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the General Court and EU specialised courts)

Court of Appeal of The Hague of the Netherlands

UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
Canadian Supreme Court

Danish Supreme Court

District Court of The Hague of the Netherlands

European Arrest Warrant

European Court of Justice

European Convention for Human Rights (formally the Convention
for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms)
European Court of Human Rights

European Union

Charter of Fundamental Rights and Freedoms of the European
Union

French Administrative Court

Full Court of the Federal Court of Australia

EU Framework Decision on the European Arrest Warrant
German Federal Constitutional Court

German Higher Regional Court

German Landgericht of Koblenz

High Court of Argentina

Human Rights Act of 1998

Inter-American Court of Human Rights

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
International Criminal Court

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
Irish Supreme Court
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List of Abbreviations

NCOP National Council of Provinces

NZBORA New Zealand Bill of Rights Act of 1990

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
OHCHR UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights
SACC South African Constitutional Court

SCA Supreme Court of Argentina

SCBC Supreme Court of British Colombia of Canada

ScC Spanish Constitutional Court

SCH Supreme Court of Hawaii

SCN Supreme Court of the Netherlands

TFEU Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union

UK United Kingdom

UKCoA United Kingdom Court of Appeal

UKSC United Kingdom Supreme Court

UN United Nations

Us United States

USSC United States Supreme Court

VCLT Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties

XX Intersentia
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