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I. Introduction 
The International Criminal Police Organization — better known as INTERPOL — is the 
backbone of global law enforcement cooperation, connecting 196 member countries in the 
pursuit of international justice. Through its system of color-coded notices, INTERPOL 
circulates crucial information about crimes, offenders, and potential threats. 

Among these, the Green Notice stands out as a preventive tool, designed to warn authorities 
about individuals who may pose a risk — but unlike a Red Notice, it is not an arrest or 
extradition request. 

Still, the consequences can be serious. A Green Notice can trigger immigration delays, 
reputational damage, banking restrictions, and travel complications, even though it doesn’t 
allege any formal criminal charge or conviction. 

This article explores the legal foundation and scope of Green Notices, the potential for misuse, 
and the strategic options available to legal counsel for challenging or mitigating their impact 
— drawing on INTERPOL’s own legal framework and international human rights standards. 

II. Legal Definition and Framework 

A. Governing Authority 

Green Notices are issued pursuant to Article 88 of the INTERPOL Rules on the Processing of 
Data (RPD), under the authority of the INTERPOL General Secretariat in Lyon, France.​
They are defined as: 

“Notices published to provide warnings and criminal intelligence about persons who have 
committed, or are likely to commit, criminal offenses, where the modus operandi is of interest to 
other countries.” 

B. Data Composition 

A Green Notice typically contains: 



●​ Biographical details — full name, date and place of birth, nationality, photograph, and 
passport numbers. 

●​ Description of alleged conduct — outlining the criminal activity, behavioral pattern, or 
risk factors prompting the alert. 

●​ References to legal proceedings — such as pending charges, past convictions, or 
investigations in the issuing country. 

●​ Administrative data — including the issuing country, date of publication, file number, 
and the legal or procedural basis for the notice. 

Although not a judicial document, a Green Notice is distributed through INTERPOL’s secure 
I-24/7 network, giving police and border authorities worldwide direct access to its contents. 
In practice, this information often finds its way to immigration and intelligence agencies, 
amplifying its reach and potential impact far beyond law enforcement circles. 

C. Legal Nature 

The Green Notice is preventive, not punitive. It does not request arrest or extradition, unlike the 
Red Notice. Nevertheless, because INTERPOL data are incorporated into national systems (such 
as Europol databases, U.S. DHS watchlists, or Schengen Information Systems), the practical 
effect can be functionally equivalent to a soft sanction — restricting travel, banking, or 
employment opportunities. 

III. Misuse and Politically Motivated Issuance 

A. Abuse by Member States 

Although INTERPOL’s Constitution—specifically Article 3—requires the organization to 
remain strictly neutral, forbidding any involvement in matters of a political, military, religious, 
or racial nature, this rule has not always been upheld in practice. 

Over the years, member states have repeatedly exploited the notice system to pursue political 
opponents or silence dissent under the guise of criminal enforcement.​
 Notable examples include: 

●​ Issuing Green Notices against political dissidents, journalists, or businesspersons 
accused of “economic crimes” that are fabricated; 

●​ Retaliatory use against whistleblowers or asylum seekers who fled their home 
jurisdictions; 

●​ “Preemptive” labeling of opponents as “likely to reoffend,” to hinder international 
movement. 



Such misuse erodes the integrity of due process, as Green Notices can remain active for 
years, circulating globally and appearing legitimate to uninformed authorities—even when 
they rest on unverified or politically motivated allegations. 

B. Case Studies 

1.​ Russian Federation: Numerous cases have emerged involving Green and Red Notices 
against exiled businesspeople, attorneys, and former officials accused of “fraud” or 
“embezzlement,” later determined to be politically motivated. 

2.​ Turkey and Central Asia: Green Notices have been used to monitor alleged “Gülen 
movement” supporters or activists abroad. 

3.​ Middle Eastern States: Individuals accused of “moral offenses” or “financial 
misconduct” have found themselves on INTERPOL systems without judicial conviction. 

IV. Practical Consequences for Affected Individuals 

A. Immigration and Naturalization Proceedings 

U.S. authorities such as USCIS, CBP, ICE, and the Department of State routinely cross-check 
INTERPOL databases. 

A Green Notice, even absent conviction, may: 

●​ Trigger “security-related grounds of inadmissibility” under INA §212(a)(3); 
●​ Delay naturalization or adjustment applications under INA §318; 
●​ Cause “administrative holds” pending background verification; 
●​ Lead to mistaken inclusion in “lookout” systems or ESTA/visa refusals. 

In practice, even though a Green Notice does not establish guilt or wrongdoing, it often creates a 
presumption of risk in the eyes of authorities. As a result, the affected individual may be forced 
to disprove or rebut foreign allegations—often through lengthy and complex evidentiary 
submissions—just to restore their credibility or secure immigration and travel rights. 

B. Banking and Sanctions Compliance 

Financial institutions use INTERPOL data indirectly through AML/KYC screening vendors. A 
Green Notice can result in: 

●​ Account freezes or closures under anti-money laundering protocols; 
●​ Reporting to OFAC or FinCEN for “suspicious activity”; 
●​ Loss of correspondent banking relationships or credit access. 

The reputational impact can persist long after deletion, as compliance databases often retain 
historical flags. 



C. Border Controls 

Border officers in Schengen, U.K., and North America may conduct: 

●​ Enhanced secondary inspections; 
●​ Temporary detentions or questioning; 
●​ Restrictions on entry or issuance of travel alerts. 

D. Professional and Reputational Damage 

Public — or even semi-public — references to INTERPOL involvement can inflict lasting 
reputational harm, especially for attorneys, executives, and public figures whose careers 
depend on trust and credibility. Even after a Green Notice is deleted, its existence may leave 
behind a digital footprint, resurfacing in databases, media archives, or background checks long 
after the record should have been cleared. 

V. Legal Remedies and Strategic Defense 

A. Petition to the Commission for the Control of INTERPOL’s Files (CCF) 

The CCF serves as INTERPOL’s independent oversight body, responsible for ensuring that data 
processing complies with the Organization’s Constitution, RPD, and international human rights 
principles. 

1. Procedure 

●​ Submission: The subject or legal counsel files a detailed petition requesting access, 
correction, or deletion of the notice under Articles 35–42 of the RPD. 

●​ Admissibility Review: The CCF verifies jurisdiction and standing. 
●​ Merits Stage: The CCF requests information from the issuing member state and 

evaluates whether the notice complies with INTERPOL’s rules. 
●​ Decision: If the notice violates neutrality, proportionality, or data accuracy requirements, 

the CCF may order deletion. 

2. Grounds for Deletion 

Typical legal arguments include: 

●​ Violation of Article 3 (political, religious, or military motivation); 
●​ Absence of due process or valid conviction; 
●​ Disproportionate impact given lack of credible threat; 
●​ Inconsistency with international human rights standards (e.g., ECHR Articles 5–6); 
●​ Failure to update or correct outdated information. 

3. Outcome 



Once a Green Notice is deleted, INTERPOL’s General Secretariat formally instructs all 
member states to erase the related data from their national systems. However, in practice, 
database updates can take months, and outdated records may still circulate internally. For this 
reason, legal counsel should proactively follow up with the relevant national and regional 
authorities to confirm full data removal. 

B. Domestic Remedies in the United States 

Although INTERPOL itself is immune from lawsuits under the International Organizations 
Immunities Act (22 U.S.C. § 288 et seq.), individuals can still challenge the domestic 
consequences of a Green Notice through several legal avenues: 

●​ Immigration proceedings: Presenting expert declarations—for instance, from 
international law specialists—showing that the notice is politically motivated or lacks 
evidentiary credibility. 

●​ FOIA requests: Seeking records from U.S. agencies such as DHS, the FBI, or the 
State Department to uncover how INTERPOL data has been used in the applicant’s 
case. 

●​ Judicial review: Contesting administrative actions that relied on unverified or 
politically tainted INTERPOL data, arguing violations of due process. 

U.S. courts have affirmed that individuals have the right to challenge administrative reliance 
on politically motivated foreign data under the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) and the 
Fifth Amendment’s due process protections. 

VI. Strategic Steps for Defense Counsel 
1.​ Verification:​

Determine whether a Green Notice exists by contacting INTERPOL’s National Central 
Bureau (NCB) or filing an Access Request with the CCF. 

2.​ Documentation:​
Collect evidence of political motivation, retaliation, or lack of judicial foundation (e.g., 
acquittals, dismissal orders, or human rights reports). 

3.​ Parallel Legal Channels: 
o​ File a CCF petition for deletion or correction. 
o​ Notify relevant agencies (e.g., USCIS, OFAC, CBP) that the matter is under 

review. 
o​ Consider parallel filings before the UN Human Rights Committee or Council of 

Europe when appropriate. 
4.​ Reputation Management:​

Prepare public statements or media responses once deletion is granted to restore 
professional credibility. 

5.​ Preventive Monitoring:​
Continuously monitor AML/compliance databases for persistence of historical flags after 
deletion. 



VII. Due Diligence for Corporate and Compliance Officers 
Corporations engaged in cross-border business should: 

●​ Integrate INTERPOL screening into compliance risk assessments; 
●​ Verify the accuracy of third-party data before denying contracts or employment; 
●​ Avoid adverse decisions based solely on unverified Green Notices, as doing so may 

breach anti-discrimination or labor laws. 

VIII. Conclusion 
An INTERPOL Green Notice is often dismissed as nothing more than an “informational 
alert.” In reality, it can have far-reaching consequences—threatening a person’s freedom, 
reputation, and career. 

For those wrongfully targeted, particularly in politically motivated cases, timing and precision 
are everything. Acting swiftly and strategically can make the difference between lasting 
damage and full rehabilitation. 

 


