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1. Principle of Accessibility.
2. Principle of Foreseeability.
3. See Case of Boze v. Latvia, Judgment of ECHR, 18 May 2017, App n0.40927/05.
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1. See Case of Huvig v. France, Judgment of ECHR, 24 April 1990, App no.11105/84.
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1. See case of Rotaru v. Romania,Judgmen of ECHR, 4 May 2000,App.no.28341/95.
2. SeeCase of Leander v. Sweden,Judgment of ECHR, 26 March 1987,App n0.9248/81.
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1. See Case of Kuric and Others v. Sloveinia, Judgment of ECHR,26 June 2012,App no.26828/06.
2. See Lustig-Prean and Beckett v. The United Kingdom,Judgment of ECHR,27 September 1999,App n0.31417/96 and
32377/96.
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1. Strict Scrutiny.

2. See Table on Gianclaudio Malgieri and Paul De Hert, Cambrige Handbook of Surveillance Law,Cambrige University
Press,2017.

3. Robust scrutiny approach and weak scrutiny approach.

4. See Case of Foxley v. The United Kingdom,Judgment of 20 June 2000,App no 33274/96.
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1. See M.M v. Russia,Judgment of ECHR, 12 December 2017,App n0.7653/06.
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1. See Case of Gulbahar Ozer and Yusuf Ozer v. Turkey, Judgment of ECHR, 29 May 2018, App no.64406/09.
2. See ECHR Report ((Ntional Security and European Case Law)) on Website:www.echr.coe.int.
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