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The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union complements national human rights documents and the 
European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR)� Its potential is not yet fully exploited, with references thereto in 
national courts, parliaments and governments limited in number and often superficial� However, there are examples 
of the Charter adding value and profiting from its standing as part of Union law, especially in court decisions� 
Meanwhile, EU Member States continue to lack policies aimed at promoting the Charter – though awareness of the 
need to train legal professionals on Charter-related issues appears to be growing�

The European Commission’s annual report on the 
application of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights 
provides information on how the Charter is used.1 
Information on the EU institutions’ use of the Charter 
is just a  mouse-click away from citizens: everybody 
can easily track this through the EU’s legal database, 
eur-lex. A eur-lex search for the ‘Charter of Fundamental 
Rights’ reveals that, in 2016, it was referred to in well 
over 600 EU documents, all of which can be accessed 
in full text. Over 100 of these documents pertained to 
the judiciary; almost 30 were legislative documents; 
and close to 400 were preparatory acts.

It is far more difficult to track and analyse the use 
of the Charter in parliamentary debates, impact 
assessments, bills, legislation and case law in the 
28 different national systems (although EUR-Lex does 
link, via N-Lex, to national law databases in individual 
EU Member States). Meanwhile, academic literature 
on the Charter remains rich. Articles published in 2016 
deal with the Charter in general terms,2 its overall 
scope and effect at national level,3 its criminal law 
aspects,4 its social5 and economic aspects,6 issues of 
access to justice,7 and other select issues.8 However, 
expert writing deals only fragmentarily with the 
Charter’s use in the various national legal systems.9

More needs to be known about the Charter’s ‘life’ at 
national level – the level at which the document, like 
EU law in general, is mainly implemented and applied. 
National parliaments incorporate EU  legislation into 

national law. National governments, regional and 
local authorities, as well as national judiciaries apply 
EU law provisions and the Charter when delivering on 
their tasks and dealings with citizens. Whenever they 
act within the scope of an EU law provision, national 
authorities and judges are bound by the Charter. 
Against this backdrop, it is recognised that national 
authorities are key actors in – to borrow the words of 
the European Parliament – giving “concrete effect to 
the rights and freedoms enshrined in the Charter”.10 In 
2016, the parliament reiterated its call not to forget “the 
importance of raising awareness about the Charter”.11 
Moreover, on 19 February 2016, the Dutch Presidency 
of the EU convened a  conference to exchange ideas 
about the challenges of applying the Charter at 
national level. Finally, in June 2016, the Council of the 
EU agreed on Conclusions on the application of the 
Charter, placing the national application of the Charter 
at the centre of attention.

FRA therefore regularly looks into the use of the 
Charter in different national contexts. This is the fourth 
Fundamental Rights Report that contains a  chapter 
focused on the Charter. As for previous reports, the 
agency’s research network, Franet, provided the 
information on which the analysis is based. Franet is 
the agency’s multidisciplinary research network, which 
has been in operation since 2011. It is composed of 
contractors in each EU Member State who, upon request, 
provide relevant data to FRA on fundamental rights 
issues to facilitate the agency’s comparative analyses.

1 
EU Charter of Fundamental Rights 
and its use by Member States

http://fra.europa.eu/en/research/franet
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“[T]o ensure follow-up, the Council calls […] to continue 
exchanging information about tools, best practices and 
awareness raising methods on the application of the 
Charter at both EU and national level on a yearly basis. 
[…] Recognising that the Charter only applies to Member 
States when they are acting within the scope of EU law, the 
Council underlines the need to establish the applicability 
of the Charter in individual circumstances and underlines 
the need for particular attention by national authorities 
to those Charter provisions the meaning and scope of 
which are not determined by corresponding provisions of 
the ECHR with a view to the effective application of the 
Charter. […] The Council also recognises the relevance of 
the development of trainings and tools, such as a checklist 
for national guidance on the application of the Charter or 
targeted training for determining the applicability of the 
Charter in national legislative and policy procedures within 
a broader framework of human rights protection.”
Council of the European Union (2016), Council conclusions on the 
application of the Charter of Fundamental Rights in 2015, adopted at its 
3473rd meeting on 9 June 2016, paras. 2, 3, 6 and 7

FRA asked Franet to provide up to three specific 
and relevant examples under each of the categories 
addressed here: case law, impact assessments, par-
liamentary debates, etc. The possibility of searching 
and finding judgments, impact assessments or par-
liamentary debates that refer to the Charter varies 
from Member State to Member State. Moreover, the 
procedural law against which the rights enshrined in 
the Charter are used differs in the legal systems of 
the 28 Member States. This further reduces the com-
parability of the data.

Despite these limitations, this chapter provides 
a  unique set of information that sheds light on the 
Charter’s use by national courts (Section  1.1), its use 
in legislative processes and national parliaments 
(Section  1.2), and other initiatives concerning the 
Charter (Section 1.3).

1�1� National high courts’ 
use of the Charter: 
a mixed picture

The analysis below is based on 70 court decisions 
from 27  EU  Member States; for Malta, no relevant 
court decision was reported. In 2014, the analysis 
was based on 65 court decisions from 25 Member 
States; in 2015, it was based on 68 court decisions 
from 26 Member States. Decisions in which the parties 
referred to the Charter but the courts’ reasoning did 
not do so are not covered. In many Member States, the 
absolute numbers of court decisions using the Charter 
are not easily identifiable  – for example, because 
electronic databases covering all case law are lacking. 

Moreover, the frequency of such references vary from 
court to court. By way of illustration: in Lithuania, 
the Constitutional Court used the Charter once, the 
Supreme Court used it 10 times, and the Supreme 
Administrative Court used it 178 times.

1�1�1� Invoking the Charter: national 
courts continue to ‘bring in’ the 
Charter

National judges continued to show awareness of the 
Charter by ‘bringing in’ Charter-related arguments on 
their own accord. In about half (51 %) of the 70 cases 
analysed in 2016, judges raised the Charter-based 
arguments. In the other half (49  %), the parties did 
so and the respective courts then picked these up. 
Judges have also been the ones to take the initiative 
with respect to citing the Charter in a substantial part 
of the analysed case law in past years. Against this 
background, it is welcomed that bar associations in 
various Member States offer Charter-specific training 
to legal practitioners (see Section 1.3.2).

As in past years, an analysis of the court decisions 
issued in 2016 shows that the Charter is used in 
combination with other legal sources (see Figure 1.1). 
Likewise, just as in past years, the ECHR and national 
constitutional norms were the most prominent legal 
standards used besides the Charter. In addition, courts 
continued to frequently refer to (Charter-relevant) 
judgments by the CJEU alongside the Charter.

1�1�2� Procedural rights and policy 
area of freedom, security and 
justice remain prominent

There was also continuity in 2016 with regard to the 
policy areas that provided fertile ground for raising 
Charter arguments in national courtrooms: asylum 
and immigration, and criminal law matters (Figure 1.2). 
However, in contrast to 2014 and 2015, data protection 
was not a highly prominent policy area in 2016.

Just as in past years, the right to an effective remedy 
(Article 47) remained the provision that was most often 
referred to. The Charter’s field of application (Article 51) 
and the scope of guaranteed rights (Article 52) were 
the other two most frequently referred to provisions 
in 2016 (Figure  1.3). This means that no substantive 
provision of the Charter was amongst the most 
referred to provisions. In 2014 and 2015, the right to 
private and family life (Article  7) and the protection 
of personal data (Article 8) were among the top three 
articles referred to in the analysed court decisions.

http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10005-2016-INIT/en/pdf
http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-10005-2016-INIT/en/pdf
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Figure 1.1: Number of references to other legal sources alongside the Charter in court decisions analysed, 
by legal source referred to

Notes: Based on 70 court decisions analysed by FRA. These were issued in 27 EU Member States in 2016. Up to four 
decisions were reported per Member State; no decision was reported for Malta. More than one legal source can be 
referred to in one court decision.

Source: FRA, 2016
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1�1�3� Referring cases to Luxembourg: 
divergence persists

As stated at the outset, not much is known about how 
national courts use EU law in general, and the Charter 
in particular, in their day-to-day business. This goes for 
both the qualitative and the quantitative dimensions 
of national courts’ work as ‘EU courts’ (that is, when 
applying EU law). This phenomenon prompted 
a  General Advocate to speak  – in his academic 
capacity  – of a  ‘black box’ in this regard.12 However, 
national court requests for CJEU preliminary rulings 
shed some light on this issue.

Just as in past years, in 2016, courts from almost all 
Member States sent requests to the CJEU for guidance 
in interpreting and applying EU law provisions. No 
such request was sent from courts in Cyprus. In recent 
years, on average, around one tenth of these requests 
have referred to the Charter (see Figure 1.4). In 2016, 
national courts sent 349 requests for preliminary 
rulings, and 48 of these referred to the Charter. That 
is close to 14 %, which is higher than the proportions 
observed in the past 3 years (these were 7 % in 2010, 
6 % in 2011, 14 % in 2012, 10 % in 2013 and 2014, and 
9 % in 2015).

In 10 Member States, no court asked the CJEU for an 
interpretation in the context of the Charter. Meanwhile, 
other Member State courts sent quite many Charter-
related requests. In Spain, eight initiated preliminary 
ruling procedures concerned the Charter (21  % of 
all requests sent by Spanish courts to the CJEU). 
In Belgium, this figure was seven (35  %), in Italy it 
was five (13 %), in Hungary it was four (29 %), and in 
Poland it was also four (27 %). Other Member States 
sent fewer than four such requests. Notably, there 
was one request each from both the Czech Republic 
and Lithuania – countries in which no court asked the 
CJEU for a  Charter-related interpretation during the 
preceding five years.

1�1�4� Scope of the Charter: an often 
ignored question

Article 51 of the Charter underlines that it is addressed to 
Member States “only when they are implementing Union 
law”. According to the case law of the CJEU, this means 
that the fundamental rights guaranteed in the legal 
order of the EU are applicable at the national level “in 
all situations governed by European Union law, but not 
outside such situations”.13 However, just as in previous 
years, the majority of the analysed 2016 court decisions 

Figure 1.3: Number of references to Charter articles in court decisions analysed, by article

Notes: Based on 70 court decisions analysed by FRA. These were issued in 27 EU Member States in 2016. Up to four 
decisions were reported per Member State; no decision was reported for Malta. The category ‘Other articles’ 
includes articles that were referred to in fewer than five analysed decisions. More than one Charter article can be 
referred to in one court decision.

Source: FRA, 2016
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did not explicitly address the questions of if and why 
the Charter applied to the cases at issue. The following 
observation about courts in Poland appears applicable 
to most Member States: national courts “refer to and 
apply the Charter in various ways – at times substantial, 
sometimes more ornamental, but very rarely ponder 
whether in a  given case it is permissible to apply the 
charter as an act”.14 The borderline of the scope of EU law 
is not easy to draw and might raise complex questions of 
interpretation. A request for a preliminary ruling by the 
CJEU can bring clarity in this regard. However, national 
judges do not necessarily take this route, as shown by 
a  competition law example from Ireland, where the 
court did not refer to the CJEU for a preliminary ruling.15 
More training and awareness, as well as exchange of 
practices – as recommended in the Fundamental Rights 
Report 2016 – might encourage more judges to explicitly 
address in their decisions whether or not, and why, the 
Charter applies in a particular case.

Likewise, just as in previous years, the 2016 sample 
included decisions referring to the Charter in cases that 
lacked a clear link to EU law. For instance, in Bulgaria, 
a court used Article 10 of the Charter (right to freedom 
of thought, conscience and religion) to conclude that 
a  Muslim prisoner should have been provided with 

food that was appropriate to his religious belief. The 
court referred to the Charter alongside the ECHR and 
ECtHR case law, without examining if and why EU law 
applied to the case.16

Judges may be more likely to explicitly address 
whether or not the Charter applies in a  given case 
when they review requests for a  preliminary ruling 
from the CJEU (see Section 1.1.3). For instance, in a case 
centring on a person’s affiliation with national security 
services and access to documents, a court in Bulgaria 
was asked to send a preliminary ruling request to the 
CJEU. In this context, it did address the application of 
EU law and the Charter, dismissing the request after 
concluding that EU law did not apply to the case.17 
Similar conclusions were reached in Cyprus in a case 
concerning the amendment of an electoral law 
adopted in 201518 and in Portugal in a case involving 
a disciplinary measure against a judge.19

“Member States have their own systems protecting 
fundamental rights and the Charter does not replace 
them. The country’s own courts must ensure respect for 
fundamental rights without the need to make a preliminary 
ruling on the questions of the law raised.”
Portugal, Supreme Court of Justice, Case 134/15.7yflsb, 23 June 2016

Figure 1.4: Number of preliminary ruling requests submitted by national courts to the CJEU in 28 EU Member 
States, by year

Notes: The data for 2016 reflect the data saved in the CJEU database on the Curia website at the end of January 2017. The 
data for 2010–2015 are as published in the respective Fundamental Rights Reports. Any updates of data available on 
the Curia website are not taken into account.

Source: FRA, 2016 (based on Curia, website of the CJEU)
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The analysed cases suggest that national judges are 
more likely to explicitly address the question of the 
Charter’s scope where they conclude that the Charter is 
not applicable in the case in question; see examples from 
Bulgaria,20 Germany,21 Ireland,22 Poland23 and Romania.24

“The determination and proclamation of affiliations of 
a person to state security bodies and the intelligence 
services of the Bulgarian National Army does not fall under 
any of the powers of the Union, determined by the TFEU. 
In this case the Bulgarian state and courts should not apply 
the provisions of the Charter, because EU law does not 
apply to those societal relations.”
Bulgaria, Supreme Administrative Court, Case No 8412/2015, 1 June 2016

Sometimes national courts do deal with the applicability 
of EU law in detail, as a case from Denmark shows.25 The 
case concerned an applicant who argued that the obli-
gation under national law to label his letterbox with his 
full name was against the rights enshrined in Article  7 
(respect for private and family life) and Article  8 (pro-
tection of personal data) of the Charter. The High Court 
concluded that this was not a context where the Member 
State was implementing EU law in the sense of Article 51 
of the Charter. Explicitly referring to the cases of Fransson 
(C-617/10) and Siragusa (C-206/13), the national court 
underlined that the concept of ‘implementing EU law’ 
requires a certain degree of connection above and beyond 
the matter covered by the relevant national law being 
closely related to EU law. The court also pointed out that 
the requirement that letterboxes must be equipped with 
a nametag was already in place before the national act 
implementing the Postal Services Directive was adopted. 
It also stressed the different purposes of the national and 
EU legislation. Whereas the postal services directives 
“have a nature of liberalisation directives and have the 
main purpose to regulate universal postal service”, the 
national act wants to “ensure the greatest possible assur-
ance that letters are delivered to the correct addressee”. 
Therefore, the requirement of nametags on letterboxes 
was not imposed as part of implementing EU law, and the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights was thus inapplicable. The 
case was appealed to the Supreme Court, which rejected 
the case because the complainant passed away and his 
estate could not step in his place, as the case did not con-
cern a claim to which the estate was entitled.

Just as in previous years, Article 41 (right to good admin-
istration) was referred to vis-à-vis national administra-
tive authorities, whereas the Charter limits the reach of 
this provision to EU institutions. For instance, in a case 
from Slovakia, the Ministry of the Interior decided 
not to include a  person in the programme of support 
and protection for victims of human trafficking.26 This 
decision was communicated only to the International 
Organization for Migration, not to the applicant herself. 
This was the first case in Slovakia on access to justice in 
the context of the programme for victims of human traf-
ficking. The applicant appealed to the Supreme Court to 

clarify the consequences of accepting that the decision 
on non-inclusion in the programme was indeed an indi-
vidual administrative act. The Supreme Court referred 
to Article  41 of the Charter and, while not holding it 
applicable as such – the court held that the right applies 
as a  general principle of law rather than as a  Charter 
right – it stressed the judiciary’s overall responsibility for 
enforcing the right to good governance.

1�1�5� The Charter as legal standard 
for interpreting national law

Judges use the Charter for different purposes. Often 
national law – mostly, but not exclusively, when falling 
within the scope of EU law  – is interpreted in light 
of the Charter. Sometimes domestic constitutional 
reviews even include checking whether a  national 
law is consistent with the Charter. In rare cases, the 
Charter forms the basis for directly granting individuals 
a specific right. Just as in past years, it appears that the 
most frequent use of the Charter before national courts 
takes place when interpreting national or even EU 
secondary law. As the Constitutional Court in Germany 
underlined, where national law “is determined by the 
EU directive, national authorities and courts have to 
interpret their respective national law in a  manner 
consistent with the directives and have to take care 
to rely on an interpretation of the directives which 
allows a fair balance to be struck between the various 
fundamental rights protected by the EU legal order”.27

When a court interprets national law, the Charter tends 
to be one among several legal sources guiding the 
court in interpreting national provisions. An exception 
is a case from Sweden, where the Charter was the key 
source referred to.28 The case concerned a man who had 
helped a family to cross the border illegally. Normally, 
a person who is paid for assisting a foreigner’s entry into 
Sweden is sentenced to three to four months in prison. 
However, in this case and in light of Article 24 (the rights 
of the child), the court decided to change the prison 
time to a suspended sentence and community service 
because the person concerned was motivated by the 
desire to help children.

“[He] refused to help his brother’s acquaintances to Sweden 
but agreed to help a family with children. The principle 
of the best interest of the child has special protection 
under Article 24 of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, 
which should be considered applicable in cases concerning 
the rights of asylum seekers, which are covered by EU 
regulations […] It is also noted that there is an mitigating 
circumstance under […] the Penal Code for a crime that is 
prompted by strong human compassion.”
Sweden, Skåne and Blekinge Court of Appeal, Case B 7426-15, 5 December 2016

In a case from the Czech Republic, the parameter for inter-
pretation was not the Charter itself but Council Directive 
2011/36/EU on preventing and combating trafficking in 

http://www.sac.government.bg/court22.nsf/d038edcf49190344c2256b7600367606/c198ea111237c1b6c2257fc40048e7c8?OpenDocument
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human beings and protecting its victims. This directive 
also refers to the Charter. The case concerned Vietnamese 
citizens who had signed a  contract of employment and 
were then forced to perform hard forestry work for a year, 
without receiving any wages and while being prevented 
from leaving. They later reported this to the police, but 
no action was taken. In its judgment, the Constitutional 
Court referred extensively to the wording of the directive 
and thereby also the Charter, before concluding that the 
authorities had acted negligently.

“In this case we cannot ignore important commitments of the 
Czech Republic arising from EU law […] The mentioned directive 
sets out […] ‘Trafficking in human beings is a serious crime, 
often committed within the framework of organised crime, 
a gross violation of fundamental rights and explicitly prohibited 
by the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. 
Preventing and combating trafficking in human beings is 
a priority for the Union and the Member States’.”
Czech Republic, Constitutional Court, Case II. ÚS 3436/14, 19 January 2016

1�1�6� The Charter as legal standard 
for constitutional review

Previous Fundamental Rights Reports have shown that, 
in some legal systems, the Charter is used as a standard 
for constitutional review. This is most prominently the 
case in Austria where, since 2012, the Constitutional 
Court has developed case law establishing the EU Charter 
of Fundamental Rights as a  standard under national 
constitutional law, thereby allowing the Constitutional 
Court to review national legislation against the Charter. 
Courts in Austria carried out such reviews in 2016. In a case 
concerning a Somali citizen who applied for international 
protection, the Federal Office for Immigration and Asylum 
denied the appellant asylum. Thereupon, the appellant 
submitted a  complaint to the Federal Administrative 
Court, which rejected it without conducting a  public 
hearing. According to the Constitutional Court, the 
Federal Administrative Court violated Article 47 (right to 
an effective remedy and a  fair trial) by not conducting 
a public hearing.29 In another case concerning a decision to 
return a migrant to his country of origin, the Constitutional 
Court for the first time recognised the direct applicability 
of the third paragraph of Article  47, which stipulates 
that legal aid “shall be made available to those who lack 
sufficient resources in so far as such aid is necessary to 
ensure effective access to justice”.30

“Fundamentally, a contradiction between a general Austrian 
provision and Union law (only) leads to the non-applicability 
of the Austrian provision, which is to be acknowledged 
incidentally by all state organs […], but not to its repeal (VfSlg 
15.189/1998). In principle, the Constitutional Court has no 
competence to examine general Austrian legal provisions 
in light of European Union law, unless there is a violation 
of a right which is guaranteed by the Charter and which is 
similar in formulation and assertiveness to constitutionally 
guaranteed rights of the Austrian constitution.”
Austria, Constitutional Court, Case G447/2015, 9 March 2016, para. 3.2.5

Romania’s constitution explicitly provides for the 
supremacy of EU law over national law (in Article 148, 
para.  2). A  Romanian court set aside a  national 
provision because its application was seen as not 
in line with Article  49, para.  3, of the Charter (“the 
severity of the penalties must not be disproportionate 
to the criminal offence”). The case concerned a person 
who was charged with 138 crimes for running an 
online scam consisting of promising fake jobs and 
asking jobseekers for money. According to Romania’s 
Criminal Code, courts have to establish a sentence for 
each crime and then apply the harshest sentence, to 
which they need to add one third of the sum of all 
the other sentences, which for this case would have 
meant applying a  total prison sentence of 26 years. 
The court invoked Article 49 (principles of legality and 
proportionality of criminal offences and penalties), 
noted that the Charter overrules contradictory national 
law, and reduced the sentence to 10 years in prison.

“The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, 
which provides in Article 49, para. 3, that ‘penalties must 
not be disproportionate to the offence’, has the same legal 
value as the Treaties according to Article 6 of the Treaty on 
European Union and is binding on both the judiciary and 
the legislature, according to Article 148 of the Constitution 
[…] In respect of this and keeping in mind that first of 
all we should offer priority to Community law, then to 
constitutional law and after that to criminal legislation, 
the Court establishes that even when applying a penalty 
the provisions of Article 49, para. 3, of the Charter of 
Fundamental Rights of the European Union and Article 53 of 
the Constitution establishing the principle of proportionality 
are imperative.”
Romania, Tribunalul Arad, decision of 25 January 2016

When national courts review national law against the 
Charter, they may also interpret the Charter itself. 
A  detailed assessment was offered in a  case from 
the United Kingdom. In the case, tobacco product 
manufacturers appealed against the refusal of their 
application for judicial review of national legislation 
that restricts their ability to advertise their brands on 
tobacco packaging or products. They argued that the 
legislation breached Article 17 of the Charter (right to 
property). The court dismissed all of the appellants’ 
arguments and analysed Article  17 in detail. It 
admitted that a  registered trademark was a  type of 
property, but added that, before one can say that 
a person’s proprietary rights have been affected, it is 
necessary to identify what those rights are. Some of 
the claimants argued that registration of a trademark 
grants a positive right to use the mark on goods in the 
class for which it has been registered. The Secretary of 
State on the other hand maintained that a trademark 
confers purely negative rights, i.e., the right to stop 
someone else from doing things. The court concluded: 
“We accept that article  17 of the Charter protects 
proprietary rights in intellectual property. However 
we do not accept that article 17 changes the nature of 

http://nalus.usoud.cz/Search/GetText.aspx?sz=2-3436-14_1
http://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokument.wxe?Abfrage=Vfgh&Dokumentnummer=JFT_20160309_15G00447_00
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those rights. If (for example) the rights conferred by 
a trademark are only negative rights, we cannot see 
that article 17 creates positive rights.”31

An interpretation of the Charter does not necessarily 
go hand in hand with its application in the concrete 
case at hand, as a decision by the Cassation Court in 
Belgium shows: it interpreted Article 48 of the Charter 
while denying its applicability as such.32

1�1�7� The Charter as directly 
conferring individual rights and 
providing wider protection than 
national law

The Charter’s added value as part of EU law becomes 
most obvious where the substantial scope of its 
provisions goes beyond that of comparable national 
norms and, in addition, these provide individuals 
directly with individual rights. National courts rather 
seldom explicitly interpret Charter provisions as 
granting individual rights.

In a case from the United Kingdom, the court interpreted 
the Charter itself. The case concerned a  Nigerian 
national who had been continuously resident in the 
UK for 25 years. His two daughters were both British 
citizens, aged 13 and 11. He received a  deportation 
order on grounds of public policy. The court of appeal 
found that the court of first instance had failed to 
acknowledge the existence of a  right conferred on 
both of the appellants’ children by the Charter.33 The 
third paragraph of Article  23 states: “Every child 
shall have the right to maintain on a  regular basis 
a  personal relationship and direct contact with both 
his or her parents, unless that is contrary to his or her 
interests.” This Charter provision formed a successful 
ground of appeal and provided a free standing right in 
the context of immigration law.

“Article 24 (3) creates a free standing right. It may, of 
course, be viewed as the unequivocal articulation of 
a concrete ‘best interests’ right and, on this analysis, 
is a development, or elaboration, of Article 24 (2). 
Furthermore, given the exception formulated in the final 
clause of Article 24 (3), the nexus with Article 24 (2) is 
unmistakable.”
United Kingdom, Upper Tribunal (Immigration and Asylum Chamber), Case 
UKUT 106 (IAC), 13 January 2016

In Slovenia, a court ruled that Article 6 of the Charter 
(right to liberty and security) in combination with 
Council Directive 2003/9/EC of 27 January 2003 laying 
down minimum standards for the reception of asylum 
seekers (the Reception Conditions Directive) provides 
an individual right. The directive was supposed to 
be incorporated into Slovenian law by 20  July  2015. 
However, that was delayed. Despite this delay and in 

line with the case law of the CJEU, the directive could be 
directly applied in Slovenian law. The case concerned 
a  citizen of Tunisia, who first entered Slovenia on 
4 February 2016. He was intercepted by the police and 
was not carrying any identity documents. During the 
procedure, he applied for international protection. The 
authorities decided to limit the applicant’s freedom 
of movement to the premises of the Aliens Centre for 
a maximum period of three months, with a possible 
extension for an additional month. The decision was 
based on provisions of the International Protection 
Act (Zakon o  mednarodni zaščiti), which the court 
of appeal found to be partly not in line with the 
Reception Conditions Directive. The court revoked the 
decision and issued an interim decision to release the 
applicant from detention immediately after receipt 
of the judgment.

“The Administrative Court took as a starting point […] the 
possibility of a direct effect of a provision of a Founding 
Treaty, which establishes a subjective right for an 
individual. This principle was reaffirmed in subsequent 
judgments a while before the establishment of subjective 
justiciable rights from the Charter. The right enshrined in 
Article 26 (2) and Article 9 (3), second subparagraph of the 
Reception Conditions Directive in connection with Article 6 
of the Charter is without a doubt this kind of a subjective 
right and in the given part […] it can be exercised without 
any implementation measures.”
Slovenia, Administrative Court, Case I U 246/2016, 18 February 2016, 
para. 40

That the Charter can be directly invoked is in practical 
terms most relevant where the Charter’s provisions 
go further than national law, including constitutional 
law. In the Czech Republic, the Charter was 
instrumental in a case concerning a German national 
arrested and prosecuted for being a  member of 
a criminal group that trafficked drugs from the Czech 
Republic to Germany.34 However, she had already 
been prosecuted and sentenced for some of these 
acts in Germany. The Constitutional Court deemed 
her constitutional complaint justified and found 
a  breach of the legal principle ne bis in idem. The 
court stressed the extended transnational protection 
of the ne bis in idem principle as laid down in the 
Charter, compared with the more limited scope of the 
corresponding constitutional provision. Consequently, 
the decisions of the authorities involved in the criminal 
proceedings were annulled.

“The legal principle ‘ne bis in idem’ applies only to criminal 
proceedings in the state’s jurisdiction, so anyone could be 
prosecuted for the same act in another state. However, 
in the European Union (hereinafter the ‘EU’), thanks to 
Article 50 of the Charter, the legal principle ‘ne bis in idem’ 
applies to all EU Member States when EU law is applied, as 
a follow-up to Article 54 of the Convention Implementing 
the Schengen Agreement from 1985.”
Czech Republic, Constitutional Court, Case II. ÚS 143/16, 14 April 2016

http://www.bailii.org/uk/cases/UKUT/IAC/2016/106.html
http://www.bailii.org/uk/cases/UKUT/IAC/2016/106.html
http://dms/research/AR-2012/ResearchMaterial/www.sodnapraksa.si/?q=id:2015081111397133&database%5BSOVS%5D=SOVS&database%5BIESP%5D=IESP&database%5BVDSS%5D=VDSS&database%5BUPRS%5D=UPRS&_submit=i%C5%A1%C4%8Di&page=0&rowsPerPage=20&moreLikeThis=1&id=doc_2015081111397130
http://nalus.usoud.cz/Search/GetText.aspx?sz=2-143-16_1
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The potential of EU fundamental rights was also 
underlined by the Constitutional Court in Portugal, 
which stressed that “the specific rights conferred on 
citizens of the European Union and coming into force 
following the Treaty of Lisbon, take on the true nature 
of fundamental rights […] Today, the Charter has been 
granted the same legal status as the Treaties, therefore 
the infringement of it, whether by Member States or 
by the European Union, may be contested in court.”35

The Charter’s effect in areas where it provides more 
protection than the corresponding constitutional norm 
was shown in Slovakia. The case concerned the area 
of consumer protection. A  telephone company took 
one of its clients to court for not paying his bills. The 
company argued that, by affording specific protection to 
consumers, the Consumer Protection Act interfered with 
the principles of a fair trial and equality of arms set out in 
the Slovak Constitution and was hence unconstitutional. 
The court acknowledged that the Slovak Constitution 
does not provide a specific right to consumer protection 
and that the Charter thus provides a  higher level of 
consumer protection than the constitution. However, it 
found that, as the Charter is part of the national legal 
order, Slovakia is bound by its provisions. The court also 
referred to the Consumer Protection Act’s legislative 
history, which showed that the motivation for including 
the provision at issue in the act was to address problems 
found in practice and to ensure effective protection of 
consumers’ rights, embodied in Article 169 of the TFEU 
and Article 38 of the Charter.

“The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union (the ‘EU Charter’) recognises the same values as 
the Constitution; however, the area in which it provides 
protection of rights beyond the Constitution is precisely 
the area of consumer legal relationships. In this respect, 
Article 38 of the Charter should be noted, according to 
which the states’ policies shall ensure a high level of 
consumer protection. Given the wording of Article 7 of the 
Constitution, in light of the Lisbon Treaty, the Charter is 
part of the legal order of the Slovak Republic. The Charter 
obliges the Slovak Republic, as an EU Member State, to 
ensure a high level of consumer protection and the Court 
of Appeal considers that the provisions of Article 5b of the 
Consumer Protection Act are among the rules that lead to 
the fulfilment of Article 38 of the Charter.”
Slovakia, Regional Court Prešov, Case 17Co/286/2015, 28 June 2016

As also reported last year, in some  – admittedly 
very rare  – cases, national courts raise the central 
question of whether the Charter applies only to the 
relationship between individuals and the state (that is, 
vertically) or also to relations between two individuals 
(so-called horizontal applicability).36 A  case from 
Denmark is of interest in this context. It concerned 
severance payments by employers in the event of 
dismissals. The national law on legal relationships 
between employers and employees provided that 
in the event of a  salaried employee’s dismissal, the 

employer shall, on termination of the employment 
relationship, pay a  sum to the employee. This sum 
should correspond to one, two or three months’ 
salary depending on the length of the employment. 
The law explicitly stated in paragraph 2(a)(3) that this 
rule does not apply if, at termination, the employee 
will receive an old-age pension from the employer. 
The first instance court declared this provision to 
be in violation of Council Directive 2000/78/EC of 
27 November 2000 establishing a general framework 
for equal treatment in employment and occupation 
(the Employment Equality Directive).

The Supreme Court referred the case to the CJEU 
for a  preliminary ruling. The court’s request did 
not concern the Charter but the application of the 
Employment Equality Directive and the general 
principle of EU law prohibiting age discrimination.37 
The CJEU concluded that this general principle of law, 
as given concrete expression by the Employment 
Equality Directive, must be interpreted as precluding – 
including in disputes between private persons  – 
a  national provision such as the one at stake.38 The 
Supreme Court acknowledged that it is for the CJEU 
to decide on the interpretation of EU law. However, 
disagreement arose as to how to interpret national law. 
The judgment states that paragraph 2(a)(3) could not 
be interpreted “contra legem” in accordance with the 
directive. Regarding the general principle of EU law, 
the majority of 8 of 9 judges held that the Accession 
Act on Denmark’s accession to the EU did not contain 
any provisions allowing an unwritten principle to 
prevail over national law when this applied between 
two private parties. In this context, the Supreme 
court stressed that the Charter does not extend the 
competencies of the EU and that the ratification of 
the Lisbon Treaty did not imply legal obligations 
for individuals. (Judge Jytte Scharling observed in 
a  dissenting opinion that the general principle of 
law, prominently developed by the CJEU in the 2005 
Mangold judgment, was well known before Denmark 
ratified the Lisbon Treaty.39) Therefore, Article 21 of the 
Charter (non-discrimination) was not – so the court – 
directly applicable in Denmark. This approach was 
described by some as an expression of ‘sovereigntism’ 
and an attempt to ‘domesticate EU law’.40

“The Charter does not establish any new power or task for 
the Community or the Union, or modify powers and tasks 
defined by the Treaties […] and it appears from the Foreign 
Minister’s answer […] that the Charter does not imply legal 
obligations for individuals. It follows from the foregoing 
that the principles developed or established on the basis 
of TEU Article 6 (3) are not made directly applicable in 
Denmark pursuant to the Accession Act. Similarly, the 
provisions of the Charter, including the Charter’s Article 21 
on non-discrimination, are not made directly applicable in 
this country pursuant to the Accession Act”.
Denmark, Supreme Court, Case 15/2014, 6 December 2016

https://docs.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=https://otvorenesudy.sk/decrees/2312012/document?l%3Den
http://www.hoejesteret.dk/hoejesteret/nyheder/Afgorelser/Pages/OmforholdetmellemEU-retogdanskretienfunktionaersag.aspx
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1�2� National legislative 
processes and 
parliamentary debates: 
Charter of limited 
relevance

1�2�1� Assessment of fundamental 
rights impact

As noted in past Fundamental Rights Reports, 
Member States have procedures in place for assessing 
economic, environmental, social or other impacts 
of bills.41 Many of these procedures explicitly take 
effects on fundamental rights into consideration. 
However, such procedures tend not to refer to EU law 
or the Charter, although a significant part of national 
legislation can be expected to fall within the scope of 
EU law. Despite the absence of such explicit references 
to the Charter in norms for national impact assessment 
procedures, the Charter is sometimes referred to in 
practice. Indeed, in only three Member States could 
no examples of Charter-related impact assessments 
be identified over the last three years (2014-2016): 
Cyprus, Ireland and Malta.

Looking at the 36 examples of impact assessments 
reported in 2016, it appears that the area of criminal 
law is most prone to raising Charter concerns during 
impact assessments (Figure 1.5). This is in line with last 
year’s finding, with the difference that in 2015 data 
protection also played a major role.

In addition, in impact assessments, the Charter appears 
to be referred to alongside other international legal 
instruments, making it difficult to track the relative 
relevance and impact of such Charter references. For 
instance, in the Netherlands, the Council of State alerted 
the government to the fact that the law regarding the 
privatisation of casinos raises data protection issues; 
the Gambling Authority will process personal data of 
the licensees and they, in turn, will process data of their 
staff and customers based on closed-circuit television 
footage. The Council of State called on the government 
to take into account Article  10 of the Constitution, 
Article 8 of the Charter and Article 8 of the ECHR.42

Many of the references were also brief and general 
in nature, most of them integrated in the explanatory 
memoranda of the bills in question. It should be noted 
that, of the 36 impact assessments analysed, only 14 
involved bills implementing EU law.

Figure 1.5: Number of impact assessments referring to the Charter, by policy area

Notes: Based on 36 impact assessments analysed by FRA. These were carried out in 17 EU Member States in 2016. Up to 
four assessments were reported per Member State; no assessments were reported for Cyprus, the Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, Poland, Sweden, Slovakia and the United Kingdom. The category 
‘Other policy areas’ includes policy areas that were referred to in only one analysed impact assessment. The 
categories used in the graph are based on the subject matters used by EUR-Lex.

 *Taken together, these two categories form the subject matter ‘Justice, freedom and security’.
Source: FRA, 2016
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One example is Hungary’s Draft Act of Parliament 
on the amendment of acts regulating European 
Union and international cooperation in criminal 
matters and on certain aspects of criminal law.43 The 
corresponding memorandum refers to Article  12 of 
Council Framework Decision 2002/584/JHA on the 
European arrest warrant and the surrender procedures 
between Member States, which stipulates that “[t]he 
person may be released provisionally at any time in 
conformity with the domestic law of the executing 
Member State, provided that the competent authority 
of the said Member State takes all the measures it 
deems necessary to prevent the person absconding.”44 
The impact assessment argues that, since the Act on 
Cooperation in Criminal Matters does not contain this 
possibility of release, a  corresponding amendment 
should be introduced. The explanatory memorandum 
further argues that, in light of the ECHR and the EU 
Charter of Fundamental Rights, the national authorities 
are obliged to examine the possibility of using less 
restrictive coercive measures, such as house arrest or 
bans on leaving the place of residence, and considering 
detention as a last resort.

1�2�2� Assessment of fundamental 
rights compliance

Whereas impact assessments are not necessarily a legal 
exercise, the legal scrutiny of a bill is a legal assessment. 
There is another difference: an impact assessment is 
typically carried out when a bill has not yet been fully 
defined, so that various legislative options can be 
compared. In contrast, an assessment of legal compliance 
is based on the specific wording of a final bill. However, 
there are systems that do not neatly differentiate 
between impact assessments and legal scrutiny.

All Member States have some sort of procedure in place 
to check bills against fundamental rights standards, 
primarily those enshrined in their constitutional 
frameworks. However, international sources, mainly 
the ECHR, are also often referred to in such procedures. 
Whereas in some Member States EU law is explicitly 
mentioned as a relevant standard to be looked at, this 
is not true of the Charter specifically. Nevertheless, 
exercises of legal scrutiny do sometimes refer to and 
use the Charter. Indeed, only in a few Member States 
were no such examples reported both for 2016 and 
2015 (Cyprus, Estonia, Italy, Malta and Slovakia). Of 
the 41 examples of legal scrutiny reviewed for 2016, 
which involve 17 Member States, most were carried 
out by parliaments (Figure 1.6).

The nature of Charter references in legal assessments 
varies substantially. Some of the analysed examples 
contain a rather superficial statement that no conflicts 
with the Charter were identified. Others underline that 
the very intention of the bill is to protect certain rights. 
In other constellations, the Charter is mentioned as the 
guideline that should inform the national legislature 
how best to incorporate EU legislation into national law. 
This was the case in Germany, for instance, where the 
Bundestag held that, in the context of incorporating 
Directive 2014/1545 into national law, punishing people 
by prohibiting their employment in certain occupations 
is a serious interference with Article 15 of the Charter 
(freedom to choose an occupation and right to 
work) and that such bans would be legitimate only 
in extreme cases.46

However, there were also examples where the Charter 
was used to express strong reservations about 
proposed legislation on the basis of fundamental rights. 

Figure 1.6: Number of legal assessments referring to the Charter, by author

Notes: Based on 41 legal assessments analysed by FRA. These were issued in 17 EU Member States in 2016. Up to three 
legal assessments were reported per Member State; none were reported for Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, France, 
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Malta, Slovakia, Spain and Sweden.

Source: FRA, 2016
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In Lithuania, changes to the law on the status of aliens 
raised Charter-related concerns. The proposal intended 
to remove provisions guaranteeing that refugee or 
other status be withdrawn only after the available 
remedies are explained and the person concerned is 
invited to comment orally or in writing. The European 
Law Department, a  government body that carried out 
the scrutiny, was of the opinion that the proposal would 
contradict EU law, including Article 47 of the Charter.47 
In Austria, the Judges Association identified tensions 
between a bill in the area of asylum law and Articles 18 
(right to asylum), 19 (protection in the event of removal, 
expulsion or extradition) and 47 (right to an effective 
remedy and to a fair trial) of the Charter.48 In Slovenia, the 
revised Schengen Borders Code and an EU regulation for 
the establishment of an entry/exit system raised serious 
Charter-related concerns on the part of the Information 
Commissioner, who called for the proportionality of 
measures to be ensured, for restrictions on the purpose 
of the use of information gathered and for appropriate 
time limits for the retention of personal information.49

Compatibility with the Charter is raised not only where 
a Member State is implementing EU law. In fact, this 
was the case in only 21 out of 41 examples reported 
for 2016. For instance, in Romania, the Legislative 
Committee was concerned about a  proposed law to 
ban organisations, symbols and acts of a communist 
nature and to ban promoting the cult of persons 
guilty of crimes of genocide against humanity and 
war crimes. These concerns were based on, among 

other considerations, Article 12 (freedom of assembly 
and association) and Article  21 (non-discrimination) 
of the Charter.50

As in past years, amongst the examples reported for 
2016, the area of data protection again appears to be 
the most prone to raising Charter concerns (Figure 1.7).

1�2�3� National legislation

As outlined above, the Charter is sometimes referred 
to in draft legislation and accompanying documents. 
However, it is only rarely mentioned in the text of 
adopted legislation. The evidence collected in 2016 
contains 19 examples of explicit references to the 
Charter in the legislation of 12 Member States.

France amended its Code of Criminal procedure to 
include Article 694-31, which deals with the recognition 
of European Investigation Orders. The article provides 
for a  general possibility to refuse to execute such 
an order, if there are serious reasons to believe that 
its execution would be incompatible with France’s 
respect of the rights and freedoms guaranteed by 
the ECHR and the Charter.51 A  similar provision was 
enshrined in Germany’s Bill to amend the Act on 
International Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal 
Justice Matters.52 Charter references are sometimes 
simply repetitions of such references found in the 
EU legislation incorporated into national law – as, for 
instance, in Greek legislation on extradition.53

Figure 1.7: Number of legal assessments referring to the Charter, by policy area

Notes: Based on 41 legal assessments analysed by FRA. These were issued in 17 EU Member States in 2016. Up to three 
legal assessments were reported per Member State; none were reported for Croatia, Cyprus, Estonia, France, 
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Malta, Slovakia, Spain and Sweden. The category ‘Other policy areas’ includes policy areas 
that were referred to in fewer than three analysed assessments. The categories used in the graph are based on the 
subject matters used by EUR-Lex.

 * Taken together, these two categories form the subject matter ‘Justice, freedom and security’.
Source: FRA, 2016
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However, as in previous years, there are also examples 
of Charter references that go beyond the technical 
implementation of EU legislation. In 2016, these examples 
covered areas such as gender equality and identity54 and 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and intersex (LGBTI) 
issues55 (in Spain); disability56 (in Italy); consumer 
protection57 (in Germany); legal aid (in Austria58 
and Slovakia59); the regulation of the accountancy 
profession60 (in Malta); education61 (in Belgium); and the 
death penalty62 (in Cyprus).

“The publication of sanctions and measures and of any public 
statement by the Board shall respect fundamental rights 
as laid down in the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
European Union, the Constitution of Malta and the Convention 
for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental 
Freedoms; in particular the right to respect for private and 
family life and the right to the protection of personal data.”
Malta, Article 16 of the Act to introduce amendments to the Accountancy 
Profession Act and to other Laws and to implement Directive 2014/56/EU 
and certain provisions of Regulation (EU) No. 537/2014 (Act XXXVI) of 2016

1�2�4� Parliamentary debates

Parliamentary debates in 2016 also occasionally referred 
to the Charter. The context of such references included 

asylum, terrorism, data protection, the death penalty 
and criminal matters, discrimination, the right to marry, 
freedom of speech, legal aid, non-discrimination, the 
rights of persons with disabilities, and media freedom, 
among others. FRA collected information about 
52  examples of such Charter references registered in 
parliamentary debates of 20 Member States (Figure 1.8). 
The Charter was often invoked to argue for amendments 
to bills, as in Germany, where a member of parliament 
stated that a total ban of contact on arrested persons 
suspected of terrorism violates Articles  47 and  48 of 
the Charter.63 Furthermore, in two written declarations, 
a political group explained its opposition to the decision 
of the Petitions Committee of the German Bundestag 
declining petitions against the reintroduction of 
telecommunication data retention. They claimed that 
the indiscriminate retention of telecommunication data 
is a  disproportionate interference with fundamental 
rights and a  violation of the Charter.64 Similarly, in 
Poland, a member of parliament asked if the draft of 
an anti-terrorism law was in line with the provisions 
of the Charter.65

The Charter has also been mentioned as an argument in 
favour of adopting laws. For instance, in Italy, a member 
of parliament stressed that the approval of Draft Law 

Figure 1.8: Number of identified parliamentary debates referring to the Charter, by policy area

Notes: Based on 52 parliamentary debates analysed by FRA. These took place in 20 EU Member States in 2016. Up to five 
debates were reported per Member State; no parliamentary debate was reported for Belgium, the Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal and Romania. The category ‘Other policy areas’ includes policy areas 
that were referred to in fewer than four analysed parliamentary debates. The categories used in the graph are 
based on the subject matters used by EUR-Lex.

 * Taken together, these three categories form the subject matter ‘Justice, freedom and security’.
Source: FRA, 2016
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no. S 2232 on support to persons with disabilities deprived 
of family support would contribute to the implementation 
of not only the Convention on the Rights of People with 
Disabilities, but also Articles 22 and 26 of the Charter.66 
In Hungary, two members of parliament submitted 
a proposal for a parliamentary resolution on the reduction 
of wage inequality between men and women. They 
argued that the government should come forward with 
a legislative proposal to comply with the Charter.

“If [the Government does not propose legislation] we 
will exercise our rights as Members of Parliament and 
will submit draft laws in the near future, all the more so 
because we would like to comply with Article 23 of the EU 
Charter [equality between women and men], which makes 
the Government’s obligation unequivocal in this field.”
Lajos Korozs, Member of Parliament, Hungary, 07.11.2016 session of the 
Hungarian Parliament; see also Proposal for Parliamentary Resolution no. 
H/11718 on narrowing the gap in wages between genders (H/11718 
határozati javaslat a nemek közötti bérszakadék mérsékléséről)

The Charter may also be referred to in order to 
identify (unintended) effects of a  newly adopted 
law, as happened in the Netherlands.67 A  member 
of parliament asked if a new Act on the deregulation 
of employment relationships might in practice lead 
to violations of Article 6 (the freedom to conduct 
a business). The new law was introduced to prevent 
employers from making use of sole traders (business 
entities owned and run by one natural person) in 
a  manner that actually resembles employment 
relationships. According to the member of parliament, 
many sole traders have now lost their jobs because 
employers avoid approaching them so that they are 
not accused of hiring them as employees.

The Charter was also referred to outside the context 
of concrete legislative proposals. For instance, in 
Denmark, a parliamentary resolution on strengthening 
data protection recommended linking the Danish Data 
Protection Agency more closely to the parliament and 
quoted in this context the Danish Council of Digital 
Security,68 which had stated that it “does not believe 
that the Data Protection Agency with its current location 
under the Ministry of Justice meets the requirement 
of independence as set out in, for example, the EU 
Charter of Fundamental Rights”.69 In Ireland, a member 
of parliament asked the Deputy Prime Minister about 
her views on whether Ireland may be in breach of its 
fundamental obligations under Article 47 of the Charter 
if it forces companies to be represented by lawyers and 
does not offer any regime for legal aid for companies.70

“I am aware of Case C-258/13 regarding Article 47 of the 
European Union Charter of Fundamental Rights which was 
heard by the European Court of Justice. While there are 
no plans at present to introduce legal aid for the type of 
commercial enterprise referred to, the situation is kept 
under review in my Department.”
Ireland, Deputy Frances Fitzgerald, Written Answers Nos. 160–173, 12 July 2016

In Poland, the Commissioner for Human Rights, when 
presenting his annual report to parliament, referred to 
the widely discussed case of a same-sex couple who 
wanted to marry in another EU Member State. One 
of the partners was Polish, but he could not obtain 
a certificate from the Polish Civil Status Office stating 
that he was not married to anyone else, since the 
authorities stated that same-sex marriages were not 
recognised under Polish law. The commissioner stated 
that such a refusal was not justified under EU law and 
the Charter of Fundamental Rights.

“Ladies and gentlemen, in my opinion, and I would like to 
underline it once more, Article 18 of the Constitution does 
not make provision for same-sex marriages. […] However, 
in the case of Polish citizens – and there are some of them – 
who want to enter a same-sex marriage abroad, e.g. in 
Spain, Belgium, the Netherlands, with their partner who 
comes from one of these countries, in my opinion and in 
accordance with the provisions of the Treaty on European 
Union, the Charter of Fundamental Rights and the freedom 
of movement as well as EU citizenship, the Polish state 
should not cause any problems or difficulties for these 
people to do so.”
Poland, Commissioner for Human Rights, Sejm Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej 
Kadencja VIII, Sprawozdanie Stenograficzne z 24. posiedzenia Sejmu 
Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej w dniu 5 września 2016 (Sejm’s term of office 
VIII, manuscript of 24th meeting on 5 September 2016)

1�3� National policy 
measures and training: 
initiatives lacking

1�3�1� Policies referring to the Charter

Article  51 of the Charter obliges Member States to 
respect the rights it covers, observe its principles, 
and “promote the application thereof in accordance 
with their respective powers”. However, as in past 
years, the research revealed hardly any relevant public 
policies specifically aimed at promoting the Charter. 
Twenty-six Charter-related policy measures from 13 
Member States were reported to FRA in 2016. However, 
many of these are only peripherally related to the 
Charter. Sometimes the Charter is vaguely referred to 
in policy documents that promote human rights or have 
a fundamental rights dimension. By way of illustration: 
the French Community in Belgium refers, in a document 
related to its reception programme for immigrants, to 
the requirement that the fund for asylum, migration 
and integration must respect the rights and principles 
enshrined in the Charter.71 Moreover, there are hardly 
any examples of Member States analysing how the 
Charter is used in legal practice. Poland looked into 
the Charter’s use before national courts and Sweden 
announced, in a document concerning the government’s 
strategy for work on human rights, that it would review 
the Charter’s application in Sweden.72

http://www.parlament.hu/ulesnap-felszolalasai?p_auth=0WbEwk6P&p_p_id=pairproxy_WAR_pairproxyportlet_INSTANCE_9xd2Wc9jP4z8&p_p_lifecycle=1&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-1&p_p_col_count=1&_pairproxy_WAR_pairproxyportlet_INSTANCE_9xd2Wc9jP4z8_pairAction=%2Finternet%2Fcplsql%2Fogy_naplo.naplo_fadat_aktus%3Fp_ckl%3D40%26p_uln%3D182%26p_felsz%3D196%26p_felszig%3D207%26p_aktus%3D38
http://www.parlament.hu/ulesnap-felszolalasai?p_auth=0WbEwk6P&p_p_id=pairproxy_WAR_pairproxyportlet_INSTANCE_9xd2Wc9jP4z8&p_p_lifecycle=1&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-1&p_p_col_count=1&_pairproxy_WAR_pairproxyportlet_INSTANCE_9xd2Wc9jP4z8_pairAction=%2Finternet%2Fcplsql%2Fogy_naplo.naplo_fadat_aktus%3Fp_ckl%3D40%26p_uln%3D182%26p_felsz%3D196%26p_felszig%3D207%26p_aktus%3D38
http://www.parlament.hu/irom40/11718/11718.pdf
http://www.parlament.hu/irom40/11718/11718.pdf
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/Debates%20Authoring/DebatesWebPack.nsf/takes/dail2016071200069?opendocument&highlight=charter%20of%20fundamental%20rights
http://orka2.sejm.gov.pl/StenoInter8.nsf/0/083307F775E5D4B4C12580260001D764/%24File/24_a_ksiazka_bis.pdf
http://orka2.sejm.gov.pl/StenoInter8.nsf/0/083307F775E5D4B4C12580260001D764/%24File/24_a_ksiazka_bis.pdf
http://orka2.sejm.gov.pl/StenoInter8.nsf/0/083307F775E5D4B4C12580260001D764/%24File/24_a_ksiazka_bis.pdf
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Promising practice

Studying the use of the Charter at 
national level
A bilingual volume entitled 
Stosowanie Karty Praw 
Podstawowych UE przez 
sądy polskie / Application 
of the EU Charter of 
Fundamental Rights by 
Polish Courts was publi-
shed at the end of 2016.  
Its nine contributions  
analyse in detail how the 
Polish judiciary uses the 
Charter. 

The book, edited by the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Poland, is a follow-up to a confe rence 
that took place on 25 September 2015. More than 
100 participants  – representatives of all legal 
professions, civil servants and academics – dis-
cussed complexities in the interpretation and 
application of the Charter as they emerge in 
the relevant case law. To maximise the practi-
cal impact of the legal analysis, the publication 
will be made available online and distributed in 
print to appellate and district courts, administra-
tive courts, national and regional organisations 
for legal professionals, and academic centres/
universities.
For more information, see Poland, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
Conference on application of EU Charter of Fundamental 
Rights by Polish courts, press statement, 26 September 2015

1�3�2� Training related to the Charter

When it comes to training, 2016 offers a more active 
picture. There appears to be an understanding that, 
the better legal practitioners are trained, the better 
the services they deliver. The European Commission’s 
official aim is to ensure that half (around 700,000) 
of all legal practitioners in the EU are trained on EU 
law or on the national law of another Member State 
by 2020. According to the report European Judicial 
Training 2016, “more than 124 000 legal practitioners 
(judges, prosecutors, court staff, lawyers, bailiffs and 
notaries) as well as trainees of these professional 
groups took part in training activities on EU law or on 
the national law of another Member State” in 2015.73 
However, only about 6 % of these training activities 
focused on fundamental rights. This relatively low 
figure corresponds to the fact that the agency’s 
Franet partners have often found it difficult to identify 
training activities focused on the Charter.

Forty-five Charter-relevant training programmes in 
22 EU Member States were reported for 2016. The titles 
of fourteen of these referred to the Charter. Hence, the 
majority of the identified courses were not exclusively 
focused on the Charter, but rather addressed it 
alongside EU law or the ECHR. This is in line with past 
FRA advice  – namely, to provide training that puts 
the Charter in context and explains the interactions 
between the different human rights sources and 
systems, be it the ECHR and Council of Europe sources 
or UN standards and sources and the fundamental 
rights enshrined in national constitutional law.

Figure 1.9: Number of identified training events, by main target audience

Notes: Based on 45 training events analysed by FRA. These took place in 22 EU Member States in 2016. No training was 
reported for Belgium, the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, and Slovakia. The category ‘Other’ refers to 
training events targeting public sector employees, non-governmental organisations, children and the general public.

Source: FRA, 2016
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Promising practice

Improving legal practitioners’ 
Charter knowledge
The EU-funded project Active Charter Training through 
Interaction of National Experiences (ACTIONES) is 
coordinated by the EUI Centre for Judicial Cooperation 
in Italy. It involves 17 partners: seven academic insti-
tutions, a Europe-wide association of judges, and nine 
national institutions responsible for training judges 
and lawyers. It aims to improve the understanding 
and knowledge of the Charter among European legal 
practitioners and to ensure its better and swifter 
application in national legal practices. It also seeks 
to familiarise legal practitioners with how European 
and national courts can interact. In 2016, ACTIONES 
facilitated a  series of transnational training work-
shops. The Judicial Academy (Croatia), the Superior 
School for Magistracy (Italy), the National Institute 
for Magistracy (Romania), the Judicial Training Centre 
(Slovenia) and the Judicial School (Spain) hosted such 
workshops, each with a  specific focus (consumer 
protection, migration and asylum, non-discrimina-
tion, effective judicial protection). The workshops 
endorsed a bottom-up approach, whereby academ-
ics and practitioners exchange views directly, in light 
of their real needs and difficulties as highlighted by 
practice.

Another transnational and EU-funded initiative  – 
called ‘Judging the Charter’  – was launched in 
September 2016. It aims to increase judges’ and oth-
er legal professionals’ knowledge in relation to the 
Charter. In particular, it aims to share how the judiciary 
and academia interpret crucial questions relating to 
the Charter’s applicability and the rights and principles 
it enshrines. One focus of the project will be the role of 
Charter rights in asylum cases. Expert institutions from 
Austria, Croatia, Greece, Italy and Poland are carrying 
out this project, which will last until August 2018.
For more information, see Active Charter Training through Inter-
action of National Experiences (ACTIONES); Judging the Charter 

Most of the training programmes identified are seminars, 
symposiums or conferences. For instance, a Seminar on 
the Implementation of the Charter74 in Finland aimed, 
among other objectives, to provide a  comprehensive 
picture of the Charter’s use at national level. It referred 
to FRA’s Fundamental Rights Reports as a working tool. 
The President of the Supreme Court in Austria prepared 
a  symposium  – ‘Charter of Fundamental Rights, con-
sumer rights and reference for a preliminary ruling’75 – 
to promote recommendations for the correct drafting 
of references for preliminary rulings. In Lithuania, 
a  conference on the ‘Application of EU Charter as 
a Standard of Individual Rights’ Defense at Supra- and 
National Levels’ took place at the Presidential Palace of 
the Republic. The conference was attended by scholars 
as well as by judges, representatives from the Bar 
Association, and other related institutions.76

About two thirds of the identified training events tar-
geted legal practitioners. For example, ‘The Charter 
of Fundamental Rights of the European Union in 
Practice’77 was a  two-day training seminar for legal 
professionals organised in Germany, and a  conference 
entitled ‘Lawyers in dialogue with the Court of Justice 
of the European Union’78 took place in Luxembourg. 
Some training is offered regularly – such as the monthly 
courses on EU and fundamental rights law provided by 
the Paris Bar in France.79

Teachers, academics, researchers and students also have 
a role in raising awareness of, and familiarity with, the 
Charter’s provisions. Of the training programmes identi-
fied in 2016, 13 % addressed this audience. For example, 
Portugal organised a ‘Research seminar on fundamental 
rights’80 intended to foster PhD students’ interest in 
engaging in an autonomous and informed reflection on 
the issue of fundamental rights protection in Europe.

Promising practice

Innovative forms of Charter training 
for practitioners
A possible avenue for strengthening knowledge of the 
Charter among legal practitioners is the official training 
programmes already in place for legal practitioners. 
According to the judicial training principles adopted in 
2016 by the European Judicial Training Network (EJTN), 
training should be part of a legal practitioner’s normal 
working life.

For instance, in the Netherlands, judges are required 
to take part in 30 hours of in-service training per year, 
or 90 hours in three years. Ten per cent of the training 
activities must be dedicated to European law. As a rule, 
the Dutch Training and Study Centre for the Judiciary 
(SSR) integrates European law into its regular course 
activities on substantive and procedural law. On certain 
topics, such as the ECHR, specific courses are provided.

In autumn 2016, the SSR contracted an external expert 
to develop a one-day face-to-face basic course on EU 
fundamental rights and an online practicum on the 
Charter’s scope of application. This digital laboratory 
started in 2017 and combines the formal learning set-
ting of a (digital) classroom with learning on the job. It 
includes an introductory video lecture and tailor-made 
guidelines that can be used for real cases. Easy access 
to the lab will be provided through SSR’s digital learn-
ing platform and through a link on the digital knowl-
edge platforms of the courts (Wiki Juridica) and the 
prosecution service. This will enable judges, prosecu-
tors and their support staff to learn about the scope of 
the Charter when they need it to solve a case (‘just in 
time’), while sitting at their desk at work or at home 
(‘any place, anywhere’) and targeted to their needs 
(‘just enough’).
For more information, see European Judicial Training Network 
(2016), ‘Nine principles of judicial training’; Studiecentrum Re-
chtspleging, Dutch Training and Study Centre for the Judiciary

http://www.eui.eu/Projects/CentreForJudicialCooperation/Projects/ACTIONES/ACTIONES.aspx
http://www.eui.eu/Projects/CentreForJudicialCooperation/Projects/ACTIONES/ACTIONES.aspx
http://bim.lbg.ac.at/de/publikation/judging-charter
http://www.ejtn.eu/News/Principles/
https://ssr.nl/index.php?page=english-page&hl=nl_NL
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FRA opinions
According to the case law of the Court of Justice of the 
European Union (CJEU), the EU Charter of Fundamental 
Rights is binding on EU  Member States when acting 
within the scope of EU law. The EU legislature affects, 
directly or indirectly, the lives of people living in the 
EU. EU law is relevant in the majority of policy areas. 
In light of this, the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights 
should form a relevant standard when judges or civil 
servants in the Member States deliver on their day-
to-day tasks. FRA’s evidence suggests, however, 
that judiciaries and administrations make only rather 
limited use of the Charter at national level. More 
awareness could contribute to increased and more 
consistent application of the Charter at national level.

FRA opinion 1.1

The  EU and its Member States should encourage 
greater information exchange on experiences and 
approaches between judges and administrations 
within the Member States but also across national 
borders� In encouraging this information exchange, 
Member States should make best use of existing 
funding opportunities, such as those under the 
Justice programme�

According to Article  51 (field of application) of the 
EU  Charter of Fundamental Rights, all national 
legislation implementing EU  law has to conform 
to the Charter. As in past years, the Charter’s role 
in legislative processes at national level remained 
limited in 2016: the Charter is not a  standard that is 
explicitly and regularly applied during procedures 
scrutinising the legality or assessing the impact of 
upcoming legislation  – whereas national human 
rights instruments are systematically included in such 
procedures. Moreover, just as in past years, many 
decisions by national courts that used the Charter did 
so without articulating a  reasoned argument about 
why the Charter applied in the specific circumstances 
of the case.

FRA opinion 1.2

National courts, as well as governments and/
or parliaments, could consider a  more consistent 
‘Article  51 (field of application) screening’ to 
assess at an early stage whether a  judicial 
case or legislative file raises questions under 
the EU  Charter of Fundamental Rights� The 
development of standardised handbooks on 
practical steps to check the Charter’s applicability – 
so far the case only in very few Member States – 
could provide legal practitioners with a  tool to 
assess the Charter’s relevance in a particular case 
or legislative proposal�

Under Article  51 of the EU  Charter of Fundamental 
Rights, EU  Member States are obliged to respect 
and observe the principles and rights laid down in 
the Charter, while they are also required to actively 
“promote” the application of these principles and 
rights. In light of this, more policies promoting the 
Charter and its rights at national level should be 
expected. Whereas such policies are rare, there 
appear to be increased efforts to provide human rights 
training to relevant professional groups.

FRA opinion 1.3

EU  Member States should ensure that relevant 
legislative files and policies are checked for Charter 
compliance and increase efforts to ensure that 
Charter obligations are mainstreamed whenever 
states act within the scope of EU law� This could 
include dedicated policymaking to promote 
awareness of the Charter rights and targeted 
training modules in the relevant curricula for 
national judges and other legal practitioners� As 
FRA has stressed in previous years, it is advisable 
for the Member States to embed training on the 
Charter in the wider human rights framework, 
including the European Convention on Human 
Rights  (ECHR) and the case law of the European 
Court of Human Rights (ECtHR)�



Fundamental Rights Report 2017

54

Index of Member State references 
EU Member State Page

AT  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43, 48, 49, 52

BE  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40, 44, 49, 50

BG  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41, 42

CY  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40, 41, 46, 47, 49

CZ  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40, 42, 43, 44

DE  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42, 44, 47, 48, 49, 52

DK  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42, 45, 50

EE  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

EL  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48, 52

ES  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40, 49, 52

FI  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

FR  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48, 50, 52

HR  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

HU  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40, 47, 50

IE  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41, 42, 46, 50

IT  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40, 47, 49, 52

LT  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38, 40, 48, 52

LU  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

MT  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38, 46, 47, 49

NL  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37, 46, 50, 52

PL  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40, 41, 42, 49, 50, 51, 52

PT  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41, 45, 52

RO  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42, 43, 48, 52

SE  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42, 50

SI  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44, 48, 52

SK  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42, 45, 47, 49

UK  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43, 44



EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and its use by Member States

55

Endnotes
1 European Commission, Directorate-General for Justice and 

Consumers (2016), 2015 report on the application of the EU 
charter of fundamental rights, Luxembourg, Publications 
Office of the European Union (Publications Office).

2 Stern, K. and Sachs, M. (2016), European Charter of 
Fundamental Rights: Legal Commentary (Europäische 
Grundrechte-Charta. Kommentar), Munich, C.H. Beck; 
Ersbøll, E. (ed.) (2016), The EU Charter – in a Human Rights 
Cross Field (EU’s Charter – I et menneskeretlige krydsfelt), 
Viborg, Djøf Forlag; Sánchez Megía, L.A. (2016), ‘Analysis 
on the need for the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
European Union’ (Análisis sobre la necesidad de la carta 
europea de derechos fundamentales), Unión Europea 
Aranzadi Review, No. 6, pp. 43–71; Spadaro, A. (2016), 
‘The constitutional culture funding the EU Charter of 
Fundamental Rights. Between reference models and legal 
innovations’ (La «cultura costituzionale» sottesa alla Carta 
dei diritti fondamentali dell’UE. Fra modelli di riferimento 
e innovazioni giuridiche), Diritto Pubblico Comparato ed 
Europeo, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp. 297–340; Murphy, C.C. (2016), 
‘Bulletin on the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights: an 
introduction (Part 1)’, European Human Rights Law Review, 
Vol. 5, pp. 24–33; Rossi, L. (2016), ‘Do the Treaties have 
the same judicial value? Rank, primacy and direct effects 
of the EU Charter of fundamental rights’ (Stesso valore 
giuridico dei Trattati?: rango, primate ed effetti diretti della 
Carta dei diritti fondamentali dell’Unione Europea), Il diritto 
dell’Unione europea, Vol. 2, pp. 329–356; Bronzini, G. (2016), 
‘The EU Charter of rights: a tool for the strengthening and 
protection of the rule of law’ (La Carta dei diritti dell’Unione 
europea come strumento di rafforzamento e protezione 
dello Stato di diritto), Politica del Diritto, a. XLVII, No. 1–2, 
pp. 15–32.

3 Infolegal Romania (2016), EUCJ: the interpretation of 
Articles 20, 21 and 47 of the EU Charter on Fundamental 
Rights (EUCJ: interpretarea articolelor 20, 21 şi 47 din Carta 
drepturilor fundamentale a UE), 18 July 2016; Soldevila 
Fragoso, S. (2016), ‘Spanish judges linked to the EU Charter’ 
(La vinculación de los jueces nacionales a la Carta de 
Derechos Fundamentales de la Unión Europea), Actualidad 
administrativa Review, No. 6; Laulhé Shaelou, S. and 
Kalaitzaki, K. (2016), ‘The application of the EU Charter 
in Cyprus’ in Burgorgue-Larsen, L. (ed.), The EU Charter 
of Fundamental Rights seized by the national judges/La 
Charte des Droits Fondamentaux de l’Union Europénne 
saisie par les judges en Europe, Pedone (bilingual); 
Buchner, S. (2016), ‘The binding effects of the EU Charter 
of Fundamental Rights for the Member States and their 
margins of discretion, focussing on the implementation 
of Directives and considering case law related to 
“Åkerberg Fransson” ’ (Die Bindung der Mitgliedstaaten 
an die EU-Grundrechtecharta bei Ermessensspielräumen, 
insbesondere in Fällen der Richtlinienumsetzung und unter 
Berücksichtigung der Folgerechtsprechung zu „Åkerberg 
Fransson“), Zeitschrift für Europarechtliche Studien, Vol. 19, 
No. 2, pp. 203–234; Kalmo, H. (2016) ‘Meshing of the 
Constitution with the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
European Union’ (Põhiseaduse põkkumine Euroopa Liidu 
põhiõiguste hartaga), Juridica, No. 3, pp. 147–164; Lõhmus, 
U. (2016), ‘Reply. H. Kalmo. Meshing of the Constitution 
with the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union’ (Repliik. H. Kalmo. Põhiseaduse põrkumine Euroopa 
Liidu põhiõiguste hartaga), Juridica, No. 4, pp. 292–293; 
Rebut, D. (2016), ‘Towards an unlimited application of 
the principle (non) bis in idem in the European Union?’ 
(Vers une application sans limite du principe ne (non) bis 
in idem dans l’Union européenne?), La semaine juridique, 
Édition Générale, No. 1–2, 11 January 2016; Bakó, B. (2016), 
‘Everybody is still suspicious all the time? The relationship 
between the EU charter of fundamental rights and domestic 
legislation in light of the digital rights Ireland judgment’ 
(Még mindig mindenki gyanús? Az EU Alapjogi Charta 
és a nemzeti jog viszonya a Digital Rights Ireland-ítélet 

fényében), Magyar jog, Vol. 63, No. 1, pp. 1–16; Mazák, J. 
and Jánošíková, M. (2016), ‘The intersection of the Charter 
of Fundamental Rights of the European Union with national 
law: the case of the Slovak Republic’ (Prienik Charty 
základných práv Európskej únie do vnútroštátneho práva 
na príklade Slovenskej republiky), Iuridica, Vol. 2/2016, 
pp. 9–16; Kieron, B (2016), ‘The United Kingdom without 
the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union: 
putting down the dog that did not bark? Britain alone!’, 
European Monographs, Vol. 96, pp. 257–290; Pais, S. (2016), 
‘Horizontal effectiveness of the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights of the European Union: paths are made by walking’ 
(Eficácia horizontal da Carta dos Direitos Fundamentais 
da União Europeia: o caminho faz-se caminhando), Liber 
Amicorum Fausto de Quadros, Almedina, Vol. 2; Lenaerts, A. 
and Vanovermeire, V. (2016), ‘The application of the Charter 
of Fundamental Rights of the European Union regarding 
the actions of the Member States: an analysis in the light 
of the judgment in Case C-617/10 of the Court of Justice of 
February 26, 2013 on Åkerberg Fransson’ (De toepassing 
van het Handvest van de grondrechten van de Europese 
Unie op handelingen van de lidstaten: een analyse in het 
licht van het arrest C-617/10 van het Hof van Justitie van 
26 februari 2013 inzake Åkerberg Fransson), Tijdschrift voor 
Bestuurswetenschappen en Publiekrecht, Issue 1, pp. 16–33; 
De Raedt, S. (2016), ‘The Court of Justice and the Belgian 
Antigone doctrine: three reasons to be less enthusiastic’ 
(Het Hof van Justitie en de Belgische Antigoonleer: drie 
redenen om minder enthousiast te zijn), Tijdschrift Voor 
Fiscaal Recht, Issue 502, pp. 471–472; Kornezov, A. (2016), 
‘The right to vote as an EU fundamental right and the 
expanding scope of application of the EU Charter of 
Fundamental Rights’, Cambridge Law Journal, Vol. 75, 
No. 1, pp. 24–27; Safjan, M., Düsterhaus, D. and Guérin, A. 
(2016), ‘The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union and national legal systems from implementation to 
weighing-up’ (La Charte des droits fondamentaux de l’Union 
européenne et les ordres juridiques nationaux, de la mise 
en oeuvre à la mise en balance), RTD Eur, 8 August 2016; 
Cariat, N. (2016), The Charter of Fundamental Rights and 
the constitutional balance between the European Union and 
the Member States (La Charte des droits fondamentaux et 
l’équilibre constitutionnel entre l’Union européenne et les 
États membres), Brussels, Bruylant, p. 1042.

4 Matthias, H. (2016), ‘EU Passenger Name Record data and 
fundamental rights: the new directive regulating the use of 
Passenger Name Record data to combat crime in light of the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights’ (EU-Fluggastdatensystem 
und die Grundrechte: Die neue Richtlinie über die Nutzung 
von Fluggastdaten zur Kriminalitätsbekämpfung im Lichte 
der Grundrechtecharta), SIAK-Journal, Vol. 3, p. 86; Bulletin of 
Slovak Advocacy (2016), ‘The European arrest warrant and 
the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union’ 
(Európsky zatykač a Charta základných práv Európskej 
únie) Bulletin of Slovak Advocacy, Vol. 5; Soo, A. (2016), 
‘What will be the role of the European Court of Justice in 
ensuring defence rights in criminal proceedings?’ (Milliseks 
kujuneb Euroopa Kohtu roll kaitseõiguste tagamisel 
kriminaalmenetluses?), Juridica, No. 9, pp. 665–675.

5 Kimber, C. and Schmeck, L. (2016), ‘Zero and low hours 
contracts: national legal regulation and the potential of the 
EU Charter’, Irish Employment Law Journal, Vol. 13, No. 2, 
Zero and low hours contracts: national legal regulation 
and the potential of the EU Charter, Irish Employment Law 
Journal, Vol.13, no.2, pp. 32-–42; Groussot, X. and Rönnmar, 
M. (2016), ‘Special section: The EU Charter of Fundamental 
Rights and the weak social constitution? Introduction’, 
International Journal of Comparative Labour Law and 
Industrial Relations, Issue 2, pp. 197–201; Šmejkal, V. (2016), 
‘The Charter of the Fundamental Rights of the EU as a tool 
of building social model of the EU?’ (Listina základních práv 
EU jako nástroj budování sociálního modelu EU?), Právník, 
Vol. 6, p. 489; Halpin, B. (2016), ‘How the EU Charter of 
Fundamental Rights impacts on workers in Ireland’, Irish 
Employment Law Journal, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. 72–75; Maes, M. 
and Wijnants, A. (2016), ‘The Charter of Fundamental Rights 

http://ec.europa.eu/justice/fundamental-rights/files/2015_charter_report_full_version_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/fundamental-rights/files/2015_charter_report_full_version_en.pdf
http://www.infolegal.ro/cjue-interpretarea-articolelor-20-21-si-47-din-carta-drepturilor-fundamentale-ue/2016/07/18/
http://www.infolegal.ro/cjue-interpretarea-articolelor-20-21-si-47-din-carta-drepturilor-fundamentale-ue/2016/07/18/
http://www.infolegal.ro/cjue-interpretarea-articolelor-20-21-si-47-din-carta-drepturilor-fundamentale-ue/2016/07/18/
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/3/263661.SUM.php
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/3/263661.SUM.php
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/3/263661.SUM.php
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/4/264138.SUM.php
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/4/264138.SUM.php
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/4/264138.SUM.php
http://www.tendancedroit.fr/article-vers-une-application-sans-limite-du-principe-ne-non-bis-in-idem-dans-lunion-europeenne/
http://www.tendancedroit.fr/article-vers-une-application-sans-limite-du-principe-ne-non-bis-in-idem-dans-lunion-europeenne/
https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-detail?id=412668
https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-detail?id=412668
https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-detail?id=412668
http://repositorio.ucp.pt/handle/10400.14/20958
http://repositorio.ucp.pt/handle/10400.14/20958
http://www.kuleuven.be/wieiswie/nl/person/u0035577
https://rdb.manz.at/document/rdb.tso.LIsiakjournal20160303?execution=e1s3&highlight=grundrechtecharta
https://rdb.manz.at/document/rdb.tso.LIsiakjournal20160303?execution=e1s3&highlight=grundrechtecharta
https://rdb.manz.at/document/rdb.tso.LIsiakjournal20160303?execution=e1s3&highlight=grundrechtecharta
https://rdb.manz.at/document/rdb.tso.LIsiakjournal20160303?execution=e1s3&highlight=grundrechtecharta
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/9/271047.SUM.php
http://juridica.ee/juridica_en.php?document=en/articles/2016/9/271047.SUM.php


Fundamental Rights Report 2017

56

of the European Union: a new player in the immigration 
law’ (Het handvest van de Grondrechten van de Europese 
Unie: een nieuwe speler in het vreemdelingenrecht), 
Tijdschrift voor vreemdelingenrecht, Vol. 1–2, pp. 6–38, 
pp.158–183; Meerten, H. and Borsjé, P. (2016), ‘Pension 
rights and entitlement conversion (“invaren”): lessons 
from a Dutch perspective with regard to the implications 
of the EU Charter’, European Journal of Social Security, 
Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 46–73; Pikoulas, I. (2016), ‘Thoughts 
regarding the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and the 
revised European Social Charter (Law 4359/16) in relation 
with the non-causal character of employment contract 
termination’, Bulletin of Labor Legislation, Vol. 72, No. 1698, 
pp. 1210–1212; Marzo, C. (2016), ‘The Court of Justice of 
the European Union and the Charter of fundamental 
rights: an illustration of the splendours and miseries of 
social regulation by the use of fundamental social rights 
by judges’ (La Cour de justice de l’Union européenne 
et la Charte des droits fondamentaux : une illustration 
des splendeurs et misères de la régulation sociale par 
la mobilisation des droits sociaux fondamentaux par le 
juge), Droit Social, No. 3, p. 209-218, March 2016; Herzfeld 
Olsson, P. (2016), ‘Possible shielding effects of Article 27 
on workers’ rights to information and consultation in the 
EU Charter of Fundamental Rights’, International Journal of 
Comparative Labour Law and Industrial Relations, Vol. 32, 
Issue 2, pp. 251–273.

6 Babayev, R. (2016), ‘Private autonomy at union level: on 
Article 16 CFREU and free movement rights’, Common 
Market Law Review, Issue 4, pp. 979–1005; Elgaard, K. 
(2016), ‘The EU Charter of Fundamental Right’s impact on 
VAT law’ (EU Charteret om grundlæggende rettigheders 
betydning i momsretten), Momspanelet, Vol. 2016, No. 6, 
pp. 1–9; De Vos, P. and Verbeke, D. (2016), ‘Does the Charter 
of Fundamental Rights of the EU limit the application of 
the doctrine Antigone in tax law?’ (Beperkt het Handvest 
van de grondrechten van de EU de toepassing van de 
Antigoon-doctrine in fiscalibus?), Tijdschrift Voor Fiscaal 
Recht, Vol. 499, p. 356; Fromont, L. (2016), ‘The problematic 
application of the Charter of Fundamental Rights to the 
austerity measures: towards a jurisdictional immunity’ 
(L’application problématique de la Charte des droits 
fondamentaux aux mesures d’austérité: vers une immunité 
juridictionnelle), Journal Européen des Droits de l’Homme, 
Vol. 2016, No. 4, p. 469.

7 Prechal, A. (2016), ‘The Court of Justice and effective judicial 
protection: what has the Charter changed?’ in: Fundamental 
Rights in International and European Law, in Paulussen, 
Ch., Takacs, T., Lazic, V., van Rompuy, B. (eds.), TMC Asser 
Press/ Springer Verlag, pp. 143–157; Sanger, A. (2016), 
‘State immunity and the right of access to a court under 
the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights’, International and 
comparative law quarterly: ICLQ, Vol. 65, No. 1, pp. 213–228; 
Ward, A. (2016), ‘Remedies under the EU Charter of 
Fundamental Rights’, Europarättslig tidskrift, Vol. 19, No. 1, 
pp. 15–28.

8 Arabadjiev, A. (2016), ‘Electronic cigarettes and 
cartridges of nicotine are not contrary to the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union’ (Los 
cigarrillos electrónicos y envases de recarga no contrarían la 
Carta de los Derechos Fundamentales de la Unión Europea), 
La Ley Unión Europea Review, Vol.. 38; Danėlienė, I. and 
Saudargaitė, I.(2016), ‘The right to good administration 
as established by the Charter of Fundamental Rights of 
the European Union (Europos Sąjungos pagrindinių teisių 
chartijoje įtvirtinta teisė į gerą administravimą), Teisė, 
VU Faculty of Law,,Vol. 99; von Diest, A. (2016), Changes 
in the Protection against Discrimination by the European 
Charter of Fundamental Rights: Application and Substantive 
Scope of Article 21 (1) of the EU Charter of Fundamental 
Rights (Änderungen im Diskriminierungsschutz durch die 
Europäische Grundrechtecharta: Anwendungsbereich und 
inhaltliche Reichweite des Art. 21 Abs. 1 EGRC) Baden-
Baden, Nomos; Clemens, R. (2016), ‘The application and 
interpretation of the EU Charter in the context of cross-

border movement of patients, Columbia Journal of European 
Law, Vol. 22, No. 3, pp. 451–482; Kornezov, A. (2016), ‘The 
right to vote as an EU fundamental right and the expanding 
scope of application of the EU Charter of Fundamental 
Rights’, Cambridge Law Journal, Vol. 75, No. 1, pp. 24–27.

9 There are exceptions, as the conference proceedings 
described on page 36 show. See also, e.g., Žaltauskaitė, 
S., Žalimienė, Milašiūtė, V. (2016), Implications of a Broad 
Application of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights by 
Domestic Courts for the Level of Protection of Fundamental 
Rights, European Yearbook on Human Rights 2016. NWV, 
Intersentia, pp.135-153.

10 European Parliament (2015), Situation of fundamental rights 
in the EU - Resolution of 8 September 2015 on the situation 
of fundamental rights in the European Union (2013-2014) 
(2014/2254(INI)), Strasbourg, 8 September 2015, para. 20.

11 European Parliament (2016), Situation of fundamental 
rights in the European Union in 2015 - European Parliament 
resolution of 13 December 2016 on the situation of 
fundamental rights in the European Union in 2015 
(2016/2009(INI)), Strasbourg, 13 December 2016, para. 132.

12 Bobek, M. (2016), ‘The Court of Justice, the national 
courts, and the spirit of cooperation: between Dichtung 
and Wahrheit’ in: Łazowski, A. and Blockmans, S. (eds.), 
Research handbook on EU institutional law, Cheltenham, 
Edward Elgar Publishing, p. 365.

13 See CJEU, Case C-617/10, 26 February  2016; compare also 
CJEU, Case C-206/13, 6 March 2014.

14 Półtorak, N. (2016), ‘The problem of the scope of CFR 
application’ (Problem zakresu zastosowania Karty Praw 
Podstawowych) in Poland, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (ed.), 
Application of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights by 
Polish Courts, p. 175.

15 Ireland, High Court, Case IEHC162, 4 May 2016.

16 Bulgaria, Administrative Court – Stara Zagora, Case 
359/2015, 6 April 2016.

17 Bulgaria, Supreme Administrative Court, Case 8412/2015, 
1 June 2016

18 Cyprus, Electoral Court of Cyprus, Application 1/2016, 
9 May 2016.

19 Portugal, Supreme Court of Justice, Case 134/15.7YFLSB, 
23 June 2016.

20 Bulgaria, Supreme Administrative Court, Case 8412/2015, 
1 June 2016.

21 Germany, Federal Administrative Court, Case 10 C 24/14, 
20 January 2016.

22 Ireland, High Court, Case IEHC16, 5 May 2016.

23 Poland, Supreme Court, Case IV CSK 270/15, 16 March 2016.

24 Romania, High Court of Cassation and Justice, Case 
726/2016, 29 March 2016.

25 Denmark, High Court, Case 236/2014, 2 June 2016.

26 Slovakia, Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic, Case 
10Sža/4/2016, 25 May 2016.

27 Germany, Federal Constitutional Court, Case 1 BvR 1585/13, 
31 May 2016.

28 Sweden, Skåne and Blekinge Court of Appeal, Case B 7426-15, 
5 December 2016.

29 Austria, Constitutional Court, Case E2108/2015, 10 June 2016.

30 Austria, Constitutional Court, Case G447/2015, 9 March 2016.

31 United Kingdom, Court of Appeal (Civil Division), Case EWCA 
Civ 1182, 30 November 2016.

32 Belgium, Cassation Court, Case P.16.0281.F/1, 16 March 2016.

http://sciencespo.summon.serialssolutions.com/2.0.0/link/0/eLvHCXMwpV07T8MwELagLCy8EY8iWWJgCk3S2mlQ1QohCkMZEI-1chK7D0IcnEZ04vfQ39FfxYYvDyok1IUtsePLxTmfP9_5fAhhl9jMDoigpk85aXiO3ajXPWIyQhzHzLylNz3ycNd8eib3RQQ_mAXyX1tqxExNB9IHC3nNckCwNLZ3OvGbATmjwLdaJNBYRWsW1UgBXLL048fCYmqs7ubx0loLG3rqbf5WuHaJHrubaFwG4zDIU2gEAN4iParzAZYYsTwXqqZx5Evnv-xuoY0CbOLLXDq20YpQO2i1x9530VePYchXhwOOx3lGL7gMzzQIlRGGIzvi-Qy0MOYTHDLcGrbBNT_hrdqwDXcBT3Cg5GiSlCVC6vV9thk9nWZlFzjV7UdhmJan82JolcQhGN5TlQBtLWjzTwXEOLxHzWeDIqUYziRHcBwzBVWvEnbyJgtCwMWCg-zpdPonJxkF-NIB30On3evHq1uj7NN-MZ6S_qJD6_uoEsmIHyCs4YngVuAyzxIN6um1qkuFR01mM0Ys3z9E1WWUjpZXH6N1DY5ovt-siioTlfITPccXEhHLb9jm684
http://sciencespo.summon.serialssolutions.com/2.0.0/link/0/eLvHCXMwpV07T8MwELagLCy8EY8iWWJgCk3S2mlQ1QohCkMZEI-1chK7D0IcnEZ04vfQ39FfxYYvDyok1IUtsePLxTmfP9_5fAhhl9jMDoigpk85aXiO3ajXPWIyQhzHzLylNz3ycNd8eib3RQQ_mAXyX1tqxExNB9IHC3nNckCwNLZ3OvGbATmjwLdaJNBYRWsW1UgBXLL048fCYmqs7ubx0loLG3rqbf5WuHaJHrubaFwG4zDIU2gEAN4iParzAZYYsTwXqqZx5Evnv-xuoY0CbOLLXDq20YpQO2i1x9530VePYchXhwOOx3lGL7gMzzQIlRGGIzvi-Qy0MOYTHDLcGrbBNT_hrdqwDXcBT3Cg5GiSlCVC6vV9thk9nWZlFzjV7UdhmJan82JolcQhGN5TlQBtLWjzTwXEOLxHzWeDIqUYziRHcBwzBVWvEnbyJgtCwMWCg-zpdPonJxkF-NIB30On3evHq1uj7NN-MZ6S_qJD6_uoEsmIHyCs4YngVuAyzxIN6um1qkuFR01mM0Ys3z9E1WWUjpZXH6N1DY5ovt-siioTlfITPccXEhHLb9jm684
http://sciencespo.summon.serialssolutions.com/2.0.0/link/0/eLvHCXMwpV07T8MwELagLCy8EY8iWWJgCk3S2mlQ1QohCkMZEI-1chK7D0IcnEZ04vfQ39FfxYYvDyok1IUtsePLxTmfP9_5fAhhl9jMDoigpk85aXiO3ajXPWIyQhzHzLylNz3ycNd8eib3RQQ_mAXyX1tqxExNB9IHC3nNckCwNLZ3OvGbATmjwLdaJNBYRWsW1UgBXLL048fCYmqs7ubx0loLG3rqbf5WuHaJHrubaFwG4zDIU2gEAN4iParzAZYYsTwXqqZx5Evnv-xuoY0CbOLLXDq20YpQO2i1x9530VePYchXhwOOx3lGL7gMzzQIlRGGIzvi-Qy0MOYTHDLcGrbBNT_hrdqwDXcBT3Cg5GiSlCVC6vV9thk9nWZlFzjV7UdhmJan82JolcQhGN5TlQBtLWjzTwXEOLxHzWeDIqUYziRHcBwzBVWvEnbyJgtCwMWCg-zpdPonJxkF-NIB30On3evHq1uj7NN-MZ6S_qJD6_uoEsmIHyCs4YngVuAyzxIN6um1qkuFR01mM0Ys3z9E1WWUjpZXH6N1DY5ovt-siioTlfITPccXEhHLb9jm684
http://sciencespo.summon.serialssolutions.com/2.0.0/link/0/eLvHCXMwpV07T8MwELagLCy8EY8iWWJgCk3S2mlQ1QohCkMZEI-1chK7D0IcnEZ04vfQ39FfxYYvDyok1IUtsePLxTmfP9_5fAhhl9jMDoigpk85aXiO3ajXPWIyQhzHzLylNz3ycNd8eib3RQQ_mAXyX1tqxExNB9IHC3nNckCwNLZ3OvGbATmjwLdaJNBYRWsW1UgBXLL048fCYmqs7ubx0loLG3rqbf5WuHaJHrubaFwG4zDIU2gEAN4iParzAZYYsTwXqqZx5Evnv-xuoY0CbOLLXDq20YpQO2i1x9530VePYchXhwOOx3lGL7gMzzQIlRGGIzvi-Qy0MOYTHDLcGrbBNT_hrdqwDXcBT3Cg5GiSlCVC6vV9thk9nWZlFzjV7UdhmJan82JolcQhGN5TlQBtLWjzTwXEOLxHzWeDIqUYziRHcBwzBVWvEnbyJgtCwMWCg-zpdPonJxkF-NIB30On3evHq1uj7NN-MZ6S_qJD6_uoEsmIHyCs4YngVuAyzxIN6um1qkuFR01mM0Ys3z9E1WWUjpZXH6N1DY5ovt-siioTlfITPccXEhHLb9jm684
http://sciencespo.summon.serialssolutions.com/2.0.0/link/0/eLvHCXMwpV07T8MwELagLCy8EY8iWWJgCk3S2mlQ1QohCkMZEI-1chK7D0IcnEZ04vfQ39FfxYYvDyok1IUtsePLxTmfP9_5fAhhl9jMDoigpk85aXiO3ajXPWIyQhzHzLylNz3ycNd8eib3RQQ_mAXyX1tqxExNB9IHC3nNckCwNLZ3OvGbATmjwLdaJNBYRWsW1UgBXLL048fCYmqs7ubx0loLG3rqbf5WuHaJHrubaFwG4zDIU2gEAN4iParzAZYYsTwXqqZx5Evnv-xuoY0CbOLLXDq20YpQO2i1x9530VePYchXhwOOx3lGL7gMzzQIlRGGIzvi-Qy0MOYTHDLcGrbBNT_hrdqwDXcBT3Cg5GiSlCVC6vV9thk9nWZlFzjV7UdhmJan82JolcQhGN5TlQBtLWjzTwXEOLxHzWeDIqUYziRHcBwzBVWvEnbyJgtCwMWCg-zpdPonJxkF-NIB30On3evHq1uj7NN-MZ6S_qJD6_uoEsmIHyCs4YngVuAyzxIN6um1qkuFR01mM0Ys3z9E1WWUjpZXH6N1DY5ovt-siioTlfITPccXEhHLb9jm684
http://www.journals.vu.lt/teise/article/view/10115/8118
http://www.journals.vu.lt/teise/article/view/10115/8118
http://www.journals.vu.lt/teise/article/view/10115/8118
http://www.journals.vu.lt/teise/article/view/10115/8118
http://www.journals.vu.lt/teise/article/view/10115/8118
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2015-0286+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2015-0286+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2015-0286+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2015-0286+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2016-0485+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2016-0485+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2016-0485+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2016-0485+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2016-0485+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.courts.ie/Judgments.nsf/0/9E7ECF2C5B64FCA380257FA400365CCC
http://legalacts.justice.bg/Search/GetActContentByActId?actId=gk7bPBNTxVw%3D
http://legalacts.justice.bg/Search/GetActContentByActId?actId=gk7bPBNTxVw%3D
http://www.sac.government.bg/court22.nsf/d038edcf49190344c2256b7600367606/c198ea111237c1b6c2257fc40048e7c8?OpenDocument
http://cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=apofaseis/aad/meros_1/2016/1-201605-1-16Eklog.htm&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A%20and%202016
http://www.dgsi.pt/jstj.nsf/954f0ce6ad9dd8b980256b5f003fa814/2b0cceb01d9e601280257fdc003ba806?OpenDocument
http://www.sac.government.bg/court22.nsf/d038edcf49190344c2256b7600367606/c198ea111237c1b6c2257fc40048e7c8?OpenDocument
http://www.bverwg.de/entscheidungen/pdf/200116U10C24.14.0.pdf
http://www.courts.ie/Judgments.nsf/0/9E7ECF2C5B64FCA380257FA400365CCC
http://www.scj.ro/1093/Detalii-jurisprudenta?customQuery%5B0%5D.Key=id&customQuery%5B0%5D.Value=129097.
http://www.scj.ro/1093/Detalii-jurisprudenta?customQuery%5B0%5D.Key=id&customQuery%5B0%5D.Value=129097.
http://domstol.fe1.tangora.com/New-Søgeside.31488.aspx?recordid31488=1232
https://docs.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=https://otvorenesudy.sk/decrees/2232038/document?l%3Dsk
https://docs.google.com/viewerng/viewer?url=https://otvorenesudy.sk/decrees/2232038/document?l%3Dsk
http://www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/SharedDocs/Entscheidungen/DE/2016/05/rs20160531_1bvr158513.html
http://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokument.wxe?Abfrage=Vfgh&Dokumentnummer=JFT_20160610_15E02108_00
http://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokument.wxe?Abfrage=Vfgh&Dokumentnummer=JFT_20160309_15G00447_00
http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2016/1182.html
http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2016/1182.html
http://jure.juridat.just.fgov.be/pdfapp/download_blob?idpdf=F-20160316-4


EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and its use by Member States

57

33 United Kingdom, Upper Tribunal (Immigration and Asylum 
Chamber), Case UKUT 106 (IAC), 13 January 2016.

34 Czech Republic, Constitutional Court, Case II. ÚS 143/16, 
14 April 2016.

35 Portugal, Constitutional Court, Case 106/2016, 
24 February 2016.

36 FRA (2016), Fundamental Rights Report 2016, Luxembourg, 
Publications Office, p. 42.

37 Denmark, Supreme Court, case 15/2014, decision as of 
6 December 2016.

38 CJEU, C-441/14, 19 April 2016.

39 Jytte Scharling, dissenting opinion: Om forholdet mellem 
EU-ret og dansk ret i en funktionærsag.

40 Madsen, M., Olsen, H. and Šadl, U. (2017), Legal 
Disintegration? The Ruling of the Danish Supreme Court in 
AJOS, Verfassungsblog on matters constitutional (VerfBlog), 
30 January 2017.

41 FRA (2016), Fundamental Rights Report 2016, Luxembourg, 
Publications Office, p. 48.

42 Netherlands, House of Representatives (Tweede Kamer der 
Staten-Generaal), Advies afdeling advisering Raad van State 
en nader rapport, Parliamentary documents 2015–2016, 34471, 
No. 4.

43 Hungary, Draft Act of Parliament No. T/11232 on the 
amendment of acts regulating the European Union and 
international cooperation in criminal matters, and and certain 
aspects of criminal law for legal harmonisation T/11232, 
adopted as Act CIII of 2016(T/11232. számú törvényjavaslat 
az európai uniós és a nemzetközi bűnügyi együttműködést 
szabályozó törvények, valamint egyes büntetőjogi tárgyú 
törvények jogharmonizációs célú módosításáról).

44 European Union (2002), Council Framework Decision 2002/584/
JHA on the European arrest warrant and the surrender 
procedures between Member States, OJ 2002 L 190, 13 June 2002.

45 European Union (2014) Directive 2014/56/EU of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 16 April 2014 
amending Directive 2006/43/EC on statutory audits of 
annual accounts and consolidated accounts, 27 of May

46 Germany, German Bundestag, Bill for the Implementation 
of the Exam-related Provisions of Directive 2014/56/EU as 
well as the Execution of the related Provisions of Regulation 
(EU) No. 537/2014 Concerning the Final Examination at 
Enterprises of Public Interest (Entwurf eines Gesetzes 
zur Umsetzung der prüfungsbezogenen Regelungen 
der Richtlinie 2014/56/EU sowie zur Ausführung der 
entsprechenden Vorgaben der Verordnung (EU) Nr. 537/2014 
im Hinblick auf die Abschlussprüfung bei Unternehmen 
von öffentlichem Interesse), Printed Document 18/7219, 
11 January 2016.

47 Lithuania, Draft Law amending Articles 4, 76, 88, 90, 
98 (1), 127, 130 of the Law on the Legal Status of Aliens 
(Įstatymo „Dėl užsieniečių teisinės padėties“ Nr. IX-2206 
4, 76, 88, 90, 98 (1), 127, 130 straipsnių pakeitimo įstatymo 
projektas), Conclusion of the European Law Department of 
5 September 2016, No. XIIP-4641.

48 Austria, Austrian Judges Association (Vereinigung der 
österreichischen Richterinnen und Richter) (2016), Opinion 
on the Federal act amending the Asylum Act 2005, the 
Aliens Police Act 2005 and the Federal Office for Asylum 
Procedures Act (Stellungsnahme zum Bundesgesetz, mit 
dem das Asylgesetz 2005, das Fremdenpolizeigesetz 2005 
und das BFA-Verfahrensgesetz geändert werden).

49 Slovenia, Information Commissioner (2016), Opinion 
No. 007-40/2016/2, 30 May 2016.

50 Romania, Pl-x no. 233/2016 Legislative proposal on banning 
organizations, symbols and acts of a communist nature and 

promoting the cult of persons guilty of crimes of genocide 
against humanity and war crimes (Pl-x nr. 233/2016 
Propunere legislativă privind interzicerea organizaţiilor, 
simbolurilor şi faptelor cu caracter comunist şi a promovării 
cultului persoanelor vinovate de săvârşirea unor infracţiuni 
de genocid contra umanităţii şi de crime de război).

51 France, Ordinance no 2016-1636 of 1 December 2016 relating 
to the European Investigation Order in criminal matters 
(Ordonnance n° 2016-1636 du 1er décembre 2016 relative 
à la décision d’enquête européenne en matière pénale).

52 Germany (2016), Legal Requirements of the Bill to amend 
the Act on International Mutual Legal Assistance in Criminal 
Justice Matters (Entwurf eines... Gesetzes zur Änderung des 
Gesetzes über die internationale Rechtshilfe in Strafsachen), 
Printed Document 18/9757, Section 91b, 26 September 2016.

53 Greece, Law 4375/2016 On the organization and operation 
of the Asylum Service, the Appeals Authority, the 
Reception and Identification Service, the establishment of 
the General Secretariat for Reception, the transposition 
into Greek legislation of the provisions of Directive 
2013/32/EC “on common procedures for the granting 
and withdrawal of the status of international protection 
(recast)” (Law 180/29.6.2013), provisions for the 
employment of beneficiaries of international protection 
and other provisions (Οργάνωση και λειτουργία Υπηρεσίας 
Ασύλου, Αρχής Προσφυγών, Υπηρεσίας Υποδοχής και 
Ταυτοποίησης σύσταση Γενικής Γραμματείας Υποδοχής, 
προσαρμογή της Ελληνικής Νομοθεσίας προς τις διατάξεις 
της Οδηγίας 2013/32/ΕΕ του Ευρωπαϊκού Κοινοβουλίου 
και του Συμβουλίου «σχετικά με τις κοινές διαδικασίες 
για τη χορήγηση και ανάκληση του καθεστώτος διεθνούς 
προστασίας (αναδιατύπωση)» (L 180/29.6.2013), διατάξεις 
για την εργασία δικαιούχων διεθνούς προστασίας και 
άλλες διατάξεις).

54 Spain, Law 17/2015 on Effective Equality between Men and 
Women (Ley 17/2015, de 21 de julio, de igualdad efectiva 
de mujeres y hombres), 21 July 2015; Spain, Law 2/2016 
on Gender Identity and Expression and Social Equality 
and Non-discrimination within the Community of Madrid 
(Ley 2/2016, de 29 de marzo, de Identidad y Expresión 
de Género e Igualdad Social y no Discriminación de la 
Comunidad de Madrid), 29 March 2016.

55 Spain, Law 3/2016 on comprehensive protection against 
LGTBIphobia and discrimination on grounds of gender, 
sexual orientation and transsexuality within the Community 
of Madrid (Ley 3/2016, de 22 de julio, de Protección Integral 
contra la LGTBIfobia y la Discriminación por Razón de 
Orientación e Identidad Sexual en la Comunidad de Madrid), 
22 July 2016.

56 Italy, Law no. 112 of 22 June 2016 concerning Dispositions on 
the assistance to persons with severe disabilities deprived 
of family support (Legge 22 giugno 2016, n. 112 “Disposizioni 
in materia di assistenza in favore delle persone con 
disabilita’ grave prive del sostegno familiare”).

57 Germany, German Bundestag, Bill for the Implementation 
of the Directive on the Comparability of Fees Related 
to Payment Accounts, Payment Account Switching and 
Access to Payment Accounts with Basic Features (Entwurf 
eines Gesetzes zur Umsetzung der Richtlinie über die 
Vergleichbarkeit von Zahlungskontoentgelten, den Wechsel 
von Zahlungskonten sowie den Zugang zu Zahlungskonten 
mit grundlegenden Funktionen), Printed Document 18/7204, 
6 January 2016.

58 Austria, Federal Act amending the Administrative Court 
Procedure Act, the Federal Administrative Court Act, 
the Administrative Court Act 1985, the Constitutional 
Court Act 1953 and the Lawyers Act (Bundesgesetz, 
mit dem das Verwaltungsgerichtsverfahrensgesetz, 
das Bundesverwaltungsgerichtsgesetz, das 
Verwaltungsgerichtshofgesetz 1985, das 
Verfassungsgerichtshofgesetz 1953 und die 
Rechtsanwaltsordnung geändert werden).

http://www.bailii.org/uk/cases/UKUT/IAC/2016/106.html
http://nalus.usoud.cz/Search/ResultDetail.aspx?id=92430&pos=1&cnt=2&typ=result
http://www.tribunalconstitucional.pt/tc/acordaos/20160106.html
http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2016-fundamental-rights-report-2016-2_en.pdf
http://www.hoejesteret.dk/hoejesteret/nyheder/Afgorelser/Pages/OmforholdetmellemEU-retogdanskretienfunktionaersag.aspx
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf;jsessionid=9ea7d0f130d62e612c4ab0aa452ba288f4a40ce32d71.e34KaxiLc3eQc40LaxqMbN4PahyOe0?text=&docid=176461&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=142131
http://www.hoejesteret.dk/hoejesteret/nyheder/Afgorelser/Pages/OmforholdetmellemEU-retogdanskretienfunktionaersag.aspx
http://www.hoejesteret.dk/hoejesteret/nyheder/Afgorelser/Pages/OmforholdetmellemEU-retogdanskretienfunktionaersag.aspx
http://verfassungsblog.de/author/mikael-rask-madsen/
http://verfassungsblog.de/author/henrik-palmer-olsen/
http://verfassungsblog.de/author/urska-sadl/
http://verfassungsblog.de/legal-disintegration-the-ruling-of-the-danish-supreme-court-in-ajos/
http://verfassungsblog.de/legal-disintegration-the-ruling-of-the-danish-supreme-court-in-ajos/
http://verfassungsblog.de/legal-disintegration-the-ruling-of-the-danish-supreme-court-in-ajos/
http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2016-fundamental-rights-report-2016-2_en.pdf
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-34471-4.html?zoekcriteria=%3fzkt%3dUitgebreid%26pst%3dParlementaireDocumenten%26vrt%3dHandvest%2bgrondrechten%2bimpact%26zkd%3dInDeGeheleText%26dpr%3dAnderePeriode%26spd%3d20160101%26epd%3d20160907%26kmr%3dEersteKamerderStatenGeneraal%257cTweedeKamerderStatenGeneraal%257cVerenigdeVergaderingderStatenGeneraal%26sdt%3dKenmerkendeDatum%26par%3dKamerstuk%257cNiet-dossierstuk%257cBijlage%26dst%3dOnopgemaakt%257cOpgemaakt%257cOpgemaakt%2bna%2bonopgemaakt%26isp%3dtrue%26pnr%3d1%26rpp%3d10%26_page%3d2%26sorttype%3d1%26sortorder%3d4&resultIndex=19&sorttype=1&sortorder=4
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-34471-4.html?zoekcriteria=%3fzkt%3dUitgebreid%26pst%3dParlementaireDocumenten%26vrt%3dHandvest%2bgrondrechten%2bimpact%26zkd%3dInDeGeheleText%26dpr%3dAnderePeriode%26spd%3d20160101%26epd%3d20160907%26kmr%3dEersteKamerderStatenGeneraal%257cTweedeKamerderStatenGeneraal%257cVerenigdeVergaderingderStatenGeneraal%26sdt%3dKenmerkendeDatum%26par%3dKamerstuk%257cNiet-dossierstuk%257cBijlage%26dst%3dOnopgemaakt%257cOpgemaakt%257cOpgemaakt%2bna%2bonopgemaakt%26isp%3dtrue%26pnr%3d1%26rpp%3d10%26_page%3d2%26sorttype%3d1%26sortorder%3d4&resultIndex=19&sorttype=1&sortorder=4
http://www.parlament.hu/irom40/11232/11232.pdf
http://www.parlament.hu/irom40/11232/11232.pdf
http://www.parlament.hu/irom40/11232/11232.pdf
http://www.parlament.hu/irom40/11232/11232.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32002F0584
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32002F0584
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32002F0584
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0056
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0056
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0056
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014L0056
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807219.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807219.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807219.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807219.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807219.pdf
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAK/3b58133074d611e6a0f68fd135e6f40c?positionInSearchResults=2&searchModelUUID=7fd0734e-03d1-44e6-b083-46c9fea0b766
https://e-seimas.lrs.lt/portal/legalAct/lt/TAK/3b58133074d611e6a0f68fd135e6f40c?positionInSearchResults=2&searchModelUUID=7fd0734e-03d1-44e6-b083-46c9fea0b766
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/SN/SN_00374/imfname_527167.pdf
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/SN/SN_00374/imfname_527167.pdf
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/SN/SN_00374/imfname_527167.pdf
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/SN/SN_00374/imfname_527167.pdf
https://www.ip-rs.si/fileadmin/user_upload/Pdf/pripombe/MNZ_mnenje_IP-EU_uredbi_Paket_pametne_meje_27.05.16.pdf
https://www.ip-rs.si/fileadmin/user_upload/Pdf/pripombe/MNZ_mnenje_IP-EU_uredbi_Paket_pametne_meje_27.05.16.pdf
http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000033511653&fastPos=1&fastReqId=1040615280&categorieLien=id&oldAction=rechTexte
http://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do?cidTexte=JORFTEXT000033511653&fastPos=1&fastReqId=1040615280&categorieLien=id&oldAction=rechTexte
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/097/1809757.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/097/1809757.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/097/1809757.pdf
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
http://www.hellenicparliament.gr/Nomothetiko-Ergo/Anazitisi-Nomothetikou-Ergou?law_id=58e1c388-24db-4ca1-9960-a5d90174f6c9
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2015-9676
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2015-9676
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2016-6728
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2016-6728
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2016-6728
http://www.asambleamadrid.es/BOAM/BOAM_10_00072.pdf
http://www.asambleamadrid.es/BOAM/BOAM_10_00072.pdf
http://www.asambleamadrid.es/BOAM/BOAM_10_00072.pdf
http://www.asambleamadrid.es/BOAM/BOAM_10_00072.pdf
http://www.normattiva.it/uri-res/N2Ls?urn:nir:stato:legge:2016;112
http://www.normattiva.it/uri-res/N2Ls?urn:nir:stato:legge:2016;112
http://www.normattiva.it/uri-res/N2Ls?urn:nir:stato:legge:2016;112
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807204.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807204.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807204.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/072/1807204.pdf
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/I/I_01255/fname_559062.pdf
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/I/I_01255/fname_559062.pdf
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/I/I_01255/fname_559062.pdf
http://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/I/I_01255/fname_559062.pdf


Fundamental Rights Report 2017

58

59 Slovakia (2015), Conception of the operation of the Centre 
for Legal Aid for the years 2016–2017 (Koncepcia činnosti 
Centra právnej pomoci na roky 2016–2017), 12 June 2015.

60 Malta, Act to introduce amendments to the Accountancy 
Profession Act and to other Laws and to implement 
Directive 2014/56/EU and certain provisions of Regulation 
(EU) No. 537/2014, Act No. XXXVI of 2016 (ATT biex 
jintroduċi emendi fl-Attdwar il-Professjoni tal-Accountancy 
u f’Lifounta oofo u sabiex jiii implimentati d-Direttiva 
2014/56/EU u ċertu dispoo56/EU u4/56 tar-Regolament (EU) 
Nru 537/2014., ATT Nru XXXVI tal-2016).

61 Belgium, Décret portant diverses dispositions en matière 
d’enseignement (Decree containing various provisions 
related to education), 4 of February.

62 Cyprus, O περί της Δέκατης Τροποποίησης του 
Συντάγματος Νόμος Ν. 93(Ι) του 2016 (Law on the Tenth 
amendment of the Constitution No. 93(Ι) of 2016).

63 Germany, German Bundestag (2016), Stenografischer 
Bericht der 190, Sitzung, Plenary Minutes 18/190, 
22 September 2016.

64 Germany, German Bundestag (2016), Stenografischer 
Bericht der 183, Sitzung, Plenary Minutes 18/183, 
7 July 2016.

65 Poland, Sejm Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej Kadencja VIII), 
Sprawozdanie Stenograficzne z 20. posiedzenia Sejmu 
Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej w dniu 6 czerwca 2016 r., 
6 June 2016. 

66 Italy, Senate (2016), Session No. 633, 25 May 2016.

67 Netherlands (2016), Question, 4 November 2016.

68 Rådet for Digital Sikkerhed.

69 Denmark (2016), Spokesperson’s Speech on Parliamentary 
Resolution B 148, on strengthening data security 
(B 148 Forslag til folketingsbeslutning om styrkelse af 
datasikkerhed), 17 May 2016.

70 Ireland, Houses of the Oireachtas (2016), Written Answers 
Nos. 160–173, 12 July 2016.

71 Belgium, French Community (2016), Circular No. 5623, Social 
Promotion Education (Circulaire n° 5623 du 26/02/2016, 
Enseignement de Promotion sociale), 26 February 2016.

72 Sweden, Ministry of Culture (2016), Official letter 2016/17:29 
The government’s strategy on human rights on a national 
level (2016/17:29 Regeringens strategi för det nationella 
arbetet med mänskliga rättigheter, Skr. 2016/17:29), 
13 October 2016.

73 European Commission (2016), European Judicial Training 
2016, Luxembourg, Publications Office.

74 Finland (2016), Seminar on the implementation of the 
Charter (Europan unionin perusoikeuskirjan käyttö –
seminaari).

75 Austria, Ministry of Justice (2016), Fortbildung für Richter/
innen und Staatsanwält/innen: Ihr Fortbildungsprogramm 
2016, p. 55.

76 For more information on the conference, including 
conference papers, see the website of Vilnius University’s 
Faculty of Law.

77 Germany, Academy of European Law (ERA) (2016), ‘The 
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union in 
Practice’, 15–16 September 2016.

78 Luxembourg, Luxembourg Bar Association (2016), ‘Lawyers 
in dialogue with the Court of Justice of the European Union’, 
congress of the Federation of European Bar Associations.

79 France, ‘Droit et pratique de l’Union européenne et droits 
fondamentaux’ (Law and practice of the European Union 
and fundamental rights).

80 Portugal, Faculty of Law of the University of Lisbon, 
‘Research Seminar on Fundamental Rights’ (Seminário de 
Investigação em Direitos Fundamentais).

http://www.rokovania.sk/Rokovanie.aspx/BodRokovaniaDetail?idMaterial=25313
http://www.rokovania.sk/Rokovanie.aspx/BodRokovaniaDetail?idMaterial=25313
http://www.parlament.mt/file.aspx?f=57797
http://www.parlament.mt/file.aspx?f=57797
http://www.parlament.mt/file.aspx?f=57797
http://www.parlament.mt/file.aspx?f=57797
http://www.gallilex.cfwb.be/document/pdf/42156_000.pdf
http://www.gallilex.cfwb.be/document/pdf/42156_000.pdf
http://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/arith/2016_1_093.pdf
http://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/arith/2016_1_093.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btp/18/18190.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btp/18/18190.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btp/18/18183.pdf
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btp/18/18183.pdf
http://orka2.sejm.gov.pl/StenoInter8.nsf/0/0A36EA28D83C96BBC1257FCF00054EB4/%24File/20_c_ksiazka_bis.pdf
http://orka2.sejm.gov.pl/StenoInter8.nsf/0/0A36EA28D83C96BBC1257FCF00054EB4/%24File/20_c_ksiazka_bis.pdf
http://orka2.sejm.gov.pl/StenoInter8.nsf/0/0A36EA28D83C96BBC1257FCF00054EB4/%24File/20_c_ksiazka_bis.pdf
http://www.senato.it/japp/bgt/showdoc/frame.jsp?tipodoc=Resaula&leg=17&id=976202
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kv-tk-2016Z20422.html?zoekcriteria=%3fzkt%3dUitgebreid%26pst%3dParlementaireDocumenten%26vrt%3dHandvest%2bgrondrechten%26zkd%3dInDeGeheleText%26dpr%3dAnderePeriode%26spd%3d20160909%26epd%3d20161209%26kmr%3dEersteKamerderStatenGeneraal%257cTweedeKamerderStatenGeneraal%257cVerenigdeVergaderingderStatenGeneraal%26sdt%3dKenmerkendeDatum%26par%3dAanhangsel%2bvan%2bde%2bHandelingen%257cKamervragen%2bzonder%2bantwoord%26dst%3dOnopgemaakt%257cOpgemaakt%257cOpgemaakt%2bna%2bonopgemaakt%26isp%3dtrue%26pnr%3d1%26rpp%3d10&resultIndex=0&sorttype=1&sortorder=4
http://www.digitalsikkerhed.dk/
http://www.ft.dk/samling/20151/beslutningsforslag/b148/beh1/50/forhandling.htm
http://www.ft.dk/samling/20151/beslutningsforslag/b148/beh1/50/forhandling.htm
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/Debates%20Authoring/DebatesWebPack.nsf/takes/dail2016071200069?opendocument&highlight=charter%20of%20fundamental%20rights
http://oireachtasdebates.oireachtas.ie/Debates%20Authoring/DebatesWebPack.nsf/takes/dail2016071200069?opendocument&highlight=charter%20of%20fundamental%20rights
http://www.gallilex.cfwb.be/document/pdf/41603_000.pdf.
http://www.gallilex.cfwb.be/document/pdf/41603_000.pdf.
http://www.regeringen.se/rattsdokument/skrivelse/2016/10/skr.-20161729/
http://www.regeringen.se/rattsdokument/skrivelse/2016/10/skr.-20161729/
http://www.regeringen.se/rattsdokument/skrivelse/2016/10/skr.-20161729/
https://e-justice.europa.eu/fileDownload.do?id=70293454-82da-4e3b-885b-2ab8dd7ddc21
https://e-justice.europa.eu/fileDownload.do?id=70293454-82da-4e3b-885b-2ab8dd7ddc21
http://www.kepa.fi/tapahtumakalenteri/19662
http://www.kepa.fi/tapahtumakalenteri/19662
http://www.google.at/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=10&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiK5anH27HPAhXpJcAKHSpKAzQQFghMMAk&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.justiz.gv.at%2Fweb2013%2Ffile%2F8ab4a8a422985de30122a920178362d7.de.0%2Ffortbildungsprogramm_2016.pdf%3Fforcedownload%3Dtrue&usg=AFQjCNE3hnvXsN5CS2CpcEpxJB2LIAJDAw&bvm=bv.134052249,d.d24
http://www.google.at/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=10&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiK5anH27HPAhXpJcAKHSpKAzQQFghMMAk&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.justiz.gv.at%2Fweb2013%2Ffile%2F8ab4a8a422985de30122a920178362d7.de.0%2Ffortbildungsprogramm_2016.pdf%3Fforcedownload%3Dtrue&usg=AFQjCNE3hnvXsN5CS2CpcEpxJB2LIAJDAw&bvm=bv.134052249,d.d24
http://www.google.at/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=10&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0ahUKEwiK5anH27HPAhXpJcAKHSpKAzQQFghMMAk&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.justiz.gv.at%2Fweb2013%2Ffile%2F8ab4a8a422985de30122a920178362d7.de.0%2Ffortbildungsprogramm_2016.pdf%3Fforcedownload%3Dtrue&usg=AFQjCNE3hnvXsN5CS2CpcEpxJB2LIAJDAw&bvm=bv.134052249,d.d24
http://www.tf.vu.lt/en/science_events_and_materials/2016-3/conference-application-of-eu-charter-as-a-standard-of-individual-rights-defense-at-supra-and-national-levels/
https://www.era.int/cgi-bin/cms?_SID=ceb10989cc3cc4bccedf586b4c86779f2f1bd51d00488197392852&_sprache=en&_bereich=artikel&_aktion=detail&idartikel=126152
https://www.era.int/cgi-bin/cms?_SID=ceb10989cc3cc4bccedf586b4c86779f2f1bd51d00488197392852&_sprache=en&_bereich=artikel&_aktion=detail&idartikel=126152
https://www.era.int/cgi-bin/cms?_SID=ceb10989cc3cc4bccedf586b4c86779f2f1bd51d00488197392852&_sprache=en&_bereich=artikel&_aktion=detail&idartikel=126152
http://www.fbe.lu/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Scientific-programm-EN.pdf
http://www.fbe.lu/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Scientific-programm-EN.pdf
http://www.avocatparis.org/ma-formation/travaux-des-commissions/liste-de-diffusions/droit-et-pratique-de-lunion-europeenne-et
http://www.avocatparis.org/ma-formation/travaux-des-commissions/liste-de-diffusions/droit-et-pratique-de-lunion-europeenne-et
http://www.fd.ulisboa.pt/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/Programa-PHD-20162017-Direitos-Fundamentais.pdf



