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B HacTosLien cTatbe nccneayetcs cneuyduka npaBoBOil pernaMeHTaLn npoLEecCyanbHOro cTartyca cneunanmera B
YroNOBHO-NPOLIECCYanbHOM NpaBe Poccuu. BbisBASETCS HeOCTaTONHAS YPEryANPOBaHHOCTL MPOLIECCYaNbHOrO CTaTyca cne-
LManncTa B COOTHOLLEHMI C MPOLLECCYanbHbIM CTATYyCOM 3KCMEPTa Kak y4aCTHUKOB YrONOBHOMO MPOLecca. ABTOD BbISBASET
CYLLLECTBEHHbIE 3MIEMEHTBI MPOLIECCYaNbHOIO CTaTyca CnewpnanucTa kak nnua, 06naaatoLiero cneunanbHbIMmM 3HaHUaMU, 1
€ro NpaBoBYI0 HEONPeAENeHHOCTb. [PUBOANTCS aHANM3 COCTABNSIOLLIX 3NEMEHTOB NPOLECCYaNbHOMO CTaTyca CneumanvcTa,
K 41cny KOTOPbIX OTHOCSTCS HE TOMbKO NpaBa 1 06913aHHOCTY CNELMANNCTA, HO 1 rapaHTUi 1X peanusauun. Boissnsercs
3HauMMOCTb LieNeil 1 3aha4 y4acTus cneunanicTa B yronoBHOM NPOLECCE B KAYECTBE 3IEMEHTOB €ro NpoLEcCyanbHoro
craryca. OnpefensieTcs npoueccyanbHas GyHKUMS cneuuanncTa kak GyHKums CoaencTBus npaBocyauto. MpneoasTes n
AHANN3NPYIOTCA JaHHbIE CYAeOHOI NPaKTIKN MO BOMPOCY OLLEHKM JOMYCTUMOCT 3aKMIOYEHIS M MOKa3aHuii cneupnanmeTa
B KayecTBe [10Ka3aTenbCTB MO YroNoBHOMY AENy B KOHTEKCTE peanuaauyy 3NeMEHTOB NMPOLECcCYanbHOro craryca, T.e.
C TOYKY 3PEHIST KOMMETEHTHOCTH, HE3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTY, OTBETCTBEHHOCTI CMEUMANNCTa, LENeil v 3afay ero yyacTus B
npouecce. BbiiBSeTCS HE0AHO3HAYHOCTb CyAeOHO NPaKTUKL B UCCNELYEMOM BOMPOCE, a TAKKE TEHAEHUMS K OTPULAHWIO
[0Ka3aTeNbCTBEHHOIO 3HAYEHUS 3aKIIOYEHMS 1 NOKA3aHWIA CNeLnanucTa B CBS3N C OTCYTCTBIEM HEOOXOANMOrO YPOBHS
pernaMeHTaLm NPOLECCyaNbHOro cratyca cneumanicta B AeMCTBYIOLEM 3aKOHOAATENbCTBE. ABTOPOM OMpeaensieTcs
pernameHTaLys NPOLECCYanbHOro CTaTyca CneuyanicTa B AeNCTBYIOLLEM 3aKOHOAATENbCTBE B KAYECTBE 3NeMEHTa CaMoro
MPOLECCYanbHOTO CTaTyca, BbISBASAETCS €€ HEAOCTATOYHOCTb, (OPMYIMPYETCS TE3NC O HE0OX0AMMOCTY € HaJyexalLeil
HOPMATWBHOI pernaMeHTaumi B COBPEMEHHOM YrofoBHO-NPOLECCYabHOM 3aKOHOAATENbCTBE.
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This article examines the specifics of legal regulation of the procedural status of a specialist in the criminal procedure
law of Russia. Itis pointed out that the procedural status of a specialist is not sufficiently regulated in relation to the procedural
status of an expert as participants in criminal proceedings. The author reveals the essential elements of the procedural
status of a specialist as a person with special knowledge and its legal uncertainty. The article analyzes the constituent
elements of the procedural status of a specialist, which include not only the rights and obligations of a specialist, but also
guarantees of their implementation. The significance of the goals and objectives of the specialist’s participation in the criminal
process as elements of its procedural status is revealed. The procedural function of a specialist is defined as the function of
promoting justice. The article presents and analyzes the data of judicial practice on the issue of assessing the admissibility
of the conclusion and testimony of a specialist as evidence in a criminal case, in the context of the implementation of
elements of the procedural status, that is, in terms of competence, disinterest, responsibility of the specialist, goals and
objectives of his participation in the process. The author reveals the ambiguity of judicial practice in the issue under study,
as well as the tendency to deny the evidentiary value of the conclusion and testimony of a specialist, due to the lack of
the necessary level of regulation of the procedural status of a specialist in the current legislation. The author defines the
regulation of the procedural status of a specialist in the current legislation as an element of the procedural status itself,
identifies its insufficiency, and formulates a thesis about the need for its proper regulatory regulation in modern criminal
procedure legislation.
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