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INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Article 23 of the Protocol on the Statute of the Court of Justice of
the European Union, the United Kingdom subrmits these written observations
to the Court. The case arnses out of a reference for preliminary ruling under
Article 267 of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union ("TFEU"
by the Nejvydsi spravni soud (Supreme Administrative Court) of the Czech
Republic (the "Referring Court™).

The national proceedings concern the lawfulness of a decision by the Czech
Office for Personal Data Protection (the "Office”) finding the Applicant. Mr.
Rynes, to have infringed the national law implementing Directive 95/46/EC of
the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 October 1995 on the
protection of individuals with regard to the processing of personal data and on

the free movement of such data (the "Directive”).

Mr. Rynes' installed a video camera at his family’'s home following attacks on
himself, his family and his property, in order to recard footage of the entrance
and the street outside. By this means, when the window of Mr. Rynes' home
was smashed it was possible to identify two suspects. One of them. however,
objected that the video recording was subject to, and incompatible with, the
national law implementing the Directive. The Office agreed and imposed a

fine on Mr. Rynes,

In order to determine the !awfuiness of the Office's decision, the Referring
Court considers 1t necessary to determine whether the Directive s in fact
applicable to conduct of the kind at issue; namely, monitoring of public space
by the owner of a family home for the purposes of protection against criminal
activity. The Referring Court considers that the Directive may be interpreted
so as not to apply to such conduct, by reason of Article 3(2), which excludes
‘the processing of personal data.. by a natural person in the course of a

purely personal or household activity”



However. the Referring Court considers that the matter is not free from doubt.
and notes that some Member States have taken a different approach on the
issue. it is therefore satsfied that a decision of the Court of Justice is
hecessary lo enable it to give judgment, and has accordingly decided to stay
the national proceedings before it and to refer the following question for

preliminary ruling:-

‘Can the operation of a camera system installed on a family home for the
purposes of the protection of the property. health and life of the owners of the
home be classified as the processing of personal data by a natural person in
the course of a purely personal or household activity’ within the meaning of
{the Directive] even though such a system monitors also a public space?”

The United Kingdom considers that in essence the Referring Court wishes to
know whether the monitoring of public space by the owner of a family home
for the purposes of protection against criminal activity falls within the scope of
the Directive. For the reasons set out below. the United Kingdom submits

that this question should be answered in the negative.

LEGAL FRAMEWORK

The Directive was adopted pursuant to Article 100a of the Treaty Establishing
the European Community (now Article 114 TFEU) which permitted the
adoption of measures for the approximation of the provisions laid down by
law, regulation or administrative action in Member States which have as their

object the establishment and functioning of the internal market.

in harmonising the level of protection, the EU legislature had regard to the
need to safeguard the fundamental rights of individuals (third recital) and in
particular “the right to privacy, which is recognised both in Article 8 of the
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental

Freedoms and in the general principles of Community law” (tenth recital).

As regards the sphere of application of the Directive. the twelfth recital
explains that the principles of the Directive do nat apply to processing which is

outside the scope of EU law or which is “carred out by a natural person in the



10.

1.

12.

13.

exercise of activiies which are exclusively personal or domestic. such as

correspondence and the holding of records of addresses...”

In the body of the Directive. Article 3(2) accordingly excludes the application
of the Directive to data processing "in the course of an activity which falls
outside the scope of Community law” (first indent): and to processing "by a
natural person in the course of a purely persanal or household activity”

{second indent).
ANALYSIS

The United Kingdom submits that steps taken by a householder ta protect a
family home against crime constitute household activity within the meaning of
Article 3(2) of the Directive. Making sure that a home is property secure and
protected against crime is, self-evidently and in common expernence, a key

aspect in the running of any househoid.

As recognised in the tenth recital in the preambie of the Directive, the
protections contained in the Directive seek to safeguard the right to private
and family life enshrined in Article 8 of the European Convention on Human
Rights.

The household exception seeks in turn o ensure that the Directive itseif does
not encroach inappropriately on private and family ife, thereby undermining
the fundamental right which underpins it. It prevents household activities from
becoming subject to onerous, Intrusive and impracticable obligations,

ncluding: -

a. The obligation to fuifil an appropriate condition under Articles 7 and 8 of

the Directive, such as obtaining the consent of the Eigta subject;

b The obligation pursuant to Article 10 of the Directive to inform the data

subject of the identity of the data controller: and
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15,

18.

c. The obligation to notify the relevant supervisory authority of the data

processing operations pursuant to Article 18 of the Directive.

It follows that in construing the meaning of household activity, it 1s appropriate
to have regard to the scope of private and family life as understood in the
case law of the European Court of Hurman Rights. That case law confirms
that the physical integrity of the home is an essential part of the right to
respect for private and family fife and that damage to property is a particularly
grave and unjustified interference with that right; see for example case Selcuk
and Asker v Turkey (1998) 26 EHRR 377.

Consequently, the household exception should be interpreted as applying to
conduct of the kind at issue in the national proceedings, namely the
monitoring of public space adjacent to a family home by the owner of the
home for the purposes of protecting the household and its members against

criminal activity.

In the United Kingdom's submission, that conclusion is unaffected either {i) by
the fact that the data may have been collected with a view to providing it to
law enforcement authorities for the purposes of detecting crime or (ii) by the

fact that the data was collected in a public space adjacent to the home.

a. It is clear from the text of Article 3(2) that the second indent of that
provision specifies two Independent exceptions. one in respect of

nousehold activity and one in respect of purely personal activity.

b. The notion of household activity need not therefore be confined to
personal activity in the sense of activity involving individuals interacting
In a private capacity and/or in a private place. On the centrary,
household activity may have a public element. involving interactions
with persons outside the home (eg. law enforcement authorities
following criminal damage to the home) and may take place in public

spaces (e g. in areas adjacent to the householid).



¢c. The key question s whether the activity 1s undertaken by a
householder and is sufficiently connected with that person’'s household
hfe. As already submitted. this is clearly the case in relation to conduct
Dy a householder to protect the physical integrity of the household and
its members.

17. If the conduct at issue in the main proceedings were not construed as falling
within the household exception, the result would be to intrude excessively on
the right to private and family life in exactly the way the household exception

is Intended to avoid:-

a. Householders would find themselves impeded in taking modest and
proportionate steps to protect their homes by administrative burdens to
register as data controllers in respect of those passing by the home, to
provide the required details under Article 10 of the Directive (inctuding
indicating their identity) and even potentially to obtain consents (as the
national authorities appear to have considered necessary in this case:
see Order for Reference paragraph 4(i)). Such steps are mpracticable
and/or inappropnately intrusive in the present context where a
householder is seeking to protect the household against the further
cnminal acts by individuals who have already assauited household
members and damaged the house itsefif:

b The practical difficulties are undertined by considering hypothetical fact
situations which are similar but not identical to those at issue in the
national proceedings. Suppose. for example, that Mr Rynes had
heard a noise outside his house, and had taken still photographs of the
street outside. [n such circumstances, if the Directive apptied, Mr
Rynes would be required to take steps to alert the individuais (the ‘data
subjects’ in this situation) who were involved in damaging his property
vefore photographing them (or processing their data’) in order to
conform to the requirements of Article 10 It is submitted that this
application of the Directive would be widely viewed as absurd. and

wouid require the househalder to place him or herself in a sttuation of
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19.

20.

potential danger by alerting those involved in the criminal activity to the
fact that they were being recorded. However, it is hard 1o see how
such a scenario could be distinguished legaily from the present
situation; in each case data processing within the meaning of the

Directive occurs.

For the reasons set out above, the Information Commissioner. who is the
supervisory authonty in data protection matters in the United Kingdom, has
accordingly published guidance (cited by the Referring Court at paragraph 14
of the Order for Reference) in the foliowing terms:

"The use of cameras for limited househald purposes is exempt from [national
‘aw implementing the Directive]. This applies where an individual uses CCTV
to protect their home from burglary, even If the camera overlooks the street or
other areas near the home. Images captured for recreational purposes, such
as with a mobile phone, digital camera or camcorder, are also gxempt.”

The Order for Reference indicates that other Member States may have taken
a different approach and sought (despite the difficuities outlined above) to
apply data protection law to conduct of the kind at issue. In the United
Kingdom's submission, it is important to note that the interpretation of the
household exception which is here contended for would not preciude other
Member States from applying their own data protection laws in a broader
fashion so as to impose obligations on householders who monitor public
spaces adjacent their homes. As the Court of Justice confirmed in Case C-
101/01 Lindqvist [2003] ECR 1-12971. at paragraph 93 of the judgment,
Member States remain free to apply the principles of the Directive to activities

{including household activities) which fall outside its scope.

Given that, for the reasons set out above, conduct of the kind at issue in the
main proceedings clearly constitutes a household activity and therefore falls
outside the scope of the Directive by operation of the second indent of Article
3(2) of the Directive, 1t 1s unnecessary to consider whether the conduct i1s in
any event not subject to the Directive on the basis that it falls within the first
indent of Article 3(2).



D. CONCLUSION

21 For the reasons set out above, the United Kingdom respectfully submits that
the Court should respond as follows to the question raised by the Referring
Court:-

The monitoring of public space adjacent to a family home by the owner of the
home for the purposes of protecting the household and its members against
criminal activity constitutes household activity within the meaning of the
second indent of Ardicle 3(2) of Directive 95/48/EC of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 24 October 1995 on the protection of
individuals with regard to the processing of personal data and on the free
movement of such data.

Submitted by:
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Liam Christie Josh Holmes
Agent for the United Kingdom Barrister

08 August 2013
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Vyjadieni Spojeného kralovstvi
Véc C-212/13%
Pisemnost predloZena:
Spojenym kralovstvim
Nazev véci:
RYNES
Datum doruceni:

8. srpna 2013

SOUDNIMU DVORU EVROPSKE UNIE
Pisemné vyjadieni Spojeného kralovstvi,

zastoupeného Liamem Christiem, (omissis), jakoZto zmocnéncem, a Joshem
Holmesem, barrister.

{omissis)
Uvod

] Spojené kralovstvi predklddd na zakladé Elanku 23 Protokolu o statutu
Soudniho dvora Evropské unie Soudnimu dvoru toto pisemné vyjadfeni. Tato véc
vychézi ze zadosti o rozhodnuti o pfedbéiné otdzce podané na zakladé ¢lanku 267
Smlouvy o fungovani Evropské unie (SFEU) Nejvyssim spravnim soudem Ceské
republiky (dale jen ,,piedkladajici soud*).

2 Predmétem plivodniho fizeni je legalita rozhodnuti ¢eského Utadu pro
ochranu osobnich udaji (dale jen ,,Ufad“), ktery shledal, Ze Zalobce F. Ryne§
porudil vnitrostatni ustanoveni provadéjici smérnici Evropského parlamentu
a Rady 95/46/ES ze dne 24. f{jna 1995 o ochrané fyzickych osob v souvislosti se
zpracovanim osobnich (dajlii ao volném pohybu té&chto {daji (dale jen
~Smérnice™).

.-|

3 Po fadé utokd na svou osobu, rodinu a majetek umistil pan Ryne§ na svij
rodinny doim kamerovy systém, ktery mél snimat vstup do domu a venkovni ulici,
Diky tomuto kamerovému systému se tak po rozbiti okna rodinného domu
F. Rynee podafilo identifikovat dvé podezielé osoby. Jeden z podezfelych vsak

« Jednaci jazyk: Ce§tina.
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namitnul, Ze nahravani podléhd vnitrostatnimu pravu provadéjicimu uvedenou
smérnici a neni v souladu s jeho ustanovenimi. Ufad tuto ndmitku prijal a uloZil
F. RyneSovi pokutu.

4 Predkladajici soud ma za to, Ze k ovéfeni legality rozhodnuti Utadu je nutno
uréit, zda se smérnice vztahuje na takové jednani, které je pfedmétem véci
v pivodnim fizeni, asice monitorovani vefejného prostranstvi majitelem
rodinného domu za GCelem ochrany pifed trestnou &innosti. Pfedkladajici soud je
nazoru, ze lze smérnici vykladat tak, Ze se na takové jednani nevztahuie z dvodu
¢l. 3 odst. 2, ktery z jeji plsobnosti vyluCuje ,zpracovani osobnich udaji [...]
provadeéné fyzickou osobou pro vykon vylucné osobnich ¢i domdcich éinnosti*.

5 Predkladajici soud ma nicméné za to, Ze v projednavané véci inadale
pretrvavaji urcité pochybnosti, a uvadi, Ze nékteré lenské staty zaujaly k této
otazce odliSny postoj. Pfedkladajici soud se tedy domniva, Ze k rozhodnuti sporu
je nezbytné rozhodnuti Soudniho dvora, arozhodl se tudiz pferudit pfed nim
probihajici Fizeni a polozit Soudnimu dvoru nasledujici pfedbéznou otazku:

»Lze provozovani kamerového systému umisténého na rodinném domé za ticelem
ochrany majetku, zdravi a Zivota majitelt domu podradit pod zpracovani osobnich
adajii ,provadéné fyzickou osobou pro vykon vyluéné osobnich ¢ domdécich
¢innosti© ve smyslu [smérnice], tfebaZe takovyto systém zabira téZ vefejné
prostranstvi?*

6  Spojené kralovstvi ma za to, Ze se predkladajici soud snaZi v podstaté zjistit,
zda monitorovani vetfejného prostranstvi majitelem rodinného domu za uéelem
ochrany pied trestnou ¢innosti spada do pusobnosti smérnice. Spojené kralovstvi
zastava z nize uvedenych divodl nézor, Ze na tuto otdzku je tieba odpovédét
zaporne.

B. Pravni ramec

7  Smérnice byla pfijata na zdkladé ¢lanku 100a Smlouvy o zaloZeni
Evropského spoleéenstvi (nyni c¢lanek 114 SFEU), ktery dovoloval pfijimat
opatieni ke sblizovani ustanoveni pravnich a spravnich ptredpisii ¢lenskych statfl,
jejichz Géelem je vytvoteni a fungovani vnitiniho trhu.

8 V ramei harmonizace Urovné ochrany zohlednilo unijni pravo nutnost
chranit zakladni prava jednotlivel (tfeti bod odivodnéni), zejména ,prdave na
soukromi uznané v &lanku 8 Evropské umluvy o ochrané lidskych prav
a zdkladnich svobod iv obecnych zdsaddch prava Spolecenstvi™ (desaty bod
odlivodnéni).

9  Dvanacty bod odlvodnéni smérnice uvadi ohledné jeji. g fisobnosti, Ze se
zasady stanovené smérnici nevztahuji na zpracovani osobnich Odajii, kterd jsou
vyloudena z plsobnosti prava Unie, nebo na zpracovani 0dajl ,.fyzickou osobou

2
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pit vkonu Einnosti, které maji vylucné osobni [nebo domdci] povahu, jako je
korespondence nebo vedeni adresare™.

10 Ve viastnim textu smérnice proto ¢l. 3 odst. 2 vylu€uje pouziti smérnice na
zpracovani Udajl ,provadéné pro vykon Cinnosti, které nespadaji do oblasti
piisobrosti prava Spolecenstvi®* (prvni odrazka), jakoZ ina zpracovani Gdajh
Wprovadéné fyzickou osobou pro vykon vylucné osobnich ¢i domdcich Cinnosti™
(druhd odrazka).

C. Analyza

1T Spojené kralovstvi mé za to, Ze opatfeni piijatd majitelem rodinného domu
za Gtelem ochrany jeho domu pied trestnou &innosti predstavuji domaci ¢innost
ve smyslu ¢l. 3 odst. 2 smérnice. Ujisténi se, Ze domov je dostate¢né zabezpeden
a chranén pied trestnou ¢innosti, je zcela zjevné kliCovym prvkem béhu kazdé
domacnosti.

12 Jak to uznava desaty bod odlivodnéni smérnice, i€elem ochrany obsazené ve
smérnici je chranit pravo na soukromy arodinny Zivot zakotvené v élanku 8
Evropské imluvy o ochrané lidskych prav.

13 Vyjimka domaci <&innosti ma zajistit, aby smérnice nepfiméfeng
nezasahovala do soukromého arodinného Zivota, coZz by oslabovalo zakladni
pravo, na kterém je smérnice zaloZena. Uvedend vyjimka brani tomu, aby domaci
¢innosti podléhaly nakladnym, invazivnim nebo nesplnitelnym povinnostem,
zejména:

a) povinnosti splnit nékterou z podminek podle ¢lankt 7 a 8 smérnice, jako je
ziskani souhlasu subjektu udaji;

b) povinnosti podle ¢lanku 10 smérnice informovat subjekt Gdajd o totoZnosti
sprévce; a

¢) povinnosti podle ¢lanku 18 smérnice oznamit zpracovani Odajd piistusnému
organu dozoru.

14 7 toho vyplyva, ze pii vykladu pojmu doméci Sinnosti je tieba pfihlédnout
k plisobnosti pojmu soukromého a rodinného Zivota, jak jej pojima judikatura
Evropského soudu pro lidskd prava. Tato judikatura potvrzuje, Ze fyzicka
nedotknutelnost obydli je podstatnym aspektem prava na respektovani
soukromého a vodinného Zivota aZe Skody zpusobené na majetku piedstavuji
obzvlasté zavaziny a neodlivodnény zasah do tohoto prava; viz napi. véc Selcuk
a Asker v. Turecko (1998) 26, EHRR 377.

15 Vyjimka domaéci ¢innosti by tudiZ méla byt vykladana tak, Ze se vztahuje na
takové jednani, které je predmétem véci v plvodnim fizeni, asice na
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monitorovani vefejného prostranstvi sousediciho s rodinnym domem majitelem
tohoto domu za uéelem ochrany domécnosti a jejich &len(i pied trestnou éinnosti.

16  Podle Spojeného kralovstvi na tomte zavéru nic neméni 1) skutefnost, Ze
idaje mohly byt shromazdény za ucelem jejich pfedani donucovacim organim pro
icely odhalovani trestné Cinnosti, ani ii) skute€nost, Zze udaje byly shromazdény
na vefejném prostranstvi sousedicim s rodinnym domem:.

a) Ze znéni ¢l. 3 odst. 2 jasné vyplyva, Ze druha odraZka tohoto ustanoveni stanovi
dvé samostatné vyjimky, z nichz jedna se tykd domécich ¢innosti a druha se tyka
vyluéné osobnich ¢innosti.

b) Pojem domaci éinnosti se tedy nemusi omezovat na osobni ¢innosti v tom
smyslu, Ze se jedna o &innosti jednotlivel, kteff na sebe vzajemné plisobi jakoZto
soukromé osoby nebo na soukromém misté. Naopak doméci Cinnosti mohou
obsahovat vefejny prvek zahrnujici zapojeni osob nachazejicich se mimo domov
(napf. donucovacich orgdnd v pfipadé Skody zpiisobené na obydli v disledku
trestné ¢innosti) a miiZe k nim dochézet na vefejném prostranstvi (napf. v zonach
sousedicich s obydlim).

¢) Kli¢ovou otdzkou je, zda éinnost provadi majitel domu a zda dostatedné souvisi
se zivotem domdacnosti tohoto majitele. Jak jiz bylo uvedeno vyde, v piipadé
jednani majitele rodinného domu za Ucelem ochrany fyzické nedotknutelnosti
domécnosti a jejich ¢lenl tomu tak jednoznacné je.

[7 Pokud by jednédni, které je pfedmétem véci v plGvodnim Fizeni, nebylo
vykladano jako spadajici pod vyjimku domaci Cinnosti, vedlo by to
k nepfiméfenym zésahlim do prava na soukromy arodinny Zivot, ¢emuZ se
vyjimka doméci ¢innosti praveé snazi predejit:

a) Majitelim dom0 by bylo branéno v zavadéni skrovnych a pfiméienych opatfeni
k ochrané jejich obydli takovymi administrativnimi pfekazkami, jako je registrace
jakoZto spravce 0daji tykajicich se osob prochazejicich kolem jejich domu,
poskytovani podrobnych udajd vyzadovanych podle ¢lanku 10 smérnice (véetné
uvedeni jejich totoZnosti) a téz piipadné ziskani souhlasu od dotyénych osob [coz
vnitrostatni organy podle vieho povazovaly v projedndvané véci za nutné, viz bod
4 i) predkladaciho usneseni]. Takovito opatfeni nejsou proveditelnd nebo jsou
nepfiméfené invazivni v daném kontextu, kde se majitel domu snazi chranit svoji
domacnost pied daldimi trestnymi ¢iny spachanymi osobami, které jiZ napadly
¢leny domacnosti a zpasobily $kodu na samotném domé;

b) Praktické obtiZze jsou je§té vyrazng€jsi, vezmeme-li v uvahu hypotetické
skutkové situace, které jsou podobné, nikoli viak totoZné se situaci, ktera je
predmé&tem véci v plivodnim fizeni. Pfedstavme si napfiklad situaci, kdy F. Ryne3
zaslechl zvuk zvenéi a potidil statické fotografie venkovni ulice. Za takovych
okolnosti by byl F. Ryne$ v piipadg, Ze by se uplatnila smérnice, povinen pfijmout
nezbytnd opatfeni, aby upozornil osoby (.subjekty Udaji™ v této situaci), které
4
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pisobily $kodu na jeho majetku, pfed pofizenim jejich fotografii (nebo
~zpracovanim jejich 0daja™), aby tak splnil poZzadavky stanovené v clanku 10.
Takovéto pouziti smérnice by bylo obecné pokladano za absurdni a nutilo by
majitele domu vystavit se potencidlnimu nebezpeci tim, Ze by pachatele trestnych
¢inl upozornil na to, zZe jsou natdceni. L.ze si v8ak jen st€Zi predstavit, jak by se
takovyto scéndit mohl z pravniho hlediska lisit od situace ve véci v plvodnim
Fizeni; v obou piipadech dochdazi ke zpracovani udajii ve smyslu smérnice.

18 Z vyse uvedenych dlivodl komisaf pro informace, ktery je organem dozoru
na Useku ochrany udaji ve Spojeném kralovstvi, zvefejnil pokyny (citované
piedkladajicim soudem v bod€ 14 piedkladaciho usneseni), které zni nasledovné:

LPouZivani kamer pro ¢isté domdaci ucely je vylouéeno =z plsobnosti
[vnitrostatnich pfedpist provadgjicich smérnici]. To plati v pfipadé, kdy fyzické
osoby pouzivaji kamerové systémy CCTV pro ochranu svych domi pied loupeZzi,
pfestoze kamera zabira ulici nebo jiné zony nachéazejici se v blizkosti domu.
Zaznamy pofizené pro rekreaéni Gcely, jako jsou zdznamy pofizené
prostfednictvim mobilniho telefonu, digitdlniho fotoaparatu nebo videokamery,
jsou z plsobnosti uvedenych vnitrostatnich predpist téZ vylougeny.”

19V predkiadacim usneseni se uvadi, Zze n€které jiné stity zaujaly k dané
otazce odlisny postoj a rozhodly se (navzdory vyse popsanym obtizim) uplatiiovat
na takové jednani, které je pfedmétemn véci v pdvodnim Fizeni, pravni pfedpisy na
ochranu osobnich tidaj. Podle Spojeného kralovstvi je nutno podotknout, Ze by
vyklad vyjimky domaci ¢innosti, ktery je zde zastavéan, nebranil jinym ¢lenskym
statim v uplatiiovani jejich vlastnich predpist v oblasti ochrany udaji Sifeji s tim
disledkem. Ze by majitelim domd, ktef{ monitoruji vefejné prostranstvi sousedic{
sjejich domem, ukladaly ur¢ité povinnosti. Jak to potvrdil Soudni dvor
vrozsudku ze dne 6. listopadu 2003, Lindqvist (C-101/01, Recueil, 2003,
s. 1-12971. bod 93), je na vili &lenskych statl, zda budou uplatiiovat zasady
vytyéené smérnici i na Cinnosti (véetné domacich éinnosti), které nespadaji do
oblasti jeji plisobnosti.

20 Vzhledem k tomu, Ze jednani, které je pfedmétem véci v plivodnim Fizeni,
zjevné z vy$e uvedenych divodi pfedstavuje domaci ¢innost, a tudiZ podle druhé
odrazky €l. 3 odst. 2 smérnice nespadéd do plsobnosti smérnice, neni nutné uréit,
zda se na toto jednani smérnice kazdopadné nevztahuje z toho divodu, Ze dané
jednani spada pod prvni odrazku ¢lanku 3 odst. 2.

D. Zavér

21 Vzhledem k vy$e uvedenym divodim Spojené kralovstvi navrhuje, aby
Soudni dviir na otazku poloZenou piedkladajicim soudem odpoveédél takio:

Monitorovani vefejného prostranstvi sousediciho s rodinnym domem majitelem
tohoto domu za ucelem ochrany doméacnosti a jejich ¢lenli pfed trestnou Cinnosti
predstavuje domaci ¢innost ve smyslu druhé odrazky élanku 3 odst. 2 smérnice
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Evropského parlamentu a Rady 95/46/ES ze dne 24.fijna 1995 o ochrané
fyzickych osob v souvislosti se zpracovanim osobnich daji a o volném pohybu

téchto tdajti.
8. srpna 2013
Liam Christie, zmocnénec Spojeného kralovstvi

Josh Holmes, barrister.



