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Update on the case-law and other acts, relevant to the protection of fundamental rights, added to the website www.europeanrights.eu 

For the acts of the European Union we have included:

· The Resolution of the European Parliament of 9 March 2010 on consumer protection;

· The Resolution of the European Parliament of 2 February 2010 on the thirteenth session of the United Nations Human Rights Council;

· The European Data Protection Supervisor’s Opinion of 22 February 2010 on the negotiations concerning the adoption of the Anti-Counterfeiting Trade Agreement.

For the Council of Europe we highlight:

· The Report published on 20 April 2010 by the Committee for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CPT), concerning the visit to Italy between 14 and 26 September 2008;

And moreover,

With regard to the Committee of Ministers:

· The Recommendation CM/Rec (2010) 2, adopted on 03.02.2010, on the de-institutionalization and community living of children with disabilities;

· The Recommendation CM/Rec (2010) 4, adopted on 24.02.2010 on human rights of members of the armed forces;

· The Recommendation CM/Rec (2010) 5, adopted on 31.03.2010 on measures to combat discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation or gender identity;

· The Recommendation CM/Rec (2010) 6, adopted on 31.03.2010 on good governance in health systems;

· The Interim Resolution CM/ResDh (2010) 33, adopted on 04.03.2010 on the judgment of the European Court of Human Rights in the case Xenides-Arestis against Turkey;

· The Interim Resolution CM/ResDh (2010) 34, adopted on 04.03.2010 on the Execution of the judgments of the European Court of Human Rights in 25 cases against Portugal relating to the excessive length of judicial proceedings;

· The Interim Resolution CM/ResDh (2010) 35, adopted on 04.03.2010 on the Execution of the judgments of the European Court of Human Rights in 31 cases against the Russian Federation mainly concerning conditions of detention in remand prisons; 

· The Resolution CM/ResChS (2010) 1, adopted on 31.03.2010 on the collective complaint No. 46/2007 by the European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC) against Bulgaria; 

· The Resolution CM/ResChS (2010) 2, adopted on 31.03.2010 on the collective complaint No. 48/2008 by the European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC) against Bulgaria. 

With regard to the Parliamentary Assembly:

· Recommendation 1904 and Resolution 1713 of 16.03.2010 on minority protection in Europe: best practices and deficiencies in implementation of common standards;

· Recommendation 1905 and Resolution 1714 of 17.03.2010 on children who witness domestic violence;

· Recommendation 1907 and Resolution 1715 of 17.03.2010 on the wage gap between women and men.

With regard to the jurisprudence we highlight:

For the Court of Justice, the decisions:

· 15 April 2010, case C-511/08, Handelsgesellschaft Heinrich Heine, on consumer protection;

· 15 April 2010, case C-215/08, E. Friz, on consumer protection;

· 15 April 2010, case C-542/08, Barth, on special length-of-service increment for university professors and freedom of movement for persons;

· 15 April 2010, case C-518/08, Fundacíon Gala-Salvador Dalí, on copyright and related rights; intellectual property;

· 15 April 2010, case C-96/08, CIBA, on freedom of establishment and vocational training levy;

· 13 April 2010, case C-73/08,  Bressol and others et Chaverot and others, on citizenship of the Union, principle of non discrimination and freedom to reside;
· 18 March 2010, joined cases C-317/08 to 320/08, Alassini, on the principle of effective judicial protection;

· 16 March 2010, case C-325/08, Olympique Lyonnais, on freedom of movement for professional football players;

· 9 March 2010, case C-378/08, ERG ea., on the principle of environmental liability;

· 4 March 2010, case C-578/08, Rhimou Chakroun, on family reunification and social assistance;
· 4 March 2010, case C-297/08, Commission /Italy, in the matter of environment;

· 2 March 2010, cases C-175/08, C-176/08, C-178/08, C-179/08, Salahadin Abdulla and others, on refugee status;

· 2 March 2010, case C-135/08, Janko Rottmann / Freistaat Bayern, in the matter of European citizenship;

· 23 February 2010, cases C-310/08 and C-480/08, London Borough of Marrow /Nimco Hassan Ibrahim and Maria Teixeira /London Borough of Lambeth, on freedom of movement for persons and the right of residence;

· And the decision of the European Union’s Court of 2 March 2010, case T-16/04, Arcelor SA/ Parliament and Council, in the matter of environment, freedom of establishment and right to property;

For the European Court of Human Rights, the decisions:

· 16.03.2010 di Belmonte vs Italy (no 72638/01) in the matter of compensation for the expropriation, which had been subjected to taxation by a law approved pending execution of the judgment;  

· 16.03.2010 Grand Chamber judgment Oršuš and others vs Croatia (no 15766/03) on discrimination against Roma children, who had been segregated into Roma-only classes on the grounds of supposed deficiencies in the Croatian language;
· 4.03.2010 Getzov vs Bulgaria (n° 30105/03) on violation of art. 5 par. 1 ECHR, because the claimant had been sent to a mental hospital by order of the prosecutor, to establish whether a psychiatric involuntary treatment was necessary;
· 2.03.2010 Kozak vs Poland (no 13102/02) on the refusal to recognize a homosexual the right to succeed in the lease contract after his partner’s death;
· 2.03.2010 Grosaru vs Romania (n° 78039/01) on the refusal to assign a parliamentary seat to the candidate who had obtained more votes than another of the same organization, in virtue of an unclear electoral law and without the possibility of an effective remedy;
· 2.03.2010 Al-Saadoon and Mufdhi vs United Kingdom (no 61498/08) on the violation of the ECHR, in the case of two Iraqis imprisoned in a detention centre under British control and then handed over to the Iraqi authorities;
· 2.03.2010 Adamkiewicz vs Poland (no 54729/00) on the case of a minor deprived of the possibility of been assisted promptly by a lawyer and with respect to whom the investigations and judgment had been carried out by the same judge;
· 25.02.2010 Atanasiu and Poenaru vs Romania and Solon vs Romania, pilot decision on the Romanian dispute concerning the restitution of properties nationalized during the communist regime;

· 23.02.2010 Ahmet Arslan and others vs Turkey (no 41135/98) on the unjustified sentence against the members of a religious group because they wore their characteristic outfit in public;

· 16.02.2010 Barbaro vs Italy (no 16436/02) on the claimant’s detention regime and the possibility to contest its application;
· 16.02.2010 Akdas vs Turkey (no 41056/04), which deems the confiscation of Apollinaire’s novel and the sentence against the publisher as a violation of the freedom of expression; 

· 16.02.2010 V. D. vs Romania (n. 7078/02), on the refuse to provide an indigent prisoner with a dental prosthesis; 
· Four decisions against Russia for the disappearance of persons in Chechnya, two of 11.02.2010, Guluyeva and others vs Russia (no 1675/07) and Dubayev and Bersnukayeva vs Russia (no 30613/05) and two of 18.02.2010, Iriskhanova and Iriskhanov vs Russia (no 35869/05) and Aliyeva vs Russia (no 1901/05);

· 11.02.2010 Alfantakis vs Greece (no 49330/07) on the unjustified sentence against a lawyer for having criticized the prosecutor of the court of Appeal within a criminal procedure;
· 2.02.2010 Christian Democratic People’s Party vs Moldova (no 2) (no 25196/04) on the unjustified denial to hold a demonstration organized by the opposition party;

· 2.02.2010 Mariana Marinescu vs Romania (no 36110/03) on the detention conditions of a judge sentenced for receipt of bribes and abuse of office;
· 2.02.2010 Sinan Isik vs Turkey (n° 21924/05), which deems in breach of the Convention the indication of religion on identity cards;
· 2.02.2010 Leone vs Italy (n° 30506/07) on the fairness of the confiscation procedure, concerning in particular the lack of publicity of hearings;
· 28.01.2009 Simeonov vs Bulgaria (no 30122/03) on the prohibition for the claimant to receive visits in prison from his wife;

· 21.01.2010 Xavier Da Silveira vs France (n° 43757/05) on the irregular search carried out in the private residence of a lawyer;
· 19.01.2010 Montani vs Italy (no 24950/06) on the special prison regime and the control of correspondence in prison;
· 19.01.2010 Hussun and others vs Italy (n° 10171/05, 10601/05, 11593/05 and 17165/05): it concerns the striking out of the list of the applications concerning a group of migrants arrived from Libya to the isle of Lampedusa, since the applicants’ lawyers have lost all contact with them;
· 19.01.2010 Muskhadzhiyeva and others vs Belgium (n° 41442/07) on the unacceptable conditions in which Chechen children were kept in an administrative detention centre;

· 19.01.2010 Z.N.S. vs Turkey (no 21896/08) on the risk of inhuman and degrading treatments run by an Iranian refugee converted to Christianity;

· 12.01.2010 Al-Agha vs Romania (no 40933/02), which deems in breach of the Convention both the deprivation of liberty of a foreigner before expulsion and his detention conditions;

· 12.01.2010 Gillan and Quinton vs the United Kingdom (no 4158/05), which considers that the powers conferred to the police by the antiterrorism legislation are too wide and not adequately safeguarded against abuse by domestic law; 

· 7.01.2010 Rantsev vs Cyprus and Russia (no 25965/04) on the failure of the Cypriot and Russian authorities to investigate on the death of a young Russian woman involved in the trafficking in human beings; 
· 7.01.2010 Petyo Petkov vs Bulgaria (n° 32130/03) on the obligation for a detainee to wear a mask outside his cell and on the irregularities of the trial against him.

For the extra-European area we have included:

· The decision of the Pre-Trial Chamber I of the International Criminal Court of 08.02.2010, which has rejected the confirmation of charges in the case The Prosecutor vs Bahar Idriss Abu Garda, because they are not sufficiently grounded with regard to the accused person’s criminal liability as a perpetrator or an indirect co-perpetrator for war crimes committed during an attack carried out in September 2007 against the African Union Peacekeeping Mission (AMIS) in a locality of North Darfur, Sudan; 

· The decision of the Federal Court of Australia of 04.02.2010, which judges in the matter of responsibility deriving from computer downloading activity;

· The decision of the Appeals Chamber of the International Criminal Court of 03.02.2010, in the case Al Bashir, which has reversed the Pre-Trial Chamber’s decision not to extend the international arrest warrant against the Sudanese President also in respect of the charge of genocide, since the prosecutor’s application was based on “proof by inference”. The Appeals Chamber directed the Pre-Trial Chamber to decide anew whether or not the arrest warrant should be extended to cover the charge of genocide. The Appeals Chamber found that, demanding that the existence of genocidal intent must be the only reasonable conclusion, amounts to requiring the Prosecutor to disprove any other reasonable conclusions and to eliminate any reasonable doubt. The Court found this standard of proof to be too demanding at the Pre-Trial stage, concerning the arrest warrant, and this amounted to an error of law; 

· The decision of the Supreme Court of Canada of 29.01.2010, which judges on the Canadian Government’s liability for the violation of the rights of Omar Ahmed Khadr, a detainee in the Guantanamo prison; 
· The decision of the Supreme Court of the United States of 21.01.2010, on the limits imposed to corporations and associations concerning the use of their funds to spread, in an independent way, “bulletins of electoral nature”;

· The decision of the Supreme Court of the State of Montana of 31.12.2009, which states that the practice of assisted suicide is not in contrast with the domestic criminal legislation, when the request comes directly from the patient, who is a terminally ill,  but mentally competent person; 

· The decision of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights of 24.11.2009, Case of the Massacre of Las Dos Erres vs Guatemala, which judges on the responsibilities of the State of Guatemala with regard to the handling of investigations for the massacre of the inhabitants of the Parcelamiento de Las Dos Erres, in which 251 persons lost their lives;

· The decision of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights of 23.11.2009, Case Radilla Pacheco vs Estados Unidos Mexicanos, which has sentenced the State of Mexico for the  violation of the right to personal freedom, integrity, life and legal protection, in relation to the forced disappearance of Mr. Rosendo Radilla Pacheco;

As far as case law of national courts is concerned, the following decisions must be highlighted:

· Austria: the Constitutional Court’s decision of 1.10.2009, which states the constitutional legitimacy of the Austrian legislation that governs the use of tobacco also in the light of art. 7 of the ECHR;
· Belgium: the Constitutional Court’s decision n. 16 of 18 February 2010, which excludes that art. 21ter of the Criminal Procedure Code, in the part which provides that only the Chambre des mises en accusation can declare the extinction of the offence, violates the Constitution, as interpreted in the light of art. 6 of the ECHR; the decision n. 11 of 18 February 2010, which excludes that art. 128 of the Code d'Instruction criminelle, in the part which provides that the losing party must pay its legal expenses, regardless the reason for which the judge has stated the termination of prosecution, violates the Constitution, as interpreted in the light of the principle of fair trial provided by art. 6 of the ECHR; also the decision n. 6 of 4 February 2010, which states that articles 69 and 70 of the law of 8 June 2008, in the part which provides that such law must be applied also to cases started before its promulgation, do not violate the principle of non-retroactivity of the norm provided by art. 6 of the ECHR; n. 2 of 20 January 2010, which, interpreting art. 5 of the ECHR, deems groundless the claim lodged against art. 157 of the law of 21 April 2007 on the internment of persons affected by mental disorders;

· Bosnia and Herzegovina: the decision of the Ustavni sud (Constitutional Court) of 25.09.2009, which, in the matter of right to a home, applies the ECHR’s norms and the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence;
· Germany: the decision of the Bundesverfassungsgericht of 2.3.2010 on the conservation of telematic data, which recalls the E.U.’s directives and the Court of Justice’s jurisprudence; 
· Great Britain: the decisions of the United Kingdom Supreme Court of 24.02.2010, in which the Court reviews the jurisprudence of the ECHR concerning the respect for private and family life and the prohibition of torture in a case of extradition; of 17.02.2010 on the right to a fair trial of a homeless with regard to decisions concerning him and taken by the competent local authorities; the decisions of the England and Wales Court of Appeal of 25.02.2010, in which the Court analyzes the interpretation given by the Court of Strasbourg on the fundamental importance of the guarantees provided by the ECHR even in case of expulsion; of 19.02.2010, in which the Court makes reference to the ECHR’s jurisprudence in the matter of right to freedom and security, in order to examine the compatibility of domestic law concerning the detention of foreigners; of 12.02.2010 in the matter of freedom of thought and conscience with regard to the claim lodged by a British Airways’ employee, who had been forbidden to wear a visible crucifix during his work; of 11.02.2010 on the protection provided by art. 14 of the ECHR and the indirect discrimination against male parents in granting custody of minors; of 10.02.2010, which states again the obligation for the English intelligence service to give the competent authorities the information at their disposal on the violations of art. 3 of the ECHR, which took place in Guantanamo;  of 20.01.2010, in which the Court judges on the applicability of the ECHR’s principles in the matter of fair trial to a disciplinary proceeding inside a school, concerning the relation between a teacher and an under-age student; of 14.01.2010 on the compatibility of the principle of non discrimination together with the right to property, provided by the ECHR, with the domestic law on contributory calculations for pension purposes; the decision of the United Kingdom Employment Tribunal of 14.01.2010, in which the Tribunal, in a case of illegitimate dismissal, lays emphasis on the protection provided by articles 6 and 14 of the ECHR in the matter of fair trial and non discrimination; 

· Ireland: the decision of the Supreme Court of 27.01.2010, which judges on a claim lodged against a decision of the High Court in the matter of marketing of chemical products for veterinary use, also applying Community law and the Court of Justice’s jurisprudence; of 21.01.2010, which rejects the claim lodged by a Nigerian citizen against the denial of the refugee status, also recalling the ECHR’s norms and the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence; of 17.12.2009, in the matter of European arrest warrant, which mentions Community law; and of 15.12.2009, which, also recalling the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights, analyzes the possibility to apply the norms provided by article 40.3.3. of the Constitution (acknowledgment of the “unborn child’s” right to life) to embryos which have been obtained thanks to in vitro fertilization and have not been implanted in a maternal uterus; 

· Italy: the decision of the Constitutional Court n. 138 del 15.4.2010, which excludes the constitutional illegitimacy of the prohibition of marriages between homosexuals and examines the ECHR’s jurisprudence and art. 9 of the E.U.’s Charter of Fundamental Rights; the decision n. 93/2010 of 12.03.2010, which states the constitutional illegitimacy of those norms imposing only chamber judgments with reference to prevention measures, since in contrast with the right to a public hearing provided by art. 6, paragraph 1 of the ECHR, and also recalled by the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights; n. 80/2010 of 22.2.2010, which, in the light of the UN Convention of New York, establishes the disabled persons’ right to education, quashing the limits imposed by the Italian legislation to the employment of assistant teachers; n. 28/2010 of 25.1.2010, which recalls the binding nature of the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights in a case of interference between domestic and Community legislation in the matter of waste disposal; the decision of the Court of Cassation n. 5006/2010 of 8.2.2010 which, in the matter of extradition, considers, also in the light of the jurisprudence of supra-national Courts, that the principle of appealability or of the possible review for merit reasons of a preventative personal measure (not provided for in the State requesting the extradition, i.e. Ukraine) does not estop the hand-over; the decision n. 2352/2010 of 2.2.2010 in the matter of compensation for assignment to a lower job profile, which states that the European Union’s Charter of Rights has become binding and that the Court’s regulatory competence extends to the assessment of coherence between the domestic solutions and the supra-national common principles; the decision n. 823/2010 of 21.1.2010 which, also in the light of the E.U.’s Charter of Fundamental Rights, establishes the illegitimacy of the expulsion of non European Community citizens, parents of under age children residing in Italy; the decision n. 27348/2010 of 24.12.2009, according to which civil and administrative trials are autonomous and therefore the terms of their duration cannot be summed in order to assess the violation of art. 6 of the ECHR; the order n. 2993/2010 of 25.1.2010, which raises the question of constitutional legitimacy of the domestic norms concerning the regulations on betting, with reference to the fact’s criminal profile, for contrast with the Treaties; the decision of the Council of State n. 1220/2010 of 2.3.2010, according to which, following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, articles 6 and 13 of the ECHR would be directly applicable; the decision of the Court of Appeal of Florence of 16.2.2010, which states that, in the light of the supranational Courts’ jurisprudence and of the Charter of Fundamental Rights, the principle of effective protection of fundamental rights must be reasonably reconciled with the principle of fair trial; the order of the Court of Novara of 1.3.2010 which, in the light of the norms of the two supranational Charters and of the ECHR’s jurisprudence, quashes the decree that denied the wife of an Italian citizen the permit of residence; the order of the Court of Genoa of 21.1.2010, which establishes, in the light of the ILO’s Convention and of Community Directives, the discriminatory nature of the dismissal of a Moroccan citizen, for not having a European Union’s citizenship; the decisions of Court of Naples of 8.3.2010 concerning the illegitimacy of time contracts in the public sector, which, in the light of the Court of Justice’s jurisprudence, considers the Italian State as the sole responsible for compensation; of 12.1.2010, which recalls the Convention of New York on persons with disabilities with regard to the indemnity of attendance also owed to non European Union’s citizens; the order of the Court of Milan of 8.1.2010, which states the discrimination of a Canadian citizen who had been excluded from state competitive examinations and recalls the ILO’s Convention in such matter; the order of the judge of execution of the Court of Lecce of 17.9.2009 on the prisoners’ right to use every day the showers, which recalls the European Court of Human Rights’ jurisprudence; the orders of 12.6.2009 and of 10.2.2010 of the judge for preliminary investigations of Pesaro on the seizure for the international rogatory letter concerning a little bronze Greek statue attributed to Lysippus, which examines the international norms and the Unidroit principles in such matter;
· Latvia: the decision of the Satversmes Tiesa (Constitutional Court) of 07.10.2009, which, also applying the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence, states the constitutional legitimacy of the norms of the Code of the execution of penalties, with regard to the norms regulating prisoners’ telephone conversations; the decision of 29.09.2009, which analyzes the compatibility of the second part of Section 74 of the Code of the execution of penalties, which prohibits to prisoners kept in isolation cells to take walks outside, with the right to health provided by the Constitution, as interpreted in the light of the ECHR and the European Convention for the Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment; 

· Poland: the decision of the Trybunal Konstytucyiny (Constitutional Court) of 18.02.2009, which judges on every Polish Court’s right to revert a pre-judicial question to the Court of Justice;

· Portugal: the decision of the Tribunal Constitucional of 04.02.2010, which judges on the constitutional legitimacy of the norms concerning the criteria used to assign the reversionary annuity in case of non married couples, in the light of the principle of equality provided by the Constitution of the State, as interpreted in accordance with the norms of the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights; 

· Czech Republic: the decision of the Ústavní soud (Constitutional Court) of 03.11.2009, Lisbon Treaty II, which judges on the compatibility of the norms of the Treaty of Lisbon with the State’s Constitutional system; 

· Slovenia: the decision of the Ustavno Sodišče (Constitutional Court) of 01.10.2009, which, applying the ECHR’s norms and the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence, judges in the matter of right to the respect for private and family life; and of 10.09.2009, which, also recalling the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence, judges on the limits to the right to freedom of expression and information; 

· Spain: the decision of the Tribunal Constitucional of 11.01.2010, which, recalling the consolidated jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg, quashes a decision of the Sección Sexta de la Audiencia Provincial de la Coruña for violation of the claimant’s right to be heard in a public hearing; the decision of the Tribunal Supremo of 26.11.2009, which, also applying the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence, judges on the State’s patrimonial liability in case of malfunctioning of the judicial authority (in the specific case a violation of the reasonable delay of the proceeding); 

· Sweden: the decision of the Labour Court of Stockholm n. 89/2009 of 2.12.2009 which, in the revert proceeding following the Court of Justice’s decision in the case Laval, has sentenced the trade union to compensation for having organized a strike;
· Hungary: the decision of the Magyar Köztársaság Alkotmánybírósága (Constitutional Court) of 20.04.2009, which, also recalling the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence,  judges on the constitutional legitimacy of certain norms of Law XXXVI of 2001 modifying Law XXIII of 1992, in the matter of oath of state officials, in relation to the right to freedom of conscience and religion; and of 23.02.2009, which, also mentioning the ECHR, states the constitutional illegitimacy of Section 15 of Law LVII of 1996 on the Prohibition of Unfair Market Practices and of the Restriction of Competition, concerning the punishments in case of violation of norms, for contrast with the principles of fair trial; 

For what concerns comments, among the documents of general interest we have inserted the UN Report – Human rights Council - of 28.12.2009 concerning the protection of privacy and fight against international terrorism and the UN Report - Department of economic and social affair - of December 2009 on the World social situation for the year 2010; among the documents of European interest we have included the French Parliament’s report of 26.1.2010 on the use of the veil in public places, which recalls the principles of the E.U.’s Charter of Rights; the Report by the Council of Europe of February 2010 “criminalization of migration in Europe”.    

Among the comments we have also included:

Giovanni Armone “The principle of retroactivity of the more favourable criminal law as fundamental right within the multi-level jurisprudence "

Giuseppe Bronzini “The protection of fundamental rights in the integrated legal system: the role of the Court of Justice”

Ersilia Calvanese e Gaetano De Amicis “Framework decision in the matter of prevention and resolution of jurisdictional conflicts within the E.U.”

Daniele Cappuccio “Free movement of persons and vocational training of the minor staying for educational reasons in a Member State that provides hospitality to him”
Luca De Matteis “The accession of the E.U. to the ECHR: issues and questions”

Piercamillo Davigo “Trial in absentia and the granting of new terms” 

Maurizio De Stefano “The decision against Italy in the case Izzo”

Antonella Di Florio “Mediation of conflicts in Europe and in Italy”

Elena Falletti “Privacy: between challenges to protection and the balancing of rights”

Elena Falletti  “Marriage as fundamental right for homosexual persons between equality, privacy and self-determination”

Alain Lacabarats “The grounds of decisions in France”
Christian Joerges “Rechtsstaat and social Europe. How a classical tension resurfaces in the European integration process”  

Paolo Martinelli “Minors’ protection and Court of Justice”  

Paolo Martinelli “Local citizenship, national laws, European principles”

Alberto Mattei e Michele Simonato “First approaches of the Italian Court of Cassation to the Bill of Social Rights made in Europe";

Alberto Marcheselli “The violation of Community law as “unlawful act of the legislator”: the new frontiers of compensation in the Court of Justice’s jurisprudence”

Nicoletta Parisi “The Charter of Fundamental Rights’ functions and role in the legal system, in the light of the Treaty of Lisbon”

Guido Raimondi “The protection of fundamental rights in the integrated legal system: the role of the Court of Human Rights”

M.Rodriguez-Piñero y Bravo Ferrer “Freedom to provide services and collective labour law” 

Stefano Rodotà “New Technologies and Human Rights: Facts, interpretations, perspectives”

Angela Scerbo “Freedom and security in the Canadian jurisprudence. Comparative aspects”

Lucia Tria “The relations between the national and European legal system in the latest Constitutional jurisprudence”

Giuseppe Vettori “Common principles of European law: from the ECHR to the European Constitution”

We also publish the “Chronicles of the European Area of Freedom, Security and Justice” by Emilio De Capitani and Leda Bargiotti

For the news concerning the Area of Freedom, Security and Justice see also the web site www.afsj.wordpress.com by De Capitani and Leda Bargiotti.

