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FINLAND 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 

Thank you very much for giving the possibility to comment the Action Plan on 

Transnational Organised Crime. 

In general, Finland welcomes the European committee on crime problems and its 

“Reflection document for and action plan on transnational organized crime”.  

Our minor concern is that how to avoid duplicated work within prevention of organized 

crime in European and global context. Especially, our concern is focused on the new 

tasks of information network area, that might duplicate work and tasks on the field.  

It is important to take note of the work (both ongoing work and work done by) of the T-

CY regarding Cybercrime matters particularly regarding e-evidence and international 

cooperation. 
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GERMANY 

The German delegation appreciates the preparation of the Reflection Document for an 
Action Plan. We do agree with the general outline of the document and the approach as 
set out in chapter 1. Obviously, most of the substance in terms of “specific actions” is still 
missing and needs to be specified before the Action Plan can be adopted as such. Thus 
the small Working Group referred to in the Reflection Document should be set up and 
asked to prepare comprehensive draft Action Plan.  
 
We also agree with the approach that the Action Plan should cover a period of five 
years. Thus the draft Action Plan (or at least the final version that is supposed to be 
adopted) should take due account of what can reasonably be expected to be done 
during that period by way of implementation.  
 
We are not convinced yet of the approach foreseen in chapter 4 (Implementation and 
Follow-up): this seems to assume that the “Specific Actions” will primarily be activities to 
be “implemented” by the member States individually (sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3). This will 
obviously depend on the specific content to be foreseen in the sections on “Specific 
Actions”. It is to be assumed, however, that some of these will primarily require future 
activities by the respective Council of Europe bodies and/or the CoE Secretariat. The 
Action Plan thus should differentiate between “Specific Actions” to be implemented by 
CoE bodies and those to be implemented by member States. Furthermore, we are not 
convinced of the idea that the conceived five “action lines” should each be the focus of 
activity in one of these five years (section 4.2, paragraph 39). The usefulness of such an 
approach will depend on the final description of the “Specific Actions”; however, it would 
not appear to be necessary to address these one after the other. 
 
Specific comments: 
 
Section 1.4 para 6 
 
We would suggest adding here as well the T-CY 
 
Section 2.1.2 
 
We assume this section is intended to reflect the While Paper. We would suggest that 
the text in subparagraph i. should better read: “To enhance international cooperation 
between police authorities and between judicial authorities of the member States”. The 
way it is worded now seems to suggest direct co-operation between police authorities of 
one member State and judicial authorities of another. We find no such suggestion in the 
White Paper and we would be concerned about including this as an objective. 
 
As to subparagraph v., we would not consider this to be a valid “objective”. The section 
should describe what the objective to be achieved is. The creation of a new network 
should not be an objective as such but could – where necessary – be a specific action in 
order to reach a wider objective. On substance, we are not convinced that it will be 
necessary to create any “institutionalized network”. The PC-OC is doing commendable 
work also as network of experts of the relevant central authorities on judicial 
cooperation. What could be useful is to seek further co-operation and co-ordination with 
other existing networks in order to use synergies and avoid duplications of work. 
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Section 2.1.3 paragraph 11 
 
We welcome the idea in principle. However, it could be useful to have the PC-OC start 
with one of the mentioned subjects first (such as special investigative techniques) and 
then to evaluate if this approach is feasible and likely to create an added value. Another 
idea, however, could be to develop country-fact-sheets on specific issues and make 
those available on a website for use by practioners. 
 
Section 2.2 paragraph 14 
 
We appreciate the usefulness of the Recommendation mentioned here. However, aside 
from the fact that a recommendation may not necessarily be considered to be a “legal 
instrument”, reference here is made only to one recommendation in the field. Thus the 
first sentence (“a number of legal instruments…” ) as well as the footnote (“some 
examples are….”) is, perhaps, “exaggerating” a bit. 
As to specific actions in this field (section 2.2.3) it could be useful to address in particular 
cybercrime investigations and to foresee a role for the T-CY in this respect.  
 
Section 2.5.1 paragraph 25 
 
We suggest to include here a sentence same or similar as in 2.2.1 paragraph 13 on the 
need to counterbalance measures with the protection of human rights. 
Furthermore, we suggest rewording the second but last sentence. In the (important) 
overall context of targeting the proceeds of crime, it would seem to be particularly 
important to develop the necessary resources and abilities to investigate, freeze and 
seize. The “management” is something to be addressed as well. But to state that this is 
“particularly important” perhaps distorts the dimensions a bit.  
 
Section 2.5.3 paragraph 27 
 
We appreciate the inclusion of this item. The Working Group could e.g. consider work to 
be conducted by the CoE by reviewing the numerous existing studies, country-fact-
sheets and best-practices papers produced by other bodies, such as the EU, OECD, 
G20, G7, UNODC and World Bank with a view to identify possible fields of additional 
activities for the CoE. 
 
Section 3.1 paragraph 29 
Here, again, the T-CY should be added. 
 
Section 3.3 paragraph 32 
 
We would agree that the CDPC can and should have an important role in overseeing 
further work by the CoE in this field. We are not sure, however, what is intended by the 
reference to “input and data gathered by the different relevant involved bodies”. The 
Action Plan should not foresee a role for the CDPC which it – for lack of resources – 
cannot fulfill. This will in particular also be a question of resources available in the 
relevant CoE Secretariat units.     
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LATVIA 

 
Section 1.4. paragraph 6 
Taking into account modern terrorism forms and mobility of persons involved in 
terrorism, Member states should exchange with related information not only nationally, 
but also internationally, especially on states nationals, who are involved in terrorist 
actions abroad. Therefore we suggest addition of following sentence  at the end of 
section 1.2. paragraph 6: 
“Taking into account modern terrorism forms and mobility of persons involved in 
terrorism, Member states should exchange with related information not only nationally, 
but also internationally.” 
 

 
 
Section 2.1.1. paragraph 8  
One of the ways how to improve co-operation between EU Member states could be 
implementation of Council Framework Decision 2008/947/JHA of 27 November 2008 on 
the application of the principle of mutual recognition to judgments and probation 
decisions with a view to the supervision of probation measures and alternative 
sanctions, in order to carry out probation effectively even in a cases when subject 
changes his or her residence to other member state. This may also be an issue to a non-
EU member states. 
Also all Member states should take into account activities of United Nations Office on 
Drugs and Crime (UNDOC). 
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Section 2.1.1. paragraph 9 
One of the crucial points of international co-operation is information exchange on 
persons, who may pose threat to national security (for example convicted persons on 
probation). Therefore, in order to enhance national and international co-operation on 
information exchange between agencies, each Member state should adopt “single point 
of contact” policy and also promote training and capacity building activities. 
Therefore we suggest addition of following sentence  at the end of section 2.1.1. 
paragraph 9: 
“For example in order to enhance national and international co-operation on information 
exchange between agencies states should adopt “single point of contact” policy and also 
promote training and capacity building activities.” 
 

 
 
Section 2.1.2. subparagraph iv 
When dealing with persons who pose threat to public safety it is also important to focus 
on a single common vision of the categories of such persons. This should be reflected in 
common criteria for such persons. 
Therefore we suggest addition of following sentences at the end of section 2.1.2. 
subparagraph iv: 
“It is also important to focus on a single common vision of the categories of persons who 
pose a threat to public safety. This should be reflected in common criteria for such 
persons.” 
 

 
 
Section 2.1.2. subparagraph v 
Creation of permanent institutionalized networks of contact points in CoE and of joint 
investigation teams (JITs) is questionable as international joint investigation teams are 
created only in specific occasions and for investigation of certain offenses, and if 
investigation is carried out in multiple countries at the same time. Main principle of 
creation of joint international investigation team is related to type of a crime and in need 
of cooperation because of jurisdiction limits of investigation actions. Also we need to 
take into account national regulations and practices of Member states. 
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Therefore we suggest express section 2.1.2. subparagraph v as follows: 
“Member States are invited to create institutionalised networks of contact points in CoE 
and of joint investigation teams (JITs) if Member states legislation provides such 
possibility, in particular as provided by Article 20 of the Second Additional Protocol to the 
European Convention on Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters” 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 



  9 

NETHERLANDS  

We want to reiterate that the Netherlands considers the combat and prevention of 
organised crime a serious matter which should be undertaken by each Member State on 
its own territory and in cooperation with others wherever this is necessary. That is why 
we as a nation have set up in task forces to combat organised crime and have put much 
effort in negotiating the UNTOC and in it the very substantive provisions on international 
cooperation in criminal matter but also in the issue of prevention. We think it essential 
not to duplicate via the action plan work that has already been done or is going on in 
other fora such as the UN. 
 
We were in favour of setting up an expert group under the CDPC and we are thanking 
the group that it has come up with suggestions for further activities. At first glance the 
comprehensive approach seems impressive on further reflection we got the idea that 
experiences in some Member States have become predominant in determining the 
follow up and the remedies. However, we have the experience that organised crime 
takes many forms, which may contain certain similarities, but which also differs from 
country to country and requires therefore focused approaches. Against this background 
we do think that in the action plan there is to much emphasise on more harmonisation 
measures be it legally or in policy and to much focus on evaluation of Member States 
activities, etc. 
 
The exclusive focus on organized crime by the group was logical but in designing the 
action plan at least some consideration should have been given, that Member States are 
facing more than only organised crime to deal with. Member States devote their time, 
money and effort to issues that are considered important at the national level. The 
activities in fighting and preventing organised organised crime will be embedded there 
in.  
 
Where at present many Member States are facing serious threats of criminal and other 
nature we must be realistic an be more modest in designing an action plan for organised 
crime. This relates to the content as well as to the period it will run. 
 
We have seen already that within the Council of Europe changes have been made by 
giving priority to an expert group on an additional protocol to the terrorist convention over 
a group on special investigative technics.  
 
We enclose our comments on the reflection document, which are in part similar to 
comments of other countries, and are made in order to get to an action plan that 
improves the effectiveness of fighting and preventing organised crime and takes into 
account the aspects mentioned above. 
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RUSSIAN FEDERATION 
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