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2. If the answer to Question 1 is in the negative:

Must Article 56 TFEU, Directive 96/71/EC and Directive 2014/67/EU be interpreted as precluding the imposition of cumula-
tive fines for infringements of formal obligations in connection with the cross-border deployment of labour which have no
absolute upper limits?

() 0J1997L118,p.1.

(* Directive 2014/67 [EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 May 2014 on the enforcement of Directive 96/71/EC concerning the
posting of workers in the framework of the provision of services and amending Regulation (EU) No 1024/2012 on administrative cooperation
through the Internal Market Information System (O] 2014 L 159, p. 11).
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2. If the answer to the first question is in the affirmative, must Article 1(1) and Article 5 of Directive 2011/16 be interpreted, if
necessary taking account of the evolving nature of the interpretation of Article 26 of the OECD Model Tax Convention, as
meaning that a request for exchange of information, and a consequent information order from the competent authority of the
requested Member State, satisfy the condition that there is not a manifest lack of foreseeable relevance where the requesting
Member State states the identity of the taxpayer concerned, the period covered by the investigation in the requesting Member
State and the identity of the holder of the information in question, while seeking information concerning contracts and the
associated invoices and payments which are unspecified but which are defined by criteria concerning, first, the fact that the
contracts were concluded by the identified holder of the information, secondly, their applicability to the tax years covered by
the investigation by the authorities in the requesting State and, thirdly, their relationship with the identified taxpayer con-
cerned?

() OJ2011L64,p.1.
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