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1. Short Analysis of the use of the 
Charter in the Member States 

1.1. Charter issues: violations and/or non-
application 

In Cyprus there is no record of documented violations of the EU Charter in the 

legislative or policy-making process. No violations were reported by civil society 

reports or by public bodies such as the Ombuds institution, which includes the NHRI 

and Equality Body, the DPA or any other bodies. Governmental departments do not 

have designated units or officers to check compliance of administrative decisions with 

the EU Charter.1 In December 2025, the Ombuds institution issued a report following 

complaints filed at the Ombuds office regarding the new digital arrangements put in 

place by the authorities for asylum seekers, regarding access to essential services. 

Asylum seekers were not being served at the Citizens Advice Bureau and were not 

allowed to register at the governmental portal Cy-Login. As a result, they lost access to 

rights such as: a) the right to work since they could not register or renew their 

registration at the Labour Office; b) the right to welfare benefits such as maternity 

grants, child benefits and sickness benefits and c) the right of children to education as 

they could not register their children at schools. The response of the authorities during 

the Ombudsman’s investigation was that Council Regulation eIDAS2 required 

identification of the physical person and the photograph on official documents; and 

that during the stage of the initial asylum application the authorities did not consider 

that the applicant was duly identified because sometimes applicants change their 

personal data at a subsequent stage. The Ombudsman concluded that if the 

authorities encountered problems in providing digital services to asylum seekers, they 

should provide alternatives such as their physical presence at the competent 

governmental departments. The Ombudsman cited the non-discrimination provisions 

of the EU Charter, articles 20-21, as well as the right to good administration, article 41, 

 
1 FRANET telephone consultation with the Charter Focal Point at the Ministry of Justice and Public 

Order, 15 October 2025. 
2 Regulation (EU) No. 910/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 July 2014 on the 

electronic identification and trust services for electronic transactions in the internal market and 

repealing Directive 1999/93/EC, OJ 2014 L 257. 
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which requires the formulation of systems which are functional for all persons and 

especially those in a vulnerable position. The report stated that the digital transition 

must be inclusive and safeguard that no person is left without access to essential 

public services irrespective of residence status.3  

In the course of the legislative process, bills submitted by the government undergo 

technical checks by the Legal Service of the Republic and must enclose a completed 

questionnaire stating whether the proposal is expected to have an impact on, amongst 

other things, the EU Charter; this procedure has never yielded results, as there was 

never an instance where any of these checks led to the identification of an instance of 

non-compliance with the Charter.4 Ιn July 2025, MPs filed a draft law in Parliament 

seeking to amend the law ratifying the Istanbul Convention, so that the definitions of 

the terms "woman" and "gender" are formulated in a manner excluding trans women, 

arguing that their aim was to bring the law in line with Council Directive 2024/1385 on 

combating violence against women, as well as with the Istanbul Convention’.5 During 

the parliamentary debate that ensued, several stakeholders and other MPs positioned 

themselves against this proposal. One MP argued that the draft law infringes the EU 

Charter and the international duties of the Republic, arguing that the protection of 

women cannot be built by depriving rights; NGOs stated that both the Directive and 

the Istanbul Convention explicitly state that trans women  and intersex persons are 

included in the protection offered by these instruments and disputed the proposers’ 

allegation that the inclusion of trans women in the protection structures exhausts 

state resources leaving biological women without protection, pointing out that in the 

past ten years only one trans woman sought state protection against gender based 

 
3 Cyprus, Commissioner for Administration and Protection of Human Rights (2025), Έκθεση Επιτρόπου 

Διοικήσεως και Προστασίας Ανθρωπίνων Δικαιωμάτων αναφορικά με την αδυναμία πρόσβασης 

αιτούντων διεθνούς προστασίας στις διαδικασίες πιστοποίησης προφίλ φυσικών προσώπων στο 

CY-Login και στις ψηφιακές υπηρεσίες του κράτους, (Report by the Commissioner for 

Administration and Protection of Human Rights regarding the inability of applicants for 

international protection to access the procedures for certifying the profiles of natural persons on CY-

Login and the digital services of the state), File numbers A/P 149/2025, Α/P 1231/2025, 1 December 

2025. 
4 FRANET fieldwork research conducted in the framework of the FRANET deliverable entitled ‘Human 

rights impact assessment and legal scrutiny of legislation in the EU’, 2025. 
5 Nomoplatform (2025), The Prevention and Combating of Violence against Women and Domestic 

Violence and Related Matters (Amendment) (No. 2) Law of 2025 (Ο περί της Πρόληψης και της 

Καταπολέμησης της Βίας κατά των Γυναικών και της Ενδοοικογενειακής Βίας και περί Συναφών 

Θεμάτων (Τροποποιητικός) (Αρ. 2) Νόμος του 2025), File No. 23.02.066.137-2025, 3 July 2025. 

https://www.ombudsman.gov.cy/ombudsman/ombudsman.nsf/All/1CA6BAE09D1E1CE8C2258D54003ABD07/$file/%CE%95%CC%81%CE%BA%CE%B8%CE%B5%CF%83%CE%B7-%CE%91.%CE%A0.%20149-2025,%20%CE%91.%CE%A0.%201231-2025.pdf?OpenElement
https://www.ombudsman.gov.cy/ombudsman/ombudsman.nsf/All/1CA6BAE09D1E1CE8C2258D54003ABD07/$file/%CE%95%CC%81%CE%BA%CE%B8%CE%B5%CF%83%CE%B7-%CE%91.%CE%A0.%20149-2025,%20%CE%91.%CE%A0.%201231-2025.pdf?OpenElement
https://www.ombudsman.gov.cy/ombudsman/ombudsman.nsf/All/1CA6BAE09D1E1CE8C2258D54003ABD07/$file/%CE%95%CC%81%CE%BA%CE%B8%CE%B5%CF%83%CE%B7-%CE%91.%CE%A0.%20149-2025,%20%CE%91.%CE%A0.%201231-2025.pdf?OpenElement
https://www.ombudsman.gov.cy/ombudsman/ombudsman.nsf/All/1CA6BAE09D1E1CE8C2258D54003ABD07/$file/%CE%95%CC%81%CE%BA%CE%B8%CE%B5%CF%83%CE%B7-%CE%91.%CE%A0.%20149-2025,%20%CE%91.%CE%A0.%201231-2025.pdf?OpenElement
https://www.nomoplatform.cy/bills/o-peri-tis-prolipsis-kai-tis-katapolemisis-tis-vias-kata-ton-gynaikon-kai-tis-endooikogeneiakis-vias-kai-peri-synafon-thematon-tropopoiitikos-ar-2-nomos-tou-2025/
https://www.nomoplatform.cy/bills/o-peri-tis-prolipsis-kai-tis-katapolemisis-tis-vias-kata-ton-gynaikon-kai-tis-endooikogeneiakis-vias-kai-peri-synafon-thematon-tropopoiitikos-ar-2-nomos-tou-2025/
https://www.nomoplatform.cy/bills/o-peri-tis-prolipsis-kai-tis-katapolemisis-tis-vias-kata-ton-gynaikon-kai-tis-endooikogeneiakis-vias-kai-peri-synafon-thematon-tropopoiitikos-ar-2-nomos-tou-2025/
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violence.6 Representatives of the Ministry of Justice and Public Order, of the Ombuds 

institution, of the Cyprus Bar Association objected to the proposal, stating that victims 

of intersectional discrimination are particularly vulnerable to gender based violence.7  

Discussion on the draft law continues whilst the proposal remains pending. 

In December 2025, a Parliamentary majority adopted amendments to the Refugee Law 

which purports to transpose the Common European Asylum System (CEAS), vesting the 

Deputy Minister for Migration and International Protection with powers to revoke 

international protection status from status beneficiaries found to fall within one of the 

categories for which they would have been excluded from being granted the status in 

the first place. Under the amendments, the affected status holders are given a 10-day 

period to appeal the Deputy Minister’s decision, following which the revocation 

decision becomes final. UNHCR, the opposition party AKEL and NGOs disagreed with 

the 10-day period for appealing the revocation, asking for its extension to 30 days, 

because 10 days are insufficient to secure effective legal representation. AKEL pointed 

out that Cypriot nationals have 75 days at their disposal to appeal an administrative 

decision affecting them, marking a sharp contrast with the 10 days afforded to persons 

under international protection. AKEL further disagreed with the power vested in the 

Deputy Minister for Migration and International Protection to withdraw a status, 

arguing that this decision should only be made by the courts after examining the 

personal circumstances and conditions of each individual on a case-by-case basis. A 

draft law submitted by the party ELAM, aiming at securing the rejection of asylum 

applications including from applicants who filed an asylum application (a) for the 

purpose of delaying the execution of a return decision or (b) after having entered the 

country illegal without being at direct risk or (c) after having entered the Republic from 

a safe third country or (e) after having entered the Republic with a student visa or a 

working visa, was withdrawn after it became clear that it did not concentrate a House 

majority.8 The amendment, as adopted, potentially violates: (a) the non-refoulement 

principle enshrined in Charter article 19(2), as it might lead to the deportation of a 

person to a country where their lives might be at risk; and (b) and the right to an 

effective remedy under Charter article 47, since the ten day period to challenge the 

return decision may not suffice to secure legal advice and adequate legal 

 
6 Nomoplatform (2025), Reactions to proposed law to change definitions of "woman" and "gender" 

(Αντιδράσεις λόγω πρότασης νόμου για τροποποίηση ορισμών για «γυναίκα» και «φύλο»). 
7 Kathimerini (2025), The proposal to amend the terms "woman" and "gender" is ill-advised (Νοσεί η 

πρόταση για τροποποίηση των όρων «γυναίκα» και «φύλο»), 12 November 2025.  
8 Nomoplatform (2025), The Refugees (Amendment) Law of 2024 (Ο περί Προσφύγων (Τροποποιητικός) 

Νόμος του 2024). 

https://www.nomoplatform.cy/antidraseis-logo-protasis-nomou-gia-tropopoiisi-orismon-gia-gynaika-kai-fylo/
https://www.kathimerini.com.cy/gr/politiki/nosei-i-protasi-gia-tropopoiisi-ton-oron-gynaika-kai-fylo
https://www.kathimerini.com.cy/gr/politiki/nosei-i-protasi-gia-tropopoiisi-ton-oron-gynaika-kai-fylo
https://www.nomoplatform.cy/bills/o-peri-prosfygon-tropopoiitikos-nomos-tou-2024/
https://www.nomoplatform.cy/bills/o-peri-prosfygon-tropopoiitikos-nomos-tou-2024/
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representation to effectively challenge the decision. The question of compliance with 

the Charter did not feature in the parliamentary debates.9  

CJEU by the Administrative Court for International Protection 

There was one referral to the Court of Justice of the EU from the Administrative Court 

for International Protection for a preliminary ruling as to whether an interpretation of 

Article 12 of the Asylum Qualification Directive to reject an asylum application for 

alleged conduct by the applicant in his country of origin was in line with Article 18 of 

the Charter and Article 78(I) of the TFEU. The request was made in the context of 

proceedings between an applicant and the Cypriot Asylum Service, where the 

applicant challenged the rejection of his asylum application, which had relied on 

information about alleged acts of terrorism committed in his country of origin, which 

led the authorities to conclude that he constituted a danger to the security of Cyprus, 

despite the fact that he had a justified fear of persecution in his country of origin. It 

was common ground between the parties in the main proceedings that the facts which 

constituted the basis for the refusal to grant the applicant in the main proceedings 

refugee status were linked to the applicant’s past conduct, prior to his entry into 

national territory.  

The referring court asked the CJEU whether Article 14(4)(a) of the Asylum Qualification 

Directive, which provides for revocation of a refugee status when there are grounds 

for regarding the person as a danger to the state of refuge, can be interpreted to 

include past conduct or alleged acts committed outside and before entering the state 

of refuge which are not included in the conduct which constitutes grounds for 

expulsion from being a refugee; and whether such interpretation is in line with Article 

78(1) of the TFEU, the Geneva Convention and Article 18 of the EU Charter. The CJEU 

concluded that member states can revoke refugee status as well as refuse to grant it 

on the grounds of danger to the member state based on acts or conduct prior to 

entering the member state and it is irrelevant that those acts do not constitute 

grounds for exclusion in Article 1(F) of the Geneva Convention and Article 12 of the 

Asylum Qualification directive; and that the consideration of conduct of the applicant 

 
9 Nomoplatform (2025), Approval of budgets, law on deportation of asylum seekers who break the law 

and ratification of the Cyprus-Lebanon EEZ delimitation agreement (Υπερψήφιση προϋπολογισμών, 

νόμος για απέλαση αιτητών ασύλου που παρανομούν και κύρωση της συμφωνίας οριοθέτησης 

ΑΟΖ Κύπρου–Λιβάνου). 

https://www.nomoplatform.cy/yperpsifisi-proypologismon-nomos-gia-apelasi-aititon-asylou-pou-paranomoun-kai-kyrosi-tis-symfonias-oriothetisis-aoz-kyprou-livanou/
https://www.nomoplatform.cy/yperpsifisi-proypologismon-nomos-gia-apelasi-aititon-asylou-pou-paranomoun-kai-kyrosi-tis-symfonias-oriothetisis-aoz-kyprou-livanou/
https://www.nomoplatform.cy/yperpsifisi-proypologismon-nomos-gia-apelasi-aititon-asylou-pou-paranomoun-kai-kyrosi-tis-symfonias-oriothetisis-aoz-kyprou-livanou/
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prior to entering the country of asylum is in line with Article 78(1) TFEU and Article 18 

of the EU Charter.10 

The Supreme Constitutional Judicial Council rejects application for referral to the CJEU 

for a preliminary ruling, questions concerning the removal of a  judge from office  

Ιn July 2023 a judge (hereinafter V) was appointed to the permanent position of 

District Judge on probation for a period of two years. As is customary, upon 

completion of V’s probationary period, in June 2025, the Supreme Judicial Council 

examined whether the confirmation of her appointment is justified, relying on her 

suitability in terms of legal training, understanding and handling of cases, as well as in 

terms of behaviour and character. The Supreme Judicial Council addressed specific 

issues that were raised in writing, in which she was invited to comment, if she wished, 

on a number of issues, mainly relating to her handling of a number Coroner's Inquiries. 

V argued that she was relieved of her duties because she resisted pressure from the 

President of the District Court to follow his recommendations and change the cause of 

death in her findings regarding the Coroner’s Inquiry in a highly contested case.11 The 

Judicial Council proceeded to cancel her appointment as a judge and removed her 

from office. V filed an objection against this decision and asked the Supreme 

Constitutional Judicial Council to refer to the CJEU a question whether, in light of 

Article 19(1), second  paragraph, of the Treaty of the European Union, in conjunction 

with Article 47 of the EU Charter, there is a violation of the principles of independence, 

tenure, effective judicial protection, and legal protection of judges when: 

• It is permissible for a judge to be appointed to a permanent position for a 

probationary period in the absence of a relevant national legislative 

framework; and 

• The services of a permanent judge are terminated because the probationary 

period has expired, summarily and without following the disciplinary procedure 

or grounds for termination applicable to other judges. 

According to the V’s counsel, all conditions were met for a referral to the CJEU for a 

preliminary question. In response the Supreme Constitutional Judicial Council ruled 

that it is up to the national court to determine if a reference to the CJEU is due. The 

Supreme Constitutional Judicial Council cited the updated Recommendations to 

 
10 Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU), C‑454/23, K.A.M. v The Republic of Cyprus, 27 February 

2025. 
11 Parikiaki (2024), Cypriot Judge rules Thanasis Nicolaou death was murder by strangulation, 10 May 

2024. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:62023CJ0454
https://www.parikiaki.com/2024/05/cypriot-judge-rules-thanasis-nicolaou-death-was-murder-by-strangulation/
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national courts published in the Official Gazette of the EU in October 2024,12 without 

referring to paragraph 6 of the Recommendations which render referral to the CJEU 

mandatory when the question is raised in the context of a case that is pending before a 

court, against whose decisions there is no judicial remedy under national law and in 

the absence of case-law on the point. According to the Judicial Council, the decision as 

to whether or not a preliminary question must be submitted to the CJEU is taken at a 

stage of the trial where the applicant Court is in a position to determine with sufficient 

precision the substantial and legal framework of the case.13 The Judicial Council 

concluded that, at least in the present stage and, with the reservation of examining the 

remaining prerequisites for referral, the CJEU’s contribution on the issue raised is not 

necessary for the issue of a decision by the Supreme Constitutional Judicial Council.14  

The Supreme Court rejects application to review an Appeal Court decision claiming 

failure to consider violation of EU Charter rights 

In September 2025, the Supreme Court in its third tier jurisdiction, rejected an 

application for examining an Appeal Court decision which had upheld a trial court 

decision ordering the detention of the applicant pending trial. The trial court’s decision 

ordering his detention had relied on the justification of the risks of absconding and of 

committing new crimes. The Appeal Court had rejected all eleven reasons for appeal, 

three of which concerned issues of legality and legal interpretation, including the 

question whether the trial court was correct in allowing the exchange of information 

with UK on the applicant’s prior convictions, given the fact that UK was no longer a 

member of the EU and the information exchanged included personal data of the 

applicant. When the Appeal Court rejected the appeal, the applicant filed an 

application to the Supreme Court asking for a review of the Appeal Court decision on 

the following issues: whether the applicant’s right to a fair trial was infringed; whether 

 
12 Official Journal of the European Union, Recommendations to national courts and tribunals in relation 

to the initiation of preliminary ruling proceedings, C/2024/6008, 9 October 2024. 
13 Reporter (2025), ‘Ζήτησαν από την Β. να αλλάξει σε «ανοικτό» το πόρισμα του Θανάση-Τι ανέφερε 

στην απάντησή της στο Ανώτατο’ (They asked V. to change her conclusion on Thanasis’ case to 

"open" - What she said in her response to the Supreme Court), 11 August 2025. 
14 Cyprus, Supreme Constitutional Judicial Council (2025) (Ανώτατο Συνταγματικό Δικαστικό Συμβούλιο), 

Re. The decision of the Supreme Judicial Council dated 27.06.2025 (which was communicated to 

the party filing the objection on 30.06.2025 and Re. the objection filed under article 10(5)((g) of 

Law 33/64 as amended, by D.V. in the above decision of the Supreme Constitutional Council 

(Αναφορικά με την απόφαση του Ανωτάτου Δικαστικού Συμβουλίου ημερ. 27,6,2025 (η οποία 

κοινοποιήθηκε στην ενισταμένη στις 30.6.25) και Αναφορικά με την ένσταση που υποβλήθηκε 

δυνάμει του άρθρου 10(5)(ζ) του Νόμου 33/64 όπως τροποποιήθηκε, από την Ν.Β. για την πιο 

πάνω απόφαση του Ανωτάτου Δικαστικού Συμβουλίου) , Objection No. 2/2025, 13 October 2025, 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C_202406008
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=OJ:C_202406008
https://www.reporter.com.cy/article/1307779/zitisan-apo-tin-barosiotoy-na-allaxei-se-anoikto-to-porisma-toy-thanasi-ti-anefere-stin-apantisi-tis-sto-anotato
https://www.reporter.com.cy/article/1307779/zitisan-apo-tin-barosiotoy-na-allaxei-se-anoikto-to-porisma-toy-thanasi-ti-anefere-stin-apantisi-tis-sto-anotato
https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supremeAdministrative/2025/202510-2-25Apof.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A%20and%20%E8%E5%EC%E5%EB%E9%F9%E4%2A%20and%20%E4%E9%EA%E1%E9%F9%EC%E1%2A%20and%202025
https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supremeAdministrative/2025/202510-2-25Apof.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A%20and%20%E8%E5%EC%E5%EB%E9%F9%E4%2A%20and%20%E4%E9%EA%E1%E9%F9%EC%E1%2A%20and%202025
https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supremeAdministrative/2025/202510-2-25Apof.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A%20and%20%E8%E5%EC%E5%EB%E9%F9%E4%2A%20and%20%E4%E9%EA%E1%E9%F9%EC%E1%2A%20and%202025
https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supremeAdministrative/2025/202510-2-25Apof.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A%20and%20%E8%E5%EC%E5%EB%E9%F9%E4%2A%20and%20%E4%E9%EA%E1%E9%F9%EC%E1%2A%20and%202025
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the court violated its duty under article 267(3) of the TFEU for a mandatory referral to 

the CJEU; whether the procedural autonomy of EU member states was infringed when 

the authorities accepted information  from UK without checking it; and whether the 

applicant’s right to protection of his personal data was violated. The applicant argued 

that the approach taken by the Appeal Court deprived him of the protection that the 

EU Charter, articles 8, 41 and 47, and the Cypriot constitution would afford to him. The 

Supreme Court concluded that its jurisdiction to consider Appeal Court decisions was 

restricted to resolving legal matters and not issues of facts; and that the issues raised 

in the application were of fact and not of law and the application essentially amounted 

to an attempt to re-open the case and have a second chance to raise the same issues, 

which is beyond the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. 15  

1.2. Context and trends 

There is no official document to describe the use of the Charter in Cyprus, nor are 

there any indicators or developments. The only activities related to the Charter carried 

out in 2025 were geared towards awareness raising.16 The impact assessment and 

recommendations deliverable compiled under the CRoLEV research project,17 carried 

out by the University of UCLAN, reported that ‘until recently’, there were no sufficient 

safeguards in place to monitor fundamental rights compliance of expenditures in line 

with the Common Provisions Regulation. This gap was, however, purportedly 

addressed in 2023 through the vesting of the Ombudsman with tasks for guiding 

applicants and examining complaints. 18 The UCLAN report states that the 

 
15 Cyprus, Supreme Court (Ανώτατο Δικαστήριο) (2025), Re. the application of XX regarding legal matters 

emerging from the decision of the Appeal Court in the case 127//2025 dated 10/06/2025, Criminal 

Jurisdiction, XX v. The Republic of Cyprus (Αναφορικά με την αίτηση του Χ.Χ. αναφορικά με νομικά 

θέματα που προκύπτουν από την απόφαση του Εφετείου στην υπόθεση 127/2025 ημερομηνίας 

10/06/2025), Application No. 27/2025, 18 September 2025. 
16 FRANET telephone consultation with the Charter Focal Point at the Ministry of Justice and Public 

Order, 15 October 2025. 
17 For more details about CRoLEV, see the project website here. 
18 Republic of Cyprus, Ministry of Finance, Directorate General for Growth (Υπουργείο Οικονομικών – 

Γενική Διεύθυνση Ανάπτυξης) (2023), ‘Description of the Management and Control System in 

accordance with Article 69(11) and the model set out in Annex XVI of the Common Provisions 

Regulation 1060/2021 for the programming period 2021-2027’ (Περιγραφή του Συστήματος 

Διαχείρισης και Ελέγχου σύμφωνα με το άρθρο 69(11) και το υπόδειγμα του Παραρτήματος XVI 

του Κανονισμού Κοινών Διατάξεων 1060/2021 για την προγραμματική περίοδο 2021-2027) June 

2023. 

https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supreme/2025/202509-27-25Ait.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A
https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supreme/2025/202509-27-25Ait.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A
https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supreme/2025/202509-27-25Ait.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A
https://crolev.eu/
https://thalia.com.cy/%cf%83%cf%8d%cf%83%cf%84%ce%b7%ce%bc%ce%b1-%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%b1%cf%87%ce%b5%ce%af%cf%81%ce%b9%cf%83%ce%b7%cf%82-%ce%ba%ce%b1%ce%b9-%ce%b5%ce%bb%ce%ad%ce%b3%cf%87%ce%bf%cf%85/
https://thalia.com.cy/%cf%83%cf%8d%cf%83%cf%84%ce%b7%ce%bc%ce%b1-%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%b1%cf%87%ce%b5%ce%af%cf%81%ce%b9%cf%83%ce%b7%cf%82-%ce%ba%ce%b1%ce%b9-%ce%b5%ce%bb%ce%ad%ce%b3%cf%87%ce%bf%cf%85/
https://thalia.com.cy/%cf%83%cf%8d%cf%83%cf%84%ce%b7%ce%bc%ce%b1-%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%b1%cf%87%ce%b5%ce%af%cf%81%ce%b9%cf%83%ce%b7%cf%82-%ce%ba%ce%b1%ce%b9-%ce%b5%ce%bb%ce%ad%ce%b3%cf%87%ce%bf%cf%85/
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Ombudsman’s role in conducting the Charter-compliance assessment was limited, 

especially at its initial phase, focusing mostly on advising and guiding the Managing 

Authority on how to determine compatibility with the Charter of the programmes to 

be funded. The report added a recommendation that, through this role, the 

Ombudsman can develop existing networks to improve and develop access to 

information on redress mechanisms.19 

The only impact assessment carried out is the completion of the form attached to 

governmental bills submitted to Parliament which does not require details of the 

evaluation process carried out and remains, since it was introduced, a mere ticking of a 

box process.20 The EU Charter is increasingly treated as an integral part of the legal 

system by legal professionals, NGOs and parliamentarians, following the awareness 

raising and training activities carried out in the last couple of years by the various CERV 

projects, which were attended by NGOs, lawyers, MPs and parliamentary researchers. 

During 2025, the FRANET contractor has carried out two focus groups with 

government officials and NGOs respectively on the drivers and barriers on the use of 

the Charter, one awareness raising national seminar on the EU Charter and three 

Charter exchanges, with NGOs, rights defenders and justice practitioners respectively, 

where presentations on the Charter were delivered and round table discussions 

followed.21 The Charter is sometimes used in contexts which are outside the scope of 

application of the Charter, both during the legislative process22 and in courts,23 

presumably owing to low awareness of its features. 

1.3. Analysis of the ‘barriers’ and the 
‘drivers’ to the efficient and frequent 
use of the Charter by legal 

 
19 Shaelou S., Marcou A. , Manoli,A.  Kalaitzaki K., , Uibariu, A. (2025), ‘CRoLEV Impact assessment and 

recommendations to policy makers- Work Package 5 – Deliverable 3’, University of Central 

Lancashire UCLAN Cyprus, 04 March 2025, p. 5. 
20 FRANET fieldwork research conducted in the framework of the FRANET deliverable entitled ‘Human 

rights impact assessment and legal scrutiny of legislation in the EU’, 2025. 
21 See for example the activities carried out in 2025 in the context of the CERV project ‘Fair Access to 

Rights,  
22 Cyprus, The public gatherings and parades Act of 2025 (Ο περί δημόσιων συγκεντρώσεων και 

παρελάσεων Νόμος του 2025) N. 151(I)/2025. 
23 Cyprus, Appeal Court, Criminal Jurisdiction (Εφετείο - Ποινική Δικαιοδοσία) (2025), C.A. v the Police 

(Χ.Α. v Αστυνομίας), Criminal Appeal No. 182/2022, 4 September 2025. 

https://crolev.eu/impact-assessment-and-recommendations/
https://crolev.eu/impact-assessment-and-recommendations/
https://fair-project.org/
https://fair-project.org/
https://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/enop/ind/2025_1_151/preamble-pr7885414e-62a3-44bb-8a1b-f14ed76d78fd.html
https://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/enop/ind/2025_1_151/preamble-pr7885414e-62a3-44bb-8a1b-f14ed76d78fd.html
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practitioners inside and outside the 
public administration and the judiciary 

The limited use of the Charter in Cyprus mirrors the obstacles in accessing justice in 

general, as well as the absence of mechanisms in the legislative and policy 

development process to ensure compliance of laws and policies with the Charter.  

The effectiveness of the judicial system is key in making an efficient use of the Charter 

and Cyprus ranks amongst the last in the EU in terms of delays, lack of transparency 

and systemic independence. The 2025 Rule of Law report of the European Commission 

outlined a landscape of chronic weaknesses in the administration of justice, including a 

declining public trust in judicial neutrality, the dual role of the Attorney General as an 

advisor to the government and a public prosecutor with wide margins of discretion 

which undermine prosecutorial independence, the absence of mechanisms to ensure 

efficiency, transparency and statistical tracking of the administration of justice, 

inadequate human resources and infrastructure, delays in delivering decisions and in 

enforcing final judgements.24 The Charter is primarily used in Court, invariably 

introduced by the litigants in order to claim an individual right. In recent years, the vast 

majority of cases where the Charter was invoked were cases of data retention where 

accused persons sought to invalidate the Court order that enabled access to data with 

incriminating evidence for the applicant. More recently, the Charter started to be used 

as a means to challenge the detention of third country nationals including asylum 

seekers for reasons of national security, thus introducing a fundamental rights 

safeguard into the prerequisites examined by the Court. Beyond these two categories 

of cases, very few fundamental rights cases reach the Court, as there are serious 

obstacles for vulnerable applicants in accessing justice, e.g. legal costs, the length of 

judicial proceedings, lack of fundamental rights expertise amongst lawyers, inability of 

CSOs to take cases to Court on behalf of complainants etc. Fundamental rights 

violations usually reach the Courts only where a person is threatened with a prison 

sentence, as is the case with the data retention decisions referred to above. 

Accessing justice is restricted to claimants who can self-finance the process and have 

the possibility to wait several years until their case is resolved. This essentially excludes 

the most vulnerable amongst victims who are implicitly excluded from the justice 

process, hence the absence of court decisions on rights violations affecting migrants, 

asylum seekers and refugees, persons of Muslim faith and LGBTIQ persons. Legal aid is 

 
24 European Commission (2025), 2025 Rule of Law Report: Country Chapter on the rule of law situation 

in Cyprus, Strasbourg, 8 July 2025. 

https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/6c1e2a03-88fe-4f93-9d05-d1e40d480eac_en?filename=17_1_63949_coun_chap_cyprus_en.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/6c1e2a03-88fe-4f93-9d05-d1e40d480eac_en?filename=17_1_63949_coun_chap_cyprus_en.pdf
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available, subject to means, in criminal cases, in asylum related claims including 

detention and asylum determination decisions, where a merits test also applies in 

addition to the means test, in family law cases, in returns of third country nationals in 

an irregular situation, in trafficking and sexual abuse cases, in cases of gender based 

violence and domestic violence and in human rights violations covered by the 

Constitution and by a number of international conventions, but not the EU Charter.25 

Applications for judicial review of administrative actions in areas other than those 

mentioned above are not covered by legal aid. The applicant to whom a legal aid 

certificate is issued by the court must select a lawyer from the list kept at the Court 

Registry, which is compiled following voluntary submissions made by lawyers and does 

not necessarily include lawyers specialised in the area of the law concerned.  

Although, in theory, it is possible for litigants to litigate the case themselves and not 

engage the services of a lawyer, in practice there are very few persons able and willing 

to represent themselves in court, given the complexity of the procedure. Even for 

those who can afford a lawyer, one major obstacle is that there is hardly any 

specialisation in the Charter; it is a new field that is not offered by universities and 

does not attract many clients for the lawyers to consider it worth specialising. In those 

few cases examined by the courts, counsel for the claimants hardly ever invoke it, 

preferring to use the more familiar procedure of judicial review foreseen in the 

Constitution. Lawyers working for NGOs are not permitted to appear before courts. 

Against this backdrop, the applicability of the Charter is rendered weak in generating 

meaningful changes at the national level as it relies on processes presumed to be 

effective, but which are undermined by a series of systemic gaps.  

Policy making is not permeated by human rights standards or wide societal 

consultation processes nor are there action plans on fundamental rights to guide 

policy development and initiate positive actions to address the vulnerability of victims. 

There is no procedure for legal practitioners to intervene in decision-making processes 

of the public administration unless they do so on behalf of a client who has a 

legitimate interest, i.e. a person affected by a particular administrative decision. In 

those cases the route customarily followed is an application to the administrative court 

for judicial review of the administrative act affecting their client. The judicial review 

grounds for appealing administrative decisions are: (a) violations of the national 

Constitution, (b) violations of the law or (c) because the administrative decision was 

made in excess of powers or as a result of an abuse of powers entrusted to the 

decision making body.26 Despite these restrictions, the judicial review procedure is the 

 
25 Cyprus, Law on legal aid of 2002 (Ο περί νομικής αρωγής νόμος του 2002), Ν. 165(I)/2002. 
26 Cyprus, Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus (Σύνταγμα της Κυπριακής Δημοκρατίας), article 146. 

https://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/enop/non-ind/2002_1_165/index.html
https://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/enop/ind/syntagma/section-sc26b4a5c6-5493-b01e-9d76-560d2e45d284.html
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most widely used process for challenging fundamental rights violations because it is 

faster and relies entirely on written submissions over legal issues.  

The EU Justice Scoreboard 

The 2025 EU Justice Scoreboard shows Cyprus lagging behind in all indicators although, 

for the first time in years, it is not ranked last in all indicators. A small improvement 

was noted in addressing delays and congestion, attributed by legal experts to the 

hiring of more judges and the setting up of new units. For the first time Cyprus has 

processed more cases than were being filed, but it still remained the only country in 

the EU that does not provide data on incoming civil and commercial cases and does 

not make use of any digital tools in court. The citizen’s lack of trust in judicial 

independence increased by 10%, attributed to structural weakness emanating from 

the absence of external oversight on the Attorney General’s prosecutorial discretion.27  

The European Commission’s Rule of Law report 2025 

The European Commission's 2025 Rule of Law Report presented a mixed picture of 

slight and fragmented progress, alongside with institutional delays in implementing 

reforms in the administration of justice and a declining public trust in judicial 

independence, owing to institutional stagnation of reforms. In response to 

recommendations of the 2024 Rule of Law Report as regards the separation of the 

advisory and prosecutorial roles of the Attorney General, the Ministry of Justice and 

Public Order submitted a legislative package. The proposed reform aims at maintaining 

of the Attorney General’s role as the state’s legal adviser and head of the Legal Service, 

whilst transferring of prosecutorial powers to a newly created office of the Public 

Prosecutor General, as well as introducing an eight-year non-renewable term for 

senior officials and their deputies; the proposal that was met with resistance from 

within the Legal Service. The European Commission urged Cyprus to move forward not 

only with establishing the Office of the Public Prosecutor General but also with 

introducing mechanisms for effectively reviewing decisions not to prosecute or to 

discontinue proceedings. As at present, non-prosecution decisions cannot be subjected 

to judicial review, leading to a serious gap in accountability and transparency in how 

prosecutorial authority is exercised. 

 
27 University of Nicosia, Procedural Law Unit (2025), ‘EU Justice Scoreboard 2025: Η Κύπρος παραμένει 

ουραγός σε κρίσιμους δείκτες ποιότητας και αποτελεσματικότητας’ (EU Justice Scoreboard 2025: 

Cyprus remains at the bottom of the list in terms of critical quality and efficiency indicators), 29 

September 2025. 

https://www.unic.ac.cy/el/eu-justice-scoreboard-2025-i-kypros-paramenei-oyragos-se-krisimoys-deiktes-poiotitas-kai-apotelesmatikotitas/
https://www.unic.ac.cy/el/eu-justice-scoreboard-2025-i-kypros-paramenei-oyragos-se-krisimoys-deiktes-poiotitas-kai-apotelesmatikotitas/
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The European Commission further recommended the strengthening of the selection 

and evaluation criteria for judicial candidates, the maintaining of thorough records and 

clear reasoning behind decisions and the systematic publication of statistics and 

activity reports by the Supreme Judicial Council. The report recommends that reforms 

currently under way in establishing and Administrative Court of Appeals and second 

Judicial Council for administrative courts require clear transitional provisions, judicial 

training, and administrative support infrastructure, whilst the planned reform of 

modernising Alternative Dispute Resolution introducing mandatory preliminary 

mediation for low-value disputes must not undermine free access to justice. The slow 

pace of digital transformation of justice, currently projected beyond 2028, hinders 

efficiency, transparency, and statistical tracking. The Commission report highlighted 

the need for investments in technical infrastructure, staff training, and collaboration 

with legal and judicial stakeholders to avoid technological exclusion. Delays in the 

administration of justice remain a chronic problem, with the average duration of 605 

days for first-instance civil proceedings and 5,429 days for second-instance 

proceedings, placing Cyprus last in the EU.28 

The Attorney General disagrees with the government’s proposed reform of the 

institution of the Attorney General 

Following the first parliamentary hearing after the submission of the 38 bills for the 

separation of the powers of the Attorney General in September 2025, the Attorney 

General expressed his disagreement with the proposed reform which, in his view, was 

unconstitutional and risked undermining the bicommunal character of the 

Constitution, adding that an internal arrangement could have been achieved without 

interfering so much with the Constitution and its bi-communal character. Responding 

to questions from journalists about society having lost faith in justice under the current 

non-transparent system, the Attorney General replied that there are issues about 

criminal prosecutions which must not be disclosed publically and that he does not 

prioritise his own image over the risk of undermining the process of investigations or 

the safety of witnesses. The Attorney General added that he is free to express his 

disagreement with the government’s reform proposal precisely because he is 

independent from executive control and expressed his disagreement over the proposal 

 
28 University of Nicosia, Procedural Law Unit (2025), ‘Annual Rule of Law Report by the European 

Commission – Cyprus 2025: Navigating Judicial Reform’, 6 October 2025, p. 3. 

https://www.unic.ac.cy/annual-rule-of-law-report-by-the-european-commission-cyprus-2025-navigating-judicial-reform/
https://www.unic.ac.cy/annual-rule-of-law-report-by-the-european-commission-cyprus-2025-navigating-judicial-reform/
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for a fixed term appointment with the option of re-appointment as that would 

prejudice the independence of the person seeking to be re-appointed.29 

Currently, the Constitution vests the Attorney General with absolute discretion to 

initiate, conduct or discontinue any proceedings or order the prosecution of any 

person in the public interest.30 There is no document, guideline or tradition for the 

Attorney General to declare what is the public interest served by any particular 

decision made in the course of exercising this prosecutorial discretion, an issue that 

has attracted considerable criticism from the public over the years, with complaints 

filed against the Deputy Attorney General at the Anti-corruption Authority for non-

transparent and unjustified withdrawals of criminal prosecutions.31 In 2025 two ECtHR 

decisions demonstrated the depth of the problem of prosecutorial discretion in the 

handling of two distinct cases of gender based violence:  

• In the case of X v. Cyprus, the ECtHR found that the prosecutorial authorities’ 

response to a complaint of an alleged gang-rape of a young British woman in 

July 2019 had fallen short of the State’s duty to effectively investigate the 

applicant’s allegations and that the credibility of the complainant’s allegations 

appeared to have been assessed through prejudicial gender stereotypes and 

victim-blaming attitudes.32 

• In the case of N.T. v. Cyprus, the ECtHR once again found that Cyprus had 

violated its obligations under Articles 3, 8, and 14 of the ECHR as a result of its 

failure to properly investigate and prosecute a rape case against a politician, 

through assessments marred by sexist stereotypes, victim-blaming and 

minimizing the violence suffered.33 In this case, although the police initiated a 

criminal investigation and filed charges, the Deputy Attorney General 

 
29 Republic of Cyprus, Office of the Attorney General of the Republic (Νομική Υπηρεσία της 

Δημοκρατίας) (2025), Δηλώσεις του Γενικού Εισαγγελέα της Δημοκρατίας κ. Γ. Σ. μετά την πρώτη 

συζήτηση στην Επιτροπή Νομικών, των νομοσχεδίων της μεταρρύθμισης του Θεσμού του Γενικού 

Εισαγγελέα της Δημοκρατίας (Statements by the Attorney General of the Republic, Mr. G. S., 

following the first discussion in the Legal Affairs Committee of the bills on the reform of the Office of 

the Attorney General of the Republic), Press release, 10 September 2025. 
30 Cyprus, The Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus (Το Σύνταγμα της Κυπριακής Δημοκρατίας), article 

113. 
31 Hadjistylianou, M. (2025), ‘Πέντε καταγγελίες εναντίον Σάββα Αγγελίδη - Στην Αρχή κατά της 

Διαφθοράς και υποθέσεις με αναστολές ποινικών διώξεων’ (Five complaints against Savvas 

Angelidis - To the Anti-Corruption Authority and cases with suspended criminal proceedings), Politis, 

10 July 2025. 
32 European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR), X v Cyprus, Application no. 40733/22, 27 February 2025. 
33 European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR), N.T.v.Cyprus, Application no. 28150/22, 3 July 2025. 

https://www.law.gov.cy/law/law.nsf/0/8C9E77E0DA09397AC2258D010051C06D/$file/%CE%94%CE%95%CE%9B%CE%A4%CE%99%CE%9F%20%CE%A4%CE%A5%CE%A0%CE%9F%CE%A5-%CE%94%CE%B7%CE%BB%CF%8E%CF%83%CE%B5%CE%B9%CF%82%20%CE%93%CE%95%20%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%84%CE%AC%20%CF%84%CE%B7%20%CF%83%CF%85%CE%BD%CE%B5%CE%B4%CF%81%CE%AF%CE%B1%20%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CF%84%CF%81%CE%BF%CF%80%CE%AE%CF%82%20%CE%9D%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%B9%CE%BA%CF%8E%CE%BD-%CE%9D%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%BF%CF%83%CF%87%CE%AD%CE%B4%CE%B9%CE%B1%20%CE%B4%CE%B9%CE%B1%CF%87%CF%89%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%BC%CE%BF%CF%8D_100925.pdf
https://www.law.gov.cy/law/law.nsf/0/8C9E77E0DA09397AC2258D010051C06D/$file/%CE%94%CE%95%CE%9B%CE%A4%CE%99%CE%9F%20%CE%A4%CE%A5%CE%A0%CE%9F%CE%A5-%CE%94%CE%B7%CE%BB%CF%8E%CF%83%CE%B5%CE%B9%CF%82%20%CE%93%CE%95%20%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%84%CE%AC%20%CF%84%CE%B7%20%CF%83%CF%85%CE%BD%CE%B5%CE%B4%CF%81%CE%AF%CE%B1%20%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CF%84%CF%81%CE%BF%CF%80%CE%AE%CF%82%20%CE%9D%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%B9%CE%BA%CF%8E%CE%BD-%CE%9D%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%BF%CF%83%CF%87%CE%AD%CE%B4%CE%B9%CE%B1%20%CE%B4%CE%B9%CE%B1%CF%87%CF%89%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%BC%CE%BF%CF%8D_100925.pdf
https://www.law.gov.cy/law/law.nsf/0/8C9E77E0DA09397AC2258D010051C06D/$file/%CE%94%CE%95%CE%9B%CE%A4%CE%99%CE%9F%20%CE%A4%CE%A5%CE%A0%CE%9F%CE%A5-%CE%94%CE%B7%CE%BB%CF%8E%CF%83%CE%B5%CE%B9%CF%82%20%CE%93%CE%95%20%CE%BC%CE%B5%CF%84%CE%AC%20%CF%84%CE%B7%20%CF%83%CF%85%CE%BD%CE%B5%CE%B4%CF%81%CE%AF%CE%B1%20%CE%95%CF%80%CE%B9%CF%84%CF%81%CE%BF%CF%80%CE%AE%CF%82%20%CE%9D%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%B9%CE%BA%CF%8E%CE%BD-%CE%9D%CE%BF%CE%BC%CE%BF%CF%83%CF%87%CE%AD%CE%B4%CE%B9%CE%B1%20%CE%B4%CE%B9%CE%B1%CF%87%CF%89%CF%81%CE%B9%CF%83%CE%BC%CE%BF%CF%8D_100925.pdf
https://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/enop/ind/syntagma/section-sc6bd8ce05-53a6-2157-da1b-2c194326d657.html
https://www.politis.com.cy/politis-news/cyprus/945997/pente-kataghghelies-enantion-savva-aghghelidi-stin-arkhi-kata-tis-diafthoras-kai-ipotheseis-me-anastoles-poinikwn-diwkseon
https://www.politis.com.cy/politis-news/cyprus/945997/pente-kataghghelies-enantion-savva-aghghelidi-stin-arkhi-kata-tis-diafthoras-kai-ipotheseis-me-anastoles-poinikwn-diwkseon
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/fre#{%22itemid%22:[%22001-241992%22]}
https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/#{%22tabview%22:[%22document%22],%22itemid%22:[%22001-243885%22]}
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subsequently decided unilaterally to discontinue the prosecution, citing 

inconsistencies in the victim’s statements, her expressions of affection toward 

the alleged perpetrator and post-assault communication that allegedly 

undermined her credibility. The handling of this case by the Attorney General’s 

office attracted criticisms for accountability gaps in unchecked prosecutorial 

discretion.34  

The consultation process for legislative and policy reforms 

Following a decision of the Council of Ministers in 2019, a Consultation Guide was 

issued to facilitate public consultation on draft legislation, providing procedural 

instructions, legal principles, and technical information purporting to ensure that 

stakeholders including civil society organisations and private individuals can participate 

meaningfully in the consultation process. The Guide, updated in 2023, outlines the 

legal basis for public consultation under Cypriot administrative law and international 

standards and sets out the authorities’ obligation to consult where new laws or 

amendments potentially affect fundamental rights, public interest or significant social 

policy matters. The Guide provides that consultations must be premised upon the 

principles of participation, transparency and accountability, effectiveness and 

cohesion, which are to be achieved through impact assessments, expert knowledge 

and the identification and involvement of all stakeholders in the process in order to 

improve transparency and strengthen confidence in both the process and the 

institutions, leading to better quality and minimum negative reaction to the proposed 

legislation. The e-consultation on line platform is open to the public to add comments 

to documents under consideration in Parliament, however affected individuals and 

groups are not necessarily informed about it or have adequate expertise or time to add 

comments on line. The participation of groups or individuals in the deliberations of the 

parliamentary sessions is based on invitation only, extended by the chair of the 

parliamentary committee concerned at their discretion. The Guide applies to all 

government bills to be tabled in Parliament, regulations, policy proposals, strategies 

and programs. A number of legislative proposals fall outside the scope of the 

consultation process: the annual budget, the direct implementation of EU Regulations, 

the Criminal Code, consumption taxes, emergency measures owing to force majeur 

and urgent situations, the functioning of the army, matters relating to national interest 

of the Republic and external relations, regulations relating to the implementation of 

court decisions that leave no room for discretion, corrective measures without 

changes to the substance of the object. The consultation may be open or targeted, 

 
34 Xenofontos, S. (2025), State complicity and the gendered architecture of disbelief: A critical reading of 

N.T. v. Cyprus, Strasbourg Observers, August 22, 2025 

https://strasbourgobservers.com/2025/08/22/state-complicity-and-the-gendered-architecture-of-disbelief-a-critical-reading-of-n-t-v-cyprus/
https://strasbourgobservers.com/2025/08/22/state-complicity-and-the-gendered-architecture-of-disbelief-a-critical-reading-of-n-t-v-cyprus/
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which gets to be decided by the competent authority.35  The Guide is a general 

document offering guidance to governmental authorities on how to conduct public 

dialogue so as to record and analyse views and recommendations in matters of public 

interest and does not specifically refer to the Charter. It does not cover draft laws 

tabled in Parliament by MPs, for which there is no particular consultation process in 

place, except that emails with comments may be sent to Parliament. The Guide does 

not refer to the Charter, although the e-consultation platform may in theory be utilised 

by interested persons to raise compatibility issues of proposed legislation with the 

Charter. The digital platform could potentially develop into a tool for monitoring 

Charter compliance, by introducing a special stage in the process of submitting 

comment, asking users to comment on Charter compliance and provide links with 

resources. The measure however is not designed to serve as a compliance check but 

rather as an opportunity for stakeholders to add their views and actively engage with 

the legislative process. The government authority with competence over the bill under 

discussion does not respond to comments posted on the on-line platform and no 

explanation is given as to why the comments were ignored or endorsed, a practice 

which inevitable discourages stakeholders and NGOs with limited resources from 

engaging with the platform.  

 
35 Cyprus, Ministry of Finance, General Directorate Growth (Υπουργείο Οικονομικών – Γενική Διεύθυνση 

Ανάπτυξης) (2023), Guide for consultation (Οδηγός Διαβούλευσης), December 2023.  

https://e-consultation.gov.cy/support/%CE%BF%CE%B4%CE%B7%CE%B3%CF%8C%CF%82-%CE%B4%CE%B9%CE%B1%CE%B2%CE%BF%CF%8D%CE%BB%CE%B5%CF%85%CF%83%CE%B7%CF%82
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2. Use of the Charter in relation to 
Funding 

2.1. Number of complaints examined under 
the EU Common Provisions Regulation 
in 2025 

There is no database hosting a statistical record of complaints examined under the EU 

Common Provisions Regulation. The Ombuds institution publishes lists with the names 

of projects for which guidance was provided in its mandate as monitoring mechanism 

for the THALIA 2021-202736 program, but no information is provided other than the 

name of the project.37 The following data is extracted from the minutes of the annual 

meetings of the management committee: 

• During 2024 a total of 38 projects were submitted to the Ombuds institution, in 

the context of its mandate as monitoring mechanism for the THALIA 2021-2027 

program; the Ombudsman provided guidance to 33 οf them as well as to an 

Invitation for Scheme of Grants. The Ombudsman’s evaluation of all proposal’s 

submitted was positive and in line with the EU aims and priorities but drew the 

attention of all competent authorities to the need to maintain safeguards at all 

stages of implementation in order to avoid cases of non-compliance. The 

Ombudsman’s office also reported having received two complaints during 

2024, one of which was withdrawn by the complainant, while the other, after a 

thorough investigation, was deemed unfounded. The Organisation of Paraplegic 

Persons of Cyprus OPAK informed the monitoring mechanism that many 

persons including persons with disabilities lack the financial means to 

participate in the scheme for the energy upgrading of homes because 

applicants need to pay by themselves the cost of the energy upgrade in 

advance and apply for reimbursement once the expenditure has been made. 

 
36 For more information about the THALIA 2021-2027 program, see the program website here. 
37 For more information about the general nature of these projects, see the relevant webpage on the 

Ombudsman’s website here. 

https://thalia.com.cy/en/home-en/
https://www.ombudsman.gov.cy/ombudsman/ombudsman.nsf/All/A1FB4314B776BF52C2258ADD003D3B1F?OpenDocument
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The Ministry of Energy, Commerce and Industry responded that it is aware of 

this issue and is looking into potential solutions.38  

• In 2025, 40 project proposals were submitted to the Ombuds institution: the 

Ombuds institution provided guidance in 23 of these proposals, noting that all 

of them were evaluated positively and that they were found to be consistent 

with the EU's objectives and priorities. During 2025, three complaints were 

submitted to the Ombuds institution, which were fully investigated, although 

no information was made available as regards the outcome. The Cyprus 

Paraplegic Organization OPAC flagged the need to create sidewalk 

infrastructure throughout Cyprus, as the lack of it prevents pedestrians and 

people with disabilities from using public transport. OPAC further noted that 

the waste management project "I pay for what I throw" should be adjusted to 

provide for discounts for persons with disabilities and chronic illnesses who 

make increased use of consumables.39 Like the issued raised by OPAK in 2024 

regarding the energy upgrading having to be paid up front before the subsidy is 

received, there is no information as to institutional responses to these issues.  

2.2. Example where the monitoring 
mechanism under the EU Common 
Provision Regulation prevented/ 
addressed possible violations of the 
rights under the Charter in 2025 

There are no such examples for 2025. 

 
38 Cyprus Ministry of Finance, Directorate-General Growth (Υπουργείο Οικονομικών – Γενική Διεύθυνση 

Ανάπτυξης) (2025), ‘Τhird Meeting of the Monitoring Committee of the Cohesion Policy Program 

"THALIA 2021-2027"’ (3η Συνεδρία Επιτροπής παρακολούθησης προγράμματος συνοχής «ΘΑΛΕΙΑ 

2021-2027»), 4 December 2024. 
39 Cyprus Ministry of Finance, Directorate-General Growth (Υπουργείο Οικονομικών – Γενική Διεύθυνση 

Ανάπτυξης) (2025), ‘Fourth Meeting of the Monitoring Committee of the Cohesion Policy Program 

"THALIA 2021-2027"’ (4η Συνεδρία Επιτροπής παρακολούθησης προγράμματος συνοχής «ΘΑΛΕΙΑ 

2021-2027»), 28 November 2025. 

https://thalia.com.cy/%cf%83%cf%85%ce%bd%ce%b5%ce%b4%cf%81%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82-%ce%b3%cf%81%ce%b1%cf%80%cf%84%ce%ad%cf%82-%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%b1%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%ba%ce%b1%cf%83%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82/
https://thalia.com.cy/%cf%83%cf%85%ce%bd%ce%b5%ce%b4%cf%81%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82-%ce%b3%cf%81%ce%b1%cf%80%cf%84%ce%ad%cf%82-%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%b1%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%ba%ce%b1%cf%83%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82/
https://thalia.com.cy/%cf%83%cf%85%ce%bd%ce%b5%ce%b4%cf%81%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82-%ce%b3%cf%81%ce%b1%cf%80%cf%84%ce%ad%cf%82-%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%b1%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%ba%ce%b1%cf%83%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82/
https://thalia.com.cy/%cf%83%cf%85%ce%bd%ce%b5%ce%b4%cf%81%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82-%ce%b3%cf%81%ce%b1%cf%80%cf%84%ce%ad%cf%82-%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%b1%ce%b4%ce%b9%ce%ba%ce%b1%cf%83%ce%af%ce%b5%cf%82/
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2.3. Example of promising practice in the 
implementation of the Horizontal 
Enabling Conditions relating to the 
Charter in 2025 

There are no promising practices as regards the operation of the monitoring 

mechanism. As in previous years, the Ombudsman continues to participate in the 

Monitoring Committee of the THALIA 2021-2027 program as an independent 

observant without the right to vote and provides ex ante guidance to the Management 

Authority and the Intermediary Body, in order to assist with decision making regarding 

compliance with the EU Charter and the CRPD of the projects proposed for funding 

through the THALIA 2021-2027 program.  
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3. Court decisions in 2025 

Table 1 – Decision 11 April 2025, Cyprus Supreme Constitutional Court (Ανώτατο Συνταγματικό Δικαστήριο Κύπρου) 

Deciding body (in 

original language) 

Ανώτατο Συνταγματικό Δικαστήριο Κύπρου 

Deciding body (in 

English) 

Cyprus Supreme Constitutional Court 

Case number (also 

European Case Law 

Identifier ECLI, 

where applicable) 

6/2024 

Parties President of the Republic v. House of Parliament 

https://e-justice.europa.eu/content_european_case_law_identifier_ecli-175-en.do
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Decision date 11 April 2025 

Web link to the 

decision (if 

available) 

https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supremeAdministrative/2025/202504-6-

24Anafora.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A 

 

Which were the 

Charter 

provisions 

referred to in the 

case? 

7 and 8 

Key facts of the 

case also 

situating the 

fundamental 

rights dimension  

In 2014, a law was adopted (hereinafter ‘the law’) purporting to regulate the provision of financial support to vulnerable 

individuals. The law provided that a fund was to be set up to receive donations and that a committee, set up under the law, 

was to manage it. The committee would consist of five members and was to be chaired by the spouse of the President of 

the Republic at the time. The law provided that the fund would receive donations from any lawful source carrying out 

lawful activity. In 2024, it was proposed that, for the sake of transparency and avoidance of corruption, the law be 

amended to cast a duty on the committee to register and publish the names of the donors, both natural and legal persons, 

whose donation exceeds € 5,000 each and to submit to parliament the list of all donations. The Attorney General referring 

to the GDPR and Articles 7 and 8 of the EU Charter argued that the proposed amendment to the law had been unlawful, as 

the right to privacy and data protection could only be restricted if this was necessary in and proportionate to the public 

https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supremeAdministrative/2025/202504-6-24Anafora.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A
https://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supremeAdministrative/2025/202504-6-24Anafora.html&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A
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interest. He claimed that the disclosure of the names of the donors and the amount of money donated to the fund without 

the donor’s permission is not in the public interest and, as such, it infringes the principle of proportionality and Union law.  

The key legal 

question raised by 

the Court 

The counsel for the House of Parliament argued that the proposed amendment to the law was aimed at strengthening 

transparency and accountability and was in line with Articles 7 and 8 of the EU Charter. It was common ground that the 

disclosure of names and amounts donated amounted to an interference with the rights of privacy and data protection. The 

question was whether the significance of the public interest served was proportionate to the seriousness of the 

intervention with these rights. In order for the intervention to be justified, there must be a ‘pressing social need’ in view of 

which the individual right must give way to the greater good in a democratic society. 

Result of the case 

in terms of factual 

outcome, and in 

terms of 

assessment of the 

legal question 

raised 

The explanatory memorandum attached to the proposal for the legislative amendment did not clarify the pressing need 

that had to be met with the proposal and merely referred to transparency and prevention of corruption. It does not refer 

to any facts to justify the legislation or the pressing social need to justify the interference with the right to private life. 

Legal persons may benefit from the protection offered by Articles 7 and 8 where the name of such legal person can lead to 

the identification of natural persons. The Court concluded that the proposed provisions are contrary to the privacy 

provision of the Constitution and Articles 7 and 8 of the EU Charter. The proposed amendments to the law were struck 

down, as a result of which the First Lady would not disclose the names or amounts of the individuals or companies 

contributing donations into the fund. 

Give full text of 

all the paragraphs 

where the Court 

uses the Charter 

Με την παρούσα Αναφορά επιζητείται η Γνωμάτευση του Ανωτάτου Συνταγματικού Δικαστηρίου, κατά πόσο ο Νόμος με 

συνοπτικό τίτλο «Ο περί Ανεξάρτητου Φορέα Κοινωνικής Στήριξης (Τροποποιητικός) Νόμος του 2024» και, πιο 

συγκεκριμένα, οι σκοπούμενες προσθήκες νέου εδαφίου (7) στο ΄Αρθρο 7, νέου εδαφίου (5) στο ΄Αρθρο 9 και νέου 

΄Αρθρου 10Α στον βασικό Νόμο, είναι αντίθετες και/ή ασύμφωνες με τα ΄Αρθρα 7 και 8 του Χάρτη Θεμελιωδών 
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in original 

language 

Δικαιωμάτων της Ε.Ε., με τον ενωσιακό Κανονισμό (ΕΕ) αριθ. 2016/679 και τα ΄Αρθρα 1Α, 15, 61, 179 του Συντάγματος της 

Δημοκρατίας και την Αρχή της Διάκρισης των Εξουσιών από την οποία διαπνέεται το Σύνταγμα. 

Ο Γενικός Εισαγγελέας, αναγνωρίζοντας ότι το Σύνταγμα της Κυπριακής Δημοκρατίας δεν περιέχει ξεχωριστό άρθρο που 

προστατεύει τα προσωπικά δεδομένα των φυσικών προσώπων, επικαλούμενος το ΄Αρθρο 15 του Συντάγματος και  την 

υπεροχή του ενωσιακού δικαίου - κατ΄ ακολουθίαν του ΄Αρθρου 1Α του Συντάγματος - παρέπεμψε στον Κανονισμό (ΕΕ) 

αριθ. 2016/679, του Ευρωπαϊκού Κοινοβουλίου και του Συμβουλίου, της 27ης Απριλίου 2016, ο οποίος καλύπτει την 

προστασία των φυσικών προσώπων έναντι της επεξεργασίας των δεδομένων προσωπικού χαρακτήρα. Επιπρόσθετα, 

αναφέρθηκε στα ΄Αρθρα 7 και 8 του Χάρτη Θεμελιωδών Δικαιωμάτων της Ευρωπαϊκής ΄Ενωσης, μέσω των οποίων 

κατοχυρώνονται τα θεμελιώδη δικαιώματα του σεβασμού της ιδιωτικής ζωής και της προστασίας των δεδομένων 

προσωπικού χαρακτήρα. 

Η αντίθετη προσέγγιση του συνήγορου της πλευράς της Καθ΄ ης η αίτηση, εδράζεται στην αναφορά της Αιτιολογικής 

΄Εκθεσης που συνόδευε την πρόταση νόμου, σύμφωνα με την οποία «Οι προτεινόμενες ρυθμίσεις αποσκοπούν στην 

ενίσχυση της διαφάνειας και της λογοδοσίας σε σχέση με τους πόρους του Ειδικού Ταμείου του Ανεξάρτητου Φορέα 

Κοινωνικής Στήριξης.». Με αυτό ως δεδομένο, προωθείται η θέση ότι με τον υπό Αναφορά Νόμο δημιουργείται ένα 

πρόσθετο εχέγγυο για περαιτέρω διασφάλιση και ενίσχυση της αναγκαίας εμπιστοσύνης του κοινωνικού συνόλου προς 

τους θεσμούς. Τίθεται, κατά προέκταση, ότι η ανάγκη πλήρους διαφάνειας, λογοδοσίας και λήψης μέτρων προς 

καταπολέμηση της διαφθοράς στη δημόσια ζωή - βασικός πυλώνας λειτουργίας και στήριξης κάθε σύγχρονου Κράτους 

Δικαίου και Δημοκρατικού Πολιτεύματος - συνάδει με τα ΄Αρθρα 7 και 8 του Χάρτη των Θεμελιωδών Δικαιωμάτων, είναι 

συμβατή με την επεξεργασία δεδομένων προσωπικού χαρακτήρα και  δικαιολογεί επέμβαση στο δικαίωμα ιδιωτικής και 

οικογενειακής ζωής του ΄Αρθρου 15 του Συντάγματος. 
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Αποτέλεσε κοινό έδαφος κατά την ακρόαση μεταξύ των δύο μερών, ότι οι δωρεές από φυσικά πρόσωπα στο Φορέα 

εμπίπτουν στα πλαίσια των δεδομένων προσωπικού χαρακτήρα. Δεδομένα που τυγχάνουν προστασίας στη βάση και του 

΄Αρθρου 8 του Χάρτη Θεμελιωδών Δικαιωμάτων της Ευρωπαϊκής Ένωσης. Κατ΄ ακολουθίαν δε της παραγράφου 2 του υπό 

αναφορά άρθρου, η επεξεργασία τους, εν προκειμένω η καταχώριση και δημοσιοποίησή τους, πρέπει να γίνεται νομίμως 

και για θεμιτούς λόγους, προβλεπόμενους εκ του Νόμου. Είναι επίσης κοινή θέση ότι τα δεδομένα προσωπικού 

χαρακτήρα εμπίπτουν στη σφαίρα του θεμελιώδους δικαιώματος της ιδιωτικής ζωής, όπως αυτό διασφαλίζεται τόσο από 

το ΄Αρθρο 7 του Χάρτη, όσον και από το ΄Αρθρο 15 του Συντάγματος της Κυπριακής Δημοκρατίας. 

Υπό τις πιο πάνω συνθήκες, η καταχώριση σε μητρώο και η δημοσιοποίηση των προσωπικών στοιχείων των φυσικών 

προσώπων που καταβάλλουν εισφορές, αποτελούν επέμβαση στο δικαίωμά τους για προστασία των δεδομένων 

προσωπικού χαρακτήρα που τους αφορούν και στο δικαίωμά τους για σεβασμό της ιδιωτικής τους ζωής, τα οποία 

διασφαλίζονται, αντιστοίχως, από τα προαναφερθέντα ΄Αρθρα 7 και 8 του Χάρτη και το ΄Αρθρο 15 του Συντάγματος (C-

92/09 και C-93/09, Volker und Markus Schecke GBR και Hartmut Eifert και Land Hessen, ημερομηνίας 9.11.2010). 

Κατ΄ ακολουθίαν των βασικών αρχών που διέπουν την επεξεργασία δεδομένων προσωπικού χαρακτήρα, ΄Αρθρα 5, 6 του 

Κανονισμού 2016/679 και ΄Αρθρο 8 του Χάρτη, τα εν λόγω δεδομένα υποβάλλονται σε σύννομη και στον αναγκαίο και 

μόνο βαθμό επεξεργασία, προς εξυπηρέτηση του δημοσίου συμφέροντος και κατ΄ αναλογίαν προς τον επιδιωκόμενο 

νόμιμο σκοπό. 

Επιπρόσθετα, η τήρηση της αρχής της αναλογικότητας επιτάσσει, σε σχέση με την προστασία του θεμελιώδους 

δικαιώματος του σεβασμού της ιδιωτικής ζωής και κατά πάγια νομολογία του ΔΕΕ, όπως οι παρεκκλίσεις και περιορισμοί 

στην προστασία των δεδομένων προσωπικού χαρακτήρα  μην υπερβαίνουν τα όρια του απολύτως αναγκαίου. Η επιδίωξη 

σκοπού γενικού συμφέροντος θα πρέπει να λαμβάνει υπόψη, να τελεί σε ισόρροπη στάθμιση και να συμβιβάζεται με τα 

θεμελιώδη δικαιώματα που αφορά. Κατά την αιτιολόγηση περιορισμού των δικαιωμάτων που κατοχυρώνονται στα 
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΄Αρθρα 7 και 8 του Χάρτη,  θα πρέπει να λαμβάνεται υπόψη η σοβαρότητα της επεμβάσεως που συνεπάγεται ο 

περιορισμός αυτός και να ελέγχεται αν η σημασία του σκοπού γενικού συμφέροντος που επιδιώκεται με τον εν λόγω 

περιορισμό τελεί σε συνάρτηση με τη σοβαρότητα αυτή (Ligue des droits humains, C-817/19, ημερ. 21.6.2022, σκέψεις 

115, 116, Sovim SA κατά Luxembourg Business Registers, C-601/20, ημερ. 22.11.2022). 

Επίκληση από νομικά πρόσωπα της προστασίας των ΄Αρθρων 7 και 8 του Χάρτη, είναι δυνατή και μπορεί να λάβει χώραν - 

προς όφελος και προστασία φυσικού προσώπου, όπως προκύπτει από την Volker (ανωτέρω) - στις περιπτώσεις και στο 

βαθμό όπου η επωνυμία του νομικού προσώπου προσδιορίζει ένα ή περισσότερα φυσικά πρόσωπα. ΄Οπου, δηλαδή, εν 

ολίγοις, μέσω της δημοσιοποίησης της εταιρικής επωνυμίας μπορεί να εξακριβωθεί η ταυτότητα φυσικού προσώπου.   

 Γνωματεύουμε ότι οι υπό Αναφορά Νομοθετικές Διατάξεις αντίκεινται προς τις διατάξεις των ΄Αρθρων 1Α, 15 και, κατά 

προέκταση, του ΄Αρθρου 179 Συντάγματος, καθώς επίσης και προς τα ΄Αρθρα 7 και 8 του Χάρτη Θεμελιωδών 

Δικαιωμάτων της ΕΕ  και  τον Ενωσιακό Κανονισμό (ΕΕ) αριθ. 2016/679. Για τους λόγους αυτούς ο υπό Αναφορά Νόμος 

κρίνεται, καθ΄ ολοκληρίαν, ως αντισυνταγματικός. 

Give full English 

translation of all 

the paragraphs 

where the Court 

uses the Charter 

This Reference seeks the Opinion of the Supreme Constitutional Court on whether the Law titled "The Independent Social 

Support Agency (Amendment) Law of 2024" and, more specifically, the proposed additions of a new paragraph (7) to 

Article 7, a new paragraph (5) to Article 9, and a new Article 10A to the basic Law, are contrary to and/or inconsistent with 

Articles 7 and 8 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU, EU Regulation (EU) No. 2016/679 and Articles 1A, 15, 61, 

and 179 of the Constitution of the Republic and the principle of separation of powers that underpins the Constitution. 

The Attorney General, acknowledging that the Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus does not contain a separate article 

protecting the personal data of natural persons, invoking Article 15 of the Constitution and the primacy of EU law - in 

accordance with Article 1A of the Constitution - referred to Regulation (EU) No 2016/679 of the European Parliament and 
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of the Council of 27 April 2016, which covers the protection of natural persons with regard to the processing of personal 

data. In addition, he referred to Articles 7 and 8 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, which 

enshrine the fundamental rights to respect for private life and the protection of personal data. 

The opposing approach of the respondent’s counsel is based on the explanatory memorandum accompanying the bill, 

according to which "The proposed regulations aim to enhance transparency and accountability in relation to the resources 

of the Special Fund of the Independent Social Support Agency. Given this, it is argued that the law in question creates an 

additional safeguard to further ensure and strengthen the necessary trust of society in institutions. It is further argued that 

the need for full transparency, accountability, and measures to combat corruption in public life—a fundamental pillar of 

the functioning and support of any modern state governed by the rule of law and democratic principles is consistent with 

Articles 7 and 8 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights, is compatible with the processing of personal data, and justifies 

interference with the right to private and family life under Article 15 of the Constitution. 

It was common ground during the hearing between the two parties that donations from natural persons to the Agency fall 

within the scope of processing of personal data. Such data are protected under Article 8 of the Charter of Fundamental 

Rights of the European Union. Pursuant to paragraph 2 of the aforementioned article, their processing, in this case their 

registration and publication, must be carried out lawfully and for legitimate reasons provided for by law. It is also common 

ground that personal data fall within the scope of the fundamental right to privacy, as guaranteed by both Article 7 of the 

Charter and Article 15 of the Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus. 

Under the above circumstances, the registration and publication of the personal details of natural persons who pay 

contributions constitutes an interference with their right to the protection of personal data concerning them and their 

right to respect for their private life, which are guaranteed, respectively, by the aforementioned Articles 7 and 8 of the 
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Charter and Article 15 of the Constitution (C-92/09 and C-93/09, Volker und Markus Schecke GBR and Hartmut Eifert and 

Land Hessen, dated 9.11.2010). 

In accordance with the basic principles governing the processing of personal data, Articles 5 and 6 of Regulation 2016/679 

and Article 8 of the Charter, such data shall be processed lawfully and only to the extent necessary to serve the public 

interest and in proportion to the legitimate purpose pursued. 

In addition, compliance with the principle of proportionality requires, in relation to the protection of the fundamental right 

to privacy and in accordance with the established case law of the CJEU, that derogations and restrictions on the protection 

of personal data do not exceed the limits of what is strictly necessary. The pursuit of a general interest objective must take 

into account, balance, and reconcile the fundamental rights concerned. When justifying a restriction of the rights 

enshrined in Articles 7 and 8 of the Charter, the seriousness of the interference involved in that restriction must be taken 

into account and it must be verified whether the importance of the general interest objective pursued by that restriction is 

proportionate to that seriousness (Ligue des droits humains, C-817/19, dated 21.6.2022, paragraphs 115, 116, Sovim SA v 

Luxembourg Business Registers, C-601/20, dated 22.11.2022). 

Legal entities may invoke the protection of Articles 7 and 8 of the Charter, and this may take place for the benefit and 

protection of a natural person, as follows from Volker (above) – in cases and to the extent that the name of the legal entity 

identifies one or more natural persons. In other words, where the identity of a natural person can be ascertained through 

the disclosure of the company name.   

We are of the opinion that the Legislative Provisions referred to are contrary to the provisions of Articles 1A, 15 and, by 

extension, Article 179 of the Constitution, as well as Articles 7 and 8 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU and EU 

Regulation (EU) No. 2016/679. For these reasons, the Law in question is deemed, in its entirety, to be unconstitutional. 
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Did the Court use 

the Charter to 

(tick one or more 

boxes AND 

provide 

explanation): 

☐give direct access to an 

individual right 

 

☒check legality of national law 

 

The Court used Articles 7 and 8 of the Charter to invalidate a legislative proposal that 

sought to make it obligatory for the President’s spouse to disclose the identity of persons 

paying money into the charitable fund managed by the President’s spouse, as well as the 

amount of money paid into that fund. Once the legislative amendment was rendered 

non-compliant with the Constitution and the Eu Charter, it was struck down, leaving the 

law as it was, without clarity on the contributions made into it. 

☐interpret national law  

☐check legality of EU law  

☐interpret EU law  

Was the Charter 

already referred 

to by the parties 

(including third 

parties where 

applicable) or was 

☒Charter was already referred to by the parties. 

☐Charter reference was introduced by the Court. 
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it the Court that 

used the Charter 

ex officio? Tick 

one box only. 

Was the Charter 

referred to 

together with 

constitutional, 

European, or 

international 

sources? Tick one 

or more boxes as 

appropriate.  

 

☒Rights and principles as 

contained in the national 

constitution 

The Opinion referred to the following Articles of the national constitution: 

1Α: No provision of the Constitution shall be deemed to invalidate laws transposing 

Union law or prevent EU Regulations, Directives or other acts or binding measures of a 

legislative nature adopted by the European Union from having legal effect in the 

Republic. 

15: Everyone has the right to privacy and no interference is permitted in the exercise 

of this right, except as necessary only in the interests of the security of the Republic or 

the constitutional order or public safety or public order or public health or public 

morals or the protection of the rights and freedoms guaranteed by the Constitution, or 

in the interests of transparency in public life, or for the purpose of taking measures 

against corruption in public life. 

61: Legislative power is exercised by the House of Parliament. 

179: Subject to the Article 1A, the Constitution is the supreme law of the Republic. 
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☐(Unwritten) general principles of 

EU law 

 

☒The European Convention on 

Human Rights 

 

The ECHR was not cited, but the following cases decided by the ECtHR were referred 

to: 

Szulc v. Poland, Appl. No. 43932/08, 13.11.2012 (Article 8 of the ECHR) 

Leander v. Sweden, Appl. No. 9248/81, 26.3.1987 (Articles 8, 10, 13 of the ECHR) 

Amann v. Switzerland, Appl. No. 27798/95, 16.2.2000 (Articles 8 and 13 of the ECHR) 

☐Other Council of Europe 

conventions? 

 

 

☐International law (UN 

conventions, etc.)? 

 

☐European Court of Justice 

decisions? 

C-92/09 and C-93/09 

C-817/19 

C-601/20 
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☐No, the Charter was used alone.  

The relevance of 

the decision and 

the Charter: 

overall 

assessment 

providing a 

condensed legal 

analysis of the 

case 

 

 

The conclusion of the Court regarding the seriousness and validity of the pressing need and public interest served by the 

transparency and accountability relied on a narrow interpretation of concepts which are not legal per se, like 

‘transparency’ but are recognised widely as cornerstones of the rule of law and democracy. The reason behind the 

proposal for the legislative reform was to provide clarity to the actions of the government, whose practices received 

criticism for public appointments of persons who had supported the President during his electoral campaign. Cyprus’ 

recent history of running a ‘golden passport’ scheme and the granting of passports to persons who had made generous 

donations to the ruling party, amongst others, should in itself serve as sufficient reason to interpret the need for 

transparency as a fundamental need to restore the public’s trust in governance and politics. The decision has highlighted 

once again the lack of accountability and independence inherent in the institutional dual role of the Attorney General. Ιt is 

noted that political parties are under a duty to declare the donations they receive and to submit accounts to the 

Companies Registrar as well as undergo further audit from the Auditor General of the Republic, who may request any data 

from the political parties and publishes its findings in the Official Gazette. The relevant legislative provision states that the 

financial management of political parties must be regulated by the principles of transparency and accountability.40 No issue 

of the need to protect personal data of donors was ever raised in relation to political parties.  

 
40 Cyprus, The law on political parties of 2012 (Ο Περί Πολιτικών Κομμάτων Νόμος του 2012), Articles 5, 6, 6A. 

https://www.cylaw.org/nomoi/enop/ind/2012_1_175/section-sc2203c0c1-3883-0dba-cda8-84c174486aae.html
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a) the relevance of the Charter for the concrete case can be considered as: 

☐Low  

☐Medium 

☒High 

The Court relied extensively on the EU Charter’s data protection provisions and related jurisprudence, since the privacy 

provision in the national Constitution is too general and does not offer itself for judicial interpretations that are relevant to 

contemporary situations. 

b) the contribution of the decision described to the overall role of the Charter in the national legal system can be 

considered as: 

 

☐Low  

☒Medium 

☐High 

It is hard to predict whether or not the issue of data protection will be raised in any other context to deny transparency in 

the practices of politically exposed persons.  
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Table 2 – Decision 30 July 2025, Cyprus Supreme Court – Primary Jurisdiction (Ανώτατο Δικαστήριο Κύπρου, 

Πρωτοβάθμια Δικαιοδοσία) 

Deciding body (in 

original language) 

Ανώτατο Δικαστήριο Κύπρου, Πρωτοβάθμια Δικαιοδοσία 

Deciding body (in 

English) 

Cyprus Supreme Court – Primary jurisdiction 

Case number (also 

European Case Law 

Identifier ECLI, 

where applicable) 

Civil Application No. 78/2025 

Parties Re. the Application of K.I. for the issue of certiorari order and Re, the ex parte order dated 31/1/2025 issued by the District 

Court of Nicosia in the context of Application No. 30/2025 for access to telephone data under the law on the retention of 

telephone data for the purpose of investigating serious criminal offences of 2007 (N. 183(I)/2007) 

Decision date 30 July 2025 

 

https://e-justice.europa.eu/content_european_case_law_identifier_ecli-175-en.do
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Web link to the 

decision (if 

available) 

www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supreme/2025/202507-78-

25PolAit.html&qstring=%F0%EF%EB%E9%F4%E9%EA%2A%20and%20%E1%E9%F4%E7%F3%2A%20and%20%E1%F1.%20an

d%2078%20w%2F1%202025 

Which were the 

Charter 

provisions 

referred to in the 

case? 

7, 8, 11 and 52(1) 

Key facts of the 

case also 

situating the 

fundamental 

rights dimension  

The first-instance court granted a request by the police to access the applicant’s telephone data under the national 

retention law, ordering the service provider to hand over to the police the data of an IP user on specific dates and times 

mentioned in the order, for the purpose of investigating offences relating to child pornography. The applicant challenged 

the first-instance court decision on the ground that the testimony presented by the police had been obtained unlawfully, 

that the prerequisites for issuing the access order were not met and that the IP address of a user was protected personal 

data which could not have been lawfully retained in a mass database. The police argued that the U.S. Government had 

provided them with free access to the program Internet Crimes against Children Child Online Protection System 

(ICACCOPS) which can monitor all databases known to contain child pornography content, shared or transferred through a 

Peer2Peer network. The police argued that it does not have or use the said program but only has access to its internet 

database where the users’ data are stored when they exchange or make available child pornography content. According to 

the police, the only data that the police are able to extract from this database are the IP address, the date and the time of 

making available or exchanging content. 

http://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supreme/2025/202507-78-25PolAit.html&qstring=%F0%EF%EB%E9%F4%E9%EA%2A%20and%20%E1%E9%F4%E7%F3%2A%20and%20%E1%F1.%20and%2078%20w%2F1%202025
http://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supreme/2025/202507-78-25PolAit.html&qstring=%F0%EF%EB%E9%F4%E9%EA%2A%20and%20%E1%E9%F4%E7%F3%2A%20and%20%E1%F1.%20and%2078%20w%2F1%202025
http://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=supreme/2025/202507-78-25PolAit.html&qstring=%F0%EF%EB%E9%F4%E9%EA%2A%20and%20%E1%E9%F4%E7%F3%2A%20and%20%E1%F1.%20and%2078%20w%2F1%202025
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The key legal 

question raised 

by the Court 

Whether the retention by the internet service provider of the data sought by the police infringed well-established national 

case law, according to mass data retention is indiscriminate and unlawful. 

Whether the interference with the rights protected by Articles 7, 8 and 11 of the EU Charter is proportionate when 

contrasted with the purpose of combating crime and the risk of systemic impunity for crimes as a result of prohibiting 

access to such data. 

Result of the case 

in terms of 

factual outcome, 

and in terms of 

assessment of the 

legal question 

raised 

The Constitutional Court confirmed the findings of the first-instance court which had allowed the police to access to the 

applicant’s data. The Court rejected the argument that the IP address forms part of personal data or that the user may be 

identified on the basis of the IP address alone; the identification of the user is only possible after a court order sanctioning 

the processing of the data is secured. The IP address is a unique number attributed to a computer or a telephone upon 

connecting to the internet, for the purpose of identification. The Court confirmed, on the basis of U.S. case law, the 

submission of the police that the only information that could be extracted from the ICACCOPS was that date, the time, an 

IP address and an infohash (an infohash is a unique cryptographic identifier used in BitTorrents to identify contents). The 

said database can only monitor content relating to child pornography; no other data can be in it, rendering the applicant’s 

argument about mass retention invalid. The Court cited the CJEU’s case law confirming that the GDPR seen through the 

lenses of Articles 7, 8, 11 and 52(1) of the EU Charter, permits measures for combating crime such as the general and 

indiscriminate retention of IP addresses which are attributed to the connection source for a specific period of time limited 

to what is absolutely necessary provided such measures meet the preconditions and provide effective guarantees against 

the risk of abuse.  

The ruling in Hadjioannou, cited by the applicant as the legal basis for invalidating access to data that was massively and 

indiscriminately retained, referred to different type of data than the subject matter of this case. According to both the 

national case law and the CJEU ruling in Brayer,IP addresses are not personal data and can lead to the individual concerned 
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only if the internet service provider reveals the identity of the user of the IP address for the period under review, which 

cannot be done without a court order; the IP address becomes personal data when the party storing it has lawful means at 

its disposal to locate the identity of the person due to additional information at the disposal of the provider. Before the 

CJEU ruling in Brayer, IP addresses were considered personal data in the hands of the service provider. The CJEU ruling in 

La Quadrature Du Net established that the general and indiscriminate retention of IP does not constitute serious 

intervention with rights, provided national law distinguishes between the different categories of personal data and 

prevents the extraction of data on private life, permitting access for the purpose of combating crime. 

Give full text of 

all the paragraphs 

where the Court 

uses the Charter 

in original 

language 

Στην απόφαση στην Πολιτική Αίτηση με αρ. 61/2025 με την οποία παρεχωρήθη άδεια στον Αιτητή για να καταχωρίσει 

Αίτηση δια Κλήσεως προς το σκοπό έκδοσης Προνομιακού Εντάλματος Certiorari σε σχέση με το Διάταγμα για πρόσβαση 

σε τηλεπικοινωνιακά δεδομένα που εξεδόθη στις  31/1/2025 από το Κατώτερο Δικαστήριο, έγινε αναφορά  στην 

πρόσφατη νομολογία του ΔΕΕ αναφορικά με τις διευθύνσεις IP. Όπως επισημάνθηκε, η εν λόγω νομολογία αναδεικνύει 

ότι το Άρθρο 15.1 της Οδηγίας 2002/58/ΕΚ του Ευρωπαϊκού Κοινοβουλίου και του Συμβουλίου, της 12ης Ιουλίου 2002, 

σχετικά με την επεξεργασία των δεδομένων προσωπικού χαρακτήρα και την προστασία της ιδιωτικής ζωής στον τομέα 

των ηλεκτρονικών επικοινωνιών (οδηγία για την προστασία ιδιωτικής ζωής στις ηλεκτρονικές επικοινωνίες), 

ερμηνευόμενο υπό το πρίσμα των Άρθρων 7, 8, 11 και 52(1) του Χάρτη των Θεμελιωδών Δικαιωμάτων της Ευρωπαϊκής 

Ένωσης, επιτρέπει στον εθνικό νομοθέτη να θεσπίζει μέτρα για την καταπολέμηση της σοβαρής εγκληματικότητας, όπως 

η γενική και αδιάκριτη διατήρηση διευθύνσεων IP οι οποίες αποδίδονται στην πηγή της σύνδεσης για χρονικό διάστημα 

περιοριζόμενο στο απολύτως αναγκαίο, εφόσον τα μέτρα αυτά διασφαλίζουν με σαφείς και ακριβείς κανόνες ότι η 

διατήρηση των δεδομένων εξαρτάται από την τήρηση των σχετικών προς τούτο ουσιωδών και τυπικών προϋποθέσεων 

και ότι τα πρόσωπα τα οποία αφορούν τα εν λόγω δεδομένα διαθέτουν αποτελεσματικές εγγυήσεις έναντι των όποιων 

κινδύνων κατάχρησης. Διευκρινίστηκε περαιτέρω ότι στην απόφαση της πλειοψηφίας της Ολομέλειας Αναφορικά με την 

Αίτηση του Χατζηϊωάννου, Πολιτικές Αιτήσεις Αρ. 97/2018 κ.ά., ημερ. 27/10/2021, δεν εξετάστηκε ευθέως η συμβατότητα 
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των διατάξεων των Άρθρων 3 και 6-10 του Ν. 183(Ι)/2007 τα οποία προνοούν για την υποχρέωση των παρόχων 

υπηρεσιών να διατηρούν τα «δεδομένα», όπως ο όρος αυτός ερμηνεύεται στο Άρθρο 2 του Νόμου και σημαίνει τα 

δεδομένα κίνησης και θέσης και τα συναφή δεδομένα που είναι αναγκαία για την αναγνώριση του συνδρομητή ή/και του 

χρήστη και που προσδιορίζονται στα Άρθρα 6-11 του Νόμου, με την ενωσιακή νομοθεσία και νομολογία αναφορικά με τις 

διευθύνσεις IP, δεδομένου ότι τα διατάγματα που αφορούσε η Χατζηϊωάννου συνδέονταν με τη διατήρηση διαφορετικής 

μορφής και υφής τηλεπικοινωνιακών δεδομένων από ό,τι η υπό συζήτηση περίπτωση.  Λέχθηκε, επίσης, ότι, ως 

προκύπτει από το Ν. 183(Ι)/2007, ο εθνικός νομοθέτης επιβάλλει στους παρόχους υπηρεσιών με στόχευση την 

καταπολέμηση της σοβαρής εγκληματικότητας, όπως η παιδική πορνογραφία, γενική και άνευ διάκρισης διατήρηση των 

διευθύνσεων IP για την ελάχιστη χρονική περίοδο των έξι μηνών - που οριοθετεί ανάμεσα σε άλλα και η Οδηγία 

2002/58/ΕΚ - με σαφείς και ακριβείς κανόνες που κατοχυρώνουν ότι η διατήρηση των δεδομένων εξαρτάται από την 

τήρηση των προβλεπόμενων νομοθετικών προϋποθέσεων και πως κατά βάσιν τα δεδομένα προστατεύονται καλώς έναντι 

πιθανών κινδύνων κατάχρησης. 

Στο σημείο αυτό κρίνεται σκόπιμη η εκ νέου παραπομπή στην υπόθεση C - 470/2021 La Quadrature Du Net, ημερ. 

30/4/2024, η οποία αφορούσε το κατά πόσο πρόσβαση από δημόσια αρχή στην ταυτότητα προσώπου που συνδέεται με 

διεύθυνση IP, η οποία διατηρείται από παρόχους ηλεκτρονικών επικοινωνιών για το σκοπό καταπολέμησης αδικημάτων 

τα οποία διαπράττονται διαδικτυακά, μπορεί να δικαιολογηθεί από το Άρθρο 15(1) της Οδηγίας 2002/58/ΕΚ.  Όπως είχε 

αναφερθεί στην Πολιτική Αίτηση με αρ. 61/2025, ημερ. 9/4/2024 με την οποία παραχωρήθηκε άδεια, ως ήδη πιο πάνω 

έχει σημειωθεί, το ΔΕΕ αποφάνθηκε ότι η γενική και αδιακρίτως διατήρηση διευθύνσεων IP δεν συνιστά απαραίτητα 

σοβαρή επέμβαση στα θεμελιώδη δικαιώματα, υπό την προϋπόθεση ότι η εθνική νομοθεσία διασφαλίζει τον αυστηρό 

διαχωρισμό των διαφόρων κατηγοριών δεδομένων προσωπικού χαρακτήρα, αποτρέποντας την εξαγωγή ακριβών 

συμπερασμάτων για την ιδιωτική ζωή του ατόμου. Όπως, συναφώς, λέχθηκε, η πρόσβαση στις διευθύνσεις IP που 

διατηρούνται για το σκοπό της καταπολέμησης των ποινικών αδικημάτων εν γένει, μπορεί να δικαιολογείται υπό το 

πρίσμα του Άρθρου 15(1) της Οδηγίας 2002/58/ΕΚ, όταν η εν λόγω πρόσβαση επιτρέπεται αποκλειστικά και μόνο για το 
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σκοπό της ταυτοποίησης του προσώπου για το οποίο υπάρχουν υπόνοιες ότι εμπλέκεται σε τέτοια αδικήματα. Όπως, 

μεταξύ άλλων, τέθηκε, «το να μην επιτραπεί τέτοια πρόσβαση θα συνεπαγόταν πραγματικό κίνδυνο συστημικής 

ατιμωρησίας όχι μόνον ποινικών αδικημάτων που προσβάλλουν τα δικαιώματα πνευματικής ιδιοκτησίας ή συγγενικά 

δικαιώματα, αλλά και άλλων ειδών ποινικών αδικημάτων που διαπράττονται μέσω του διαδικτύου ή των οποίων η 

τέλεση ή η προετοιμασία διευκολύνεται από τα ιδιαίτερα χαρακτηριστικά του διαδικτύου. Η ύπαρξη τέτοιου κινδύνου 

συνιστά, όμως, κρίσιμη περίσταση προκειμένου να εκτιμηθεί, στο πλαίσιο στάθμισης των διαφόρων εμπλεκόμενων 

δικαιωμάτων και συμφερόντων, εάν επέμβαση στα δικαιώματα που κατοχυρώνονται στα άρθρα 7, 8 και 11 του Χάρτη 

είναι αναλογικό μέτρο σε σχέση με τον σκοπό της καταπολέμησης των ποινικών αδικημάτων». 

Give full English 

translation of all 

the paragraphs 

where the Court 

uses the Charter 

In the decision on civil application No. 61/2025, which granted the applicant permission to file an application by way of call 

for the purpose of issuing a privileged writ of certiorari in relation to the order for access to telecommunications data 

issued on 31/1/ 2025 by the Trial Court, reference was made to the recent case law of the CJEU regarding IP addresses. As 

pointed out, this case law highlights that Article 15.1 of Directive 2002/58/EC of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 12 July 2002 concerning the processing of personal data and the protection of privacy in the electronic 

communications sector (Directive on privacy and electronic communications), interpreted in the light of Articles 7, 8, 11, 

and 52(1) of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, allows the national legislature to adopt measures 

to combat serious crime, such as the general and indiscriminate retention of IP addresses assigned to the source of the 

connection for a period limited to what is strictly necessary, provided that such measures ensure, by means of clear and 

precise rules, that the retention of data is subject to compliance with relevant substantive and procedural conditions and 

that the persons concerned by such data have effective safeguards against any risks of abuse. It was further clarified that in 

the majority decision of the Plenary Session Regarding the Application of Hadjioannou, Civil Applications No. 97/2018 et 

al., dated 27/10/2021, the compatibility of the provisions of Articles 3 and 6-10 of Law 183(I)/2007, which provide for the 

obligation of service providers to retain "data," as this term is interpreted in Article 2 of the Law and means traffic and 
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location data and related data necessary for the identification of the subscriber and/or user and specified in Articles 6-11 

of the Law, with EU legislation and case law on IP addresses, given that the orders referred to by Hadjioannou concerned 

the retention of a different form and nature of telecommunications data than the case in question.  It was also stated that, 

as is apparent from Law 183(I)/2007, the national legislature imposes on service providers, with the aim of combating 

serious crime such as child pornography, general and indiscriminate retention of IP addresses for a minimum period of six 

months - as stipulated, inter alia, by Directive 2002/58/EC — with clear and precise rules ensuring that data retention is 

subject to compliance with the legislative conditions laid down and that, in principle, the data are well protected against 

possible risks of abuse. 

At this point, it is appropriate to refer again to Case C-470/2021 La Quadrature Du Net, dated 30/4/2024, which concerned 

whether access by a public authority to the identity of a person linked to an IP address, which is retained by electronic 

communications providers for the purpose of combating crimes committed online, can be justified by Article 15(1) of 

Directive 2002/58/EC. As mentioned in Civil Application No. 61/2025, dated 9/4/2024, which granted a license, as already 

noted above, the CJEU ruled that the general and indiscriminate retention of IP addresses does not necessarily constitute a 

serious interference with fundamental rights, provided that national legislation ensures a strict separation of the different 

categories of personal data, preventing the drawing of precise conclusions about an individual's private life. As has been 

said in this regard, access to IP addresses stored for the purpose of combating criminal offenses in general may be justified 

in the light of Article 15 (1) of Directive 2002/58/EC, where such access is permitted solely for the purpose of identifying 

the person suspected of being involved in such offences. As stated, among other things, "not allowing such access would 

entail a real risk of systemic impunity not only for criminal offenses that infringe copyright or related rights, but also other 

types of criminal offenses committed via the internet or whose commission or preparation is facilitated by the particular 

characteristics of the internet. The existence of such a risk is, however, a critical factor in assessing, in the context of 
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balancing the various rights and interests involved, whether interference with the rights enshrined in Articles 7, 8, and 11 

of the Charter is a proportionate measure in relation to the objective of combating criminal offenses. 

Did the Court use 

the Charter to 

(tick one or more 

boxes AND 

provide 

explanation): 

☒give direct access to an 

individual right 

 

Τhe applicant sought, albeit unsuccessfully, to use the Charter in order to annul a lower 

Court order granting the police access to his data for the purpose of investigating child 

pornography charges against him. 

☐check legality of national law 

 

 

 

☒interpret national law 

 

The Court used national as well as CJEU legal precedents interpreting the Charter, in 

order to clarify that the massive and indiscriminate retention of IP addresses does not 

violate the Charter and that the interference with the right to data protection was 

justified and proportionate. 

☐check legality of EU law  

☐interpret EU law 

 

 

Was the Charter 

already referred 

☐Charter was already referred to by the parties. 
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to by the parties 

(including third 

parties where 

applicable) or was 

it the Court that 

used the Charter 

ex officio? Tick 

one box only. 

☒Charter reference was introduced by the Court. 

Was the Charter 

referred to 

together with 

constitutional, 

European, or 

international 

sources? Tick one 

or more boxes as 

appropriate.  

 

☒Rights and principles as 

contained in the national 

constitution 

17(2)(c): Everyone has the right to confidentiality, except following a court order 

issued in accordance with the provisions of a law,  for the investigation or prosecution 

of a serious criminal offense for which, if convicted, a prison sentence of five years or 

more, and the intervention concerns access to electronic communications traffic and 

location data and related data necessary for the identification of the subscriber or 

user. 

☒(Unwritten) general principles of 

EU law 

The principle of proportionality was used to weigh the need to protect personal data 

as against the need to combat crime. 

☒The European Convention on 

Human Rights 

Article 8 was cited in the context of the ECtHR ruling in Benedik v. Slovenia, Application 

No. 62357/14. 
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☐Other Council of Europe 

conventions? 

 

 

☐International law (UN 

conventions, etc.)? 

 

☐European Court of Justice 

decisions? 

C-470/2021, La Quadrature Du Net 
C-582/14, Brayer 

☐No, the Charter was used alone.  

The relevance of 

the decision and 

the Charter: 

overall 

assessment 

providing a 

condensed legal 

analysis of the 

case 

 

a) the relevance of the Charter for the concrete case can be considered as: 

☐Low  

☐Medium 

☒High 

The Court utilised the CJEU jurisprudence to clarify that the general and indiscriminate retention of IP addresses does not 

necessarily constitute a serious interference with the rights protected by the Charter, because the IP address alone cannot 

lead to the identification of the user, which is only possible once a court order is secured, permitting the processing of the 

data extracted. The Court clarified that the retention of IP addresses attributed to the connection source for a limited 

period of time and restricted to what is absolutely necessary can be lawful, provided there are safeguards in place to 
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 prevent the extraction of private data; and access to the retained data is limited to what is absolutely necessary in order to 

combat crime.  

b) the contribution of the decision described to the overall role of the Charter in the national legal system can be 

considered as: 

 

☐Low  

☐Medium 

☒High 

Data protection is very often used in Cyprus to prevent the police from accessing mobile data of suspects. The Courts have 

repeatedly addressed this issue, but not necessarily in a consistent manner. In 2018 an accused person succeeded in 

annulling a trial court order granting access to his IP address, when the Court concluded that there is a prima facie case 

that the CJEU ruling in Tele2 Sveridge affects the legality of a court order granting access to telecommunication data 

retained under a law that may potentially infringe the Charter.41  A week later, the Court dealt with another application to 

annul an order for access to data on the ground that access had been authorised by a justified judicial decision and the aim 

was to combat crime.42 In 2021 the Supreme Court issued a further decision which declared parts of the data retention law 

 
41 Cyprus Supreme Court, Appeal Jurisdiction (2018), Re. the Application of Artemis Kkolos for the issue of a certiorari order (Αναφορικά με την αίτηση του Αρτέμη Κκολού 

για την έκδοση εντάλματος certioriari), Civil Appeal No. 26/2017, 26 April 2018. 
42 Cyprus Supreme Court, Primary Jurisdiction (2018), Re. the application of Ioannis Hadjioannou and George Longkritis for permit to file an application for a certiorari order 

(Αναφορικά με την αίτηση του Ιωάννη Χατζηιωάννου και Γιώργου Λογκρίτη για την έκδοση εντάλματος certioriari) Civil application No. 33/2018, 2 May 2018 

http://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=apofaseis/aad/meros_1/2018/1-201804-26-17PolEf.htm&qstring=%F0%F1%EF%E5%E4%F1%2A
http://www.cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=apofaseis/aad/meros_1/2018/1-201804-26-17PolEf.htm&qstring=%F0%F1%EF%E5%E4%F1%2A
http://cylaw.org/cgi-bin/open.pl?file=apofaseis/aad/meros_1/2018/1-201805-33-18PolAit.htm&qstring=%F7%E1%F1%F4%2A
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as redundant for non-compliance with the Charter.43 In 2023 the Court used the Charter to uphold the legality of the 

national data retention law which provides for the general and indiscriminate retention, to the extent that it refers only to 

IP addresses assigned to the source of the connection. This decision clarifies the principle established in 2023, providing 

the legal justification and the pre-requisites needed in order for access requests submitted by the police to be granted.  

 

 
43 Cyprus Supreme Court (2021), Re the application of XXX Hadjioannou et al for the issue of a Certiorary Order (Αναφορικά με την αίτηση του XXX Χατζηιωάννου κ.α. για 

την έκδοση εντάλματος certiorari), Civil Applications no. 97/18, 127/18, 140/19-143/19, 154/19, 169/19, 36/20 and 46/20,  27 October 2021, ECLI:CY:AD:2021:D487. 
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