
 
ECJ 3 March 2022, case
C-162/20 P (WV v EEAS),
Miscellaneous

WV – v – European External Action Service, EU
case

Summary

Internal EU case. Imposed sanctions on a EU offical
found null and void. Unfortunately, no English transla-
tion of the case is available. Other language versions are
available here.

 
ECJ 10 March 2022, case
C-247/20 (Commissioners
for Her Majesty's Revenue
and Customs (Assurance
maladie complète)), Social
Insurance

VI – v – The Commissioners for Her Majesty’s
Revenue & Customs, UK case

Summary

Once a child and a parent have obtained a right of per-
manent residence, they do not need a comprehensive
sickness insurance cover. However, they do need it
when they want to obtain an initial right of residence for
more than three months.

Questions

1. Must Article 21 TFEU and Article 16(1) of Direc-
tive 2004/38 be interpreted as meaning that a child,
a Union citizen, who has acquired a right of perma-
nent residence, and the parent who is the primary
carer of that child are required to have comprehen-
sive sickness insurance cover, within the meaning of
Article 7(1)(b) of that directive, in order to retain
their right of residence in the host State?

2. Must Article 21 TFEU and Article 7(1)(b) of Direc-
tive 2004/38 be interpreted as meaning that, as
regards periods before a child, a Union citizen, has

acquired a right of permanent residence in the host
State, both that child, where a right of residence is
claimed for him or her on the basis of that Arti-
cle 7(1)(b), and the parent who is actually caring for
him or her must have comprehensive sickness insur-
ance cover within the meaning of that directive?

Ruling

1. Article 21 TFEU and Article 16(1) of Directive
2004/38/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 29 April 2004 on the right of citizens of
the Union and their family members to move and
reside freely within the territory of the Member
States amending Regulation (EEC) No 1612/68 and
repealing Directives 64/221/EEC, 68/360/EEC,
72/194/EEC, 73/148/EEC, 75/34/EEC, 75/35/
EEC, 90/364/EEC, 90/365/EEC and 93/96/EEC
must be interpreted as meaning that neither a child,
a Union citizen, who has acquired a right of perma-
nent residence, nor the parent who is the primary
carer of that child is required to have comprehen-
sive sickness insurance cover, within the meaning of
Article 7(1)(b) of that directive, in order to retain
their right of residence in the host State.

2. Article 21 TFEU and Article 7(1)(b) of Directive
2004/38 must be interpreted as meaning that, as
regards periods before a child, a Union citizen, has
acquired a right of permanent residence in the host
State, both that child, where a right of residence is
claimed for him or her on the basis of that Arti-
cle 7(1)(b), and the parent who is the primary carer
of that child must have comprehensive sickness
insurance cover within the meaning of that direc-
tive.

 
ECJ 17 March 2022, case
C-232/20 (Daimler),
Temporary Agency Work

NP – v – Daimler AG, Mercedes-Benz Werk Berlin,
German case

Summary

It is possible have a temporary agency worker fill in a
permanent position. However, using multiple assign-
ments may be in breach of Directive 2008/104, if the
assignment is longer than ‘temporary’ and if there is no
objective reason. Unfortunately, no English translation
is available yet, but other translations are available on:
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?
uri=CELEX:62020CJ0232.
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