen hazája konzuli hatóságainak letartóztatásáról történő lehető leghamarabbi 
informálására, illetve ha úgy kívánja, a konzuli hatóságokkal történő 
kommunikációra.  

2. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy ha egy őrizetben tartott gyanúsított személy nem 
kívánja hazájának konzuli segítségét igénybe venni, alternatívaként egy elismert 
nemzetközi humanitárius szervezet segítségét ajánlják fel.  

3. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy egy EU tagállamban hosszú távon tartózkodó külföldi 
személynek ugyanolyan joga legyen a tagállam konzuli hatóságainak segítségét 
igénybe venni, mint a tagállam saját polgárainak, amennyiben jó oka van arra, hogy 
ne kívánjon saját állama konzuli hatóságainak segítségéhez folyamodni.  



 

HU 29   HU 

14. cikk 

A gyanúsított személynek jogairól írásban történő tájékoztatásának kötelezettsége – 
Levél a jogokról  

1. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy valamennyi gyanúsított személyt írásban 
tájékoztassanak a rájuk azonnal vonatkozó, az eljárással kapcsolatos jogaikról. Ez a 
tájékoztatás tartalmazza a jelen kerethatározatban megfogalmazott jogokat, de nem 
korlátozódik azokra.  

2. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy a Közösség valamennyi hivatalos nyelvén 
rendelkezésre álljon az írásos tájékoztatás standard fordítása. A fordítások 
központilag készülnek és onnan jutnak el az illetékes hatóságokhoz, így biztosítva, 
hogy a tagállamokban ugyanazt a szöveget alkalmazzák.  

3. A tagállamok biztosítják, hogy a rendőrőrsökön a Közösség valamennyi hivatalos 
nyelvén rendelkezésre álljon az írásos tájékoztatás, azért, hogy a letartóztatott 
személy kapjon egy olyan nyelvű példányt, melyet ért.  

4. A tagállamok mind a jogvégrehajtó tisztviselő, mind a gyanúsított számára, ha arra 
hajlandó, előírják, hogy írják alá a jogokról szóló tájékoztatást, annak bizonyítékául, 
hogy azt felkínálták, átadták és elfogadták. A jogokról szóló tájékoztatást két 
példányban kell prezentálni, egy (aláírt) példányt a jogvégrehajtó tisztviselő, egy 
(aláírt) példányt pedig a gyanúsított tart meg. A feljegyzésekben jelezni kell, hogy a 
jogokról szóló levelet kínálták, és hogy azt a gyanúsított hajlandó volt- e aláírni, 
vagy nem. 

15. cikk 

A kerethatározat hatékonyságának értékelése és figyelemmel kísérése 

1. A tagállamok elősegítik a jelen kerethatározat értékeléséhez és figyelemmel 
kíséréséhez szükséges információk gyűjtését.  

2. Az értékelést és a figyelemmel kísérést az Európai Bizottság felügyeli, aki az 
értékelésről és figyelemmel kísérésről készült beszámolókat koordinálja. Ezek a 
beszámolók kiadhatóak.  

16. cikk 

Adatgyűjtési kötelezettség 

1. Annak érdekében, hogy jelen kerethatározat intézkedéseinek értékelése és 
figyelemmel kísérése lehetséges legyen, a tagállamok biztosítják az alábbiak 
tekintetében, hogy inter alia az olyan adatokat, mint a vonatkozó statisztikák, 
megőrzik és hozzáférhetővé teszik: 

(a) a bűnváddal kapcsolatosan kihallgatott személyek száma, bűntett 
elkövetésével vádolt személyek száma, történt-e jogi tanácsadás, az 
esetek hány százalékában történt teljesen vagy részben ingyen, 
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(b) azoknak a bűnváddal kapcsolatosan kihallgatott személyeknek a 
száma, akik csak olyan nyelvismerettel rendelkeztek, ami megkívánta 
a rendőrségi kihallgatás során a tolmácsi segítséget. Feljegyzendő a 
honosság szerinti megoszlás, a jeltolmácsolást igénylő személyek 
számával együtt, 

(c) azoknak a bűnváddal kapcsolatosan kihallgatott személyeknek a 
száma, akik külföldi állampolgársággal rendelkeztek, és akik konzuli 
segítséghez folyamodtak. Feljegyzendő a konzuli segítséget 
visszautasító külföldi gyanúsítottak száma. A gyanúsítottak 
állampolgárságának megoszlását is fel kell jegyezni,  

(d) azoknak a bűnváddal kapcsolatosan kihallgatott személyeknek a 
száma, akiknek esetében a bírósági tárgyaláson és/vagy fellebbezési 
eljáráson tolmács szolgáltatásait vették igénybe. A gyanúsítottak 
állampolgárságának és a nyelvek megoszlását is fel kell jegyezni, 

(e) azoknak a bűnváddal kapcsolatosan kihallgatott személyeknek a 
száma, akiknél a bírósági tárgyaláson és/vagy fellebbezési eljáráson 
fordító segítségét vették igénybe dokumentumok fordítására. A 
gyanúsítottak állampolgárságának és a nyelvek megoszlását is fel kell 
jegyezni, a jeltolmácsolást igénylő személyek számával együtt, 

(f) azoknak a bűnváddal kapcsolatosan kihallgatott és/vagy megvádolt 
személyeknek a száma, akiket úgy ítéltek meg, hogy koruknál, 
szellemi, fizikai vagy érzelmi állapotuk miatt nem értették vagy nem 
tudták követni az eljárás tartalmát vagy jelentését, megjelölve azt, 
hogy hány esetben biztosítottak speciális figyelmet,  

(g) a gyanúsítottaknak kiadott, a jogokról szóló tájékoztató levelek száma, 
és a kiadás nyelve szerinti megoszlás.  

2. Az értékelésre és a figyelemmel kísérésre rendszeres időközönként kerül sor, az erre 
a célra biztosított és a tagállamok által gyűjtött adatok elemzésén keresztül, jelen 
cikk rendelkezéseivel összhangban.  

17. cikk 

Csökkentést kizáró rendelkezés 

Jelen kerethatározatban semmi nem teremthet alapot a tagállamok törvényeiben biztosított, 
magasabb szintű védelmet nyújtó jogok és eljárási biztosítékok korlátozására vagy az azoktól 
való eltérésre. 

18. cikk 

Végrehajtás 

1. A tagállamok minden szükséges intézkedést megtesznek annak az érdekében, hogy 
2006. január 1-ig megfeleljenek jelen kerethatározat rendelkezéseinek.  
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2. Ugyaneddig az időpontig a tagállamok eljuttatják a Tanács titkárságára és a 
Bizottságnak azon rendelkezések szövegét, amelyek a jelen kerethatározatban rájuk 
vonatkozó kötelezettségeket végrehajtják saját nemzeti jogrendszerükben.  

3. A Bizottság 2006. június 30-ig benyújtja az Európai Parlamentnek és a Tanácsnak 
azt a beszámolót, amely felméri, hogy milyen mértékben tették meg a tagállamok a 
jelen kerethatározatnak történő megfeleléshez szükséges intézkedéseket, amely 
beszámolót, ha szükséges, jogszabályozási javaslatokkal is kiegészít. 

4. A Közösség beszámolója alapján a Tanács értékeli, hogy a tagállamok milyen 
mértékben felelnek meg jelen kerethatározatnak a megvalósítás tekintetében. 

5. Jelen kerethatározat rendelkezéseinek működésének rendszeres értékelésére és 
figyelemmel kísérésére a 15. cikk szerint kerül sor. 

19. cikk 

Hatálybalépés 

Ez a kerethatározat az Európai Közösségek Hivatalos Lapjában való kihirdetés napját követő 
huszadik napon lép hatályba. 

Kelt Brüsszelben, […] 

 A Tanács részéről 
 az elnök 
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A melléklet 

Gyanúsított példánya / őrizet nyilvántartásának példánya 

A jogokról szóló tájékoztatás [nyelv] nyelven 

Ön, [név], az [X bűntett] kapcsán gyanúsított személy.  

A. Tájékoztatás a jogokról, az ………..-i…/…./IB kerethatározat szerint  

Az Európai Unió minden tagállam számára előírja, hogy bizonyos jogok tekintetében közös 

minimum standardokat garantáljon. Ezeket a jogokat soroljuk fel az alábbiakban, azokkal a 

nemzeti jogszabályokkal együtt, amelyek ezen jogokra vonatkoznak, illetve bizonyos 

esetekben további védelmet garantálnak. 

1. Jogi tanácsadás [Lásd lábjegyzet 48] 

2. Tolmácshoz való jog [Lásd lábjegyzet] 

3. Vonatkozó dokumentumok fordításához való jog [Lásd lábjegyzet] 

4. Speciális figyelem [Lásd lábjegyzet]  

5. Kommunikáció [Lásd lábjegyzet]  

B. Egyéb jogok 

A következő jogokat annak a tagországnak a nemzeti jogszabályai garantálják, amelyben Ön 

tartózkodik.  

                                                 
48 A tagállamok feltüntetik az ezen jogra vonatkozó nemzeti törvény rendelkezésiről szóló szöveget, 

beleértve a kerethatározat értelmében a közös minimum standardok megvalósítását célzó 
rendelkezéseket, illetve minden olyan rendelkezést, mely túlmutat a minimum standardokon.  
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[Ez a rész az A keretben nem szereplő jogokat tartalmazza. A tagállamok ebben a 

részben tüntetik fel saját szövegüket.] 

Aláírás: …………………….. az őrizet tisztviselője 

 …………………….. a letartóztatott személy 

Dátum:  

Jelen levél két példányban készült; az egyik példány a gyanúsítotté, a másikat az őrizet 

nyilvántartásában őrzik.  


