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Below are the main updates concerning case-law and acts relevant to the protection of fundamental rights, as published in the web site www.europeanrights.eu
For the Council of Europe we would like to highlight the following resolutions and recommendations:
of the Parliamentary Assembly: 
· the Resolution 2043 of 6.3.2015, “Democratic participation for migrant diasporas”; 
· the Resolution 2041 and the Recommendation 2065 of 6.3.2015, “European institutions and human rights in Europe”; 
· the Resolution 2039 and the Recommendation 2064 of 30.1.2015, “Equality and inclusion for people with disabilities”; 
· the Resolution 2038 and the Recommendation 2063 of 30.1.2015, “Witness protection as an indispensable tool in the fight against organised crime and terrorism in Europe”; 
· the Resolution 2036 of 29.1.2015, “Tackling intolerance and discrimination in Europe with a special focus on Christians”; 
· the Resolution 2035 and the Recommendation 2062 of 29.1.2015, “Protection of the safety of journalists and of media freedom in Europe”; 
· the Resolution 2033 of 28.1.2015, “Protection of the right to bargain collectively, including the right to strike”; 
· the Resolution 2032 of 28.1.2015, “Equality and the crisis”; 
· the Resolution 2028 of 27.1.2015, “The humanitarian situation of Ukrainian refugees and displaced persons”; 
of the Committee of Ministers:

· the Recommendation CM/Rec(2015)4 of 11.2.2015 on preventing and resolving disputes on child relocation;
· the Recommendation CM/Rec(2015)3 of 21.1.2015 on the access of young people from disadvantaged neighbourhoods to social rights.
For the Court of Justice, we added the decisions:

· 26.02.2015, C-41/14, Christie’s France SNC, on the right of the author of an original work of art to receive a royalty based on the sale price obtained for any resale of the work subsequent to the first transfer of the work;
· 26.02.2015, C-238/14, Commission v. Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, on the abusive use of successive fixed-term contracts for occasional workers in the entertainment arts;
· 26.02.2015, C-515/13, Ingeniørforeningen i Danmark, on the prohibition of discrimination on grounds of age, on the severance allowance to be paid to workers entitled on the date of termination of the employment relationship and on retirement pension; 
· 26.02.2015, C-472/13, Andre Lawrence Shepherd, on minimum standards for the qualification as refugee of a third-country national, who is a member of the armed forces;

· 26.02.2015, C-359/13, B. Martens, on freedom of movement for persons and on the maintenance of the grant of funding for higher education;

· 26.02.2015, C-43/14, ŠKO-ENERGO s.r.o., on environmental protection and on greenhouse gas emission allowances;
· 20.02.2015, C-623/13, Ministre de l’Économie et de finances, on social security of migrant workers; 
· 24.02.2015, C-512/13, C.G. Sopora, on freedom of movement for workers and tax advantages;
· 12.02.2015, C-396/13, Sähköalojen ammattiliitto ry, on the concept of minimum wage for employees of a company with its seat in Member State A, posted to carry out works in Member State B;
· 12.02.2015, C-567/13, Baczó and Vizsnyiczai, in the matter of unfair terms in consumer contracts;
· 04.02.2015, C-647/13, Melchior, on the conditions governing the eligibility for unemployment benefits in a Member State;

· 28.01.2015, C-417/13, ÖBB Personenverkehr AG, on discrimination on grounds of age  for the purpose of determining the remuneration;
· 22.01.2015, joined cases C-401/13 and C-432/13, Vasiliki Balazs and Attila Balazs, on  the grant of old-age benefits for workers who were political refugees;
· 22.01.2015, C-463/13, Stanley International Betting Ltd, Stanleybet Malta Ltd, on betting and gambling, freedom of establishment and freedom to provide services;
· 21.01.2015, C-529/13, Georg Felber, on national legislation precluding the taking into account of periods of school education completed before the age of 18 for the calculation of the retirement pension;

· 15.01.2015, C-573/13, Air Berlin, on the indication at all times of the final price of air fares and consumer protection;
· 15.01.2015, C-30/14, Ryanair Ltd, on legal protection of databases;
· 15.01.2015, C-537/13, Birutė Šiba, on consumer contracts;
· 15.01.2015, C-179/13, Raad van bestuur van de Sociale verzekeringsbank, on the determination of the social security legislation applicable to a national of a Member State employed at the consulate of a third State in the territory of another Member State in whose territory he resides;
· 14.01.2015, C-171/13, M.S. Demirci and others, on social security for former migrant Turkish nationals having acquired the Dutch nationality;

· 09.01.2014, C-498/14 PPU, David Bradbrooke, on the jurisdiction on the return or the custody of the minor;

and for the General Court the decisions:

· 27.02.2015, T-188/12, Patrick Breyer v. Commission, on access to documents in a proceeding before the Court of Justice.

For the European Court of Human Rights we would like to highlight the judgments:

· 3.03.2015, S.Z. v. Bulgaria (n. 29263/12), on ineffectiveness of investigations in Bulgaria;

· 24.02.2015, Haldimann and others v. Switzerland (n. 21830/09), according to which the conviction of journalists for an interview in which they used a hidden camera amounted to a violation of the Convention;

· 19.02.2015, Helhal v. France (n. 10401/12), on the conditions of detention of a severely disabled person, which were found to be inadequate and in contrast with the  Convention; 

· 12.02.2015, Sanader v. Croatia (n. 66408/12), with which the Court stated that a person convicted in absentia for war crimes should have a real possibility of a rehearing of his case;

· 10.02.2015, Committee judgment, McHugh and others v. the United Kingdom (n. 51987/08 and other 1.014 applications), with which the Court stated the violation of article 3 of protocol n. 1 of the Convention, because prisoners in British prisons were not allowed to vote; 

· 5.02.2015, Grand Chamber judgment, Bochan v. Ukraine (n. 2) (n. 22251/08), on the right to a fair trial;

· 3.02.2015, Hutchinson v. the United Kingdom (n. 57592/08), on whole life sentence in the British legal system, which was deemed compatible with the Convention: the case follows the judgments in the cases Vinter and others v. the United Kingdom of 9.07.2013, in which the Court found that the British law in such matter was unclear, and R v. Newell and R v. McLoughlin of 18.02.2014 in which – following the clarification by the British Court of Appeal on some aspects of the law and the explanations by the British Government – the case was deemed compatible with article 3 of the  Convention;  

· 3.02.2015, Apostu v. Romania (n. 22765/12), on the publication in the media of personal information taken from a former mayor’s criminal case file, which violated his right to the respect for private and family life;

· 27.01.2015, Asiye Genç v. Turkey (n. 24109/07), on the violation of the right to life with regard to the death of a new born baby following the refusal of the admission to public hospitals;

· 27.01.2015, Paradiso and Campanelli v. Italy (n. 25358/12), on the placement in social-service care of a nine-month-old child, who was born in Russia following a surrogacy agreement: the Court found that, in spite of the absence of any biological relationship between the baby and the couple, the conditions that justified the removal of the baby had not been met and therefore it stated the violation of the Convention;   

· 20.01.2015, Gözüm v. Turkey (n. 4789/10), on single-parent adoptions: the application concerns the refusal of the adoptive mother’s request to have her own forename entered on the personal documents for her adopted son in place of the name of the child’s biological mother; according to the Court, there had been a vacuum in Turkish civil law regarding the recognition of the adoptive mother’s forename;
· 20.01.2015, Manuello and Nevi v. Italy (n. 107/10), on the suspension of the grandparents’ contact rights with their granddaughter, on account of the criminal investigation against the father, which was deemed a violation of the right to the respect for private and family life;

· 20.01.2015, Arribas Anton v. Spain (n. 16563/11), according to which the fact of subjecting the appeal of an “amparo” (application of a citizen against a norm deemed constitutionally illegitimate) to objective circumstances is not in breach of the Convention;

· 15.01.2015, Kuppinger v. Germany (n. 62198/11), in which the Court found that the father of a child born out of wedlock had not been granted the right to an effective remedy to expedite the proceeding concerning his right to visit the child;

· 15.01.2015, Dragojević v. Croatia (n. 68955/11), according to which insufficient reasons were given by Croatian Courts when they ordered the surveillance of telephone conversations of a drug-trafficking suspect;

· 13.01.2015, Elberte v. Latvia (n. 61243/08), according to which the removal of tissue from a deceased man’s body without the knowledge or consent of his wife amounted to degrading treatment;

· 27.01.2015, Neshkov v. Bulgaria (n. 36925/10, 21487/12, 72893/12, 73196/12, 77718/12 and 9717/13), according to which detention conditions in Bulgaria amount to degrading and inhuman treatment and there is not an effective remedy for the situation in which prisoners live (new pilot-judgment against Bulgaria); 
· 15.01.2015, A.A. v. France (n. 18039/11) and A.F. v. France (n. 80086/13), according to which the deportation of the applicants, who reside in France, to their Country of origin (Sudan) would entail a violation of the Convention;

· 15.01.2015, Arnaud and others v. France (n. 36918/11, 36963/11, 36967/11, 36969/11, 36970/11 and 36971/11), according to which making French nationals settled in Monaco liable for payment of the wealth tax (l’impôt sur la fortune) is not in breach of the Convention;
and the decisions:

· 24.02.2015, inadmissibility decision, Fuchs v. Germany (n. 29222/11 and 64345/11), on freedom of expression; 

· 5.02.2015, inadmissibility decision, A.M.E. v. the Netherlands (n. 51428/10), on the application lodged by a Somali asylum seeker, who tried to avoid the return from the Netherlands to Italy: this case was different from the case Tarakhel v. Switzerland for several aspects (highlighted by the Court in the decision), in which the Court draw the opposite conclusion;

· 15.01.2015, inadmissibility decision, Dzhugashvili v. Russia (n. 41123/10), according to which the Russian courts were justified in dismissing a defamation claim brought by Stalin’s grandson against Novaya Gazeta newspaper and they did not violate the right to the respect for private life neither of the applicant nor of his grandfather.
For the extra-European area we have included:
· the decision of the Supreme Court of Canada of 06.02.2015, which deemed null, for violation of article 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (right to life, freedom and security), sections 241(b) and 14 of the Criminal Code on the punishment as a crime of assisted suicide, where they do not allow physician-assisted death for a competent adult who clearly consents to the termination of life and has a grievous and irremediable medical condition that causes enduring suffering that is intolerable to the individual in the circumstances of his or her condition; and the decision of 30.01.2015, which stated the constitutional illegitimacy of the Public Service Essential Service Act 2008 of the Saskatchewan province, where it prohibited the participation of essential services employees to any kind of strike against the employer, for the violation of the right to freedom of association; the Court underlined that the right to strike is an essential element of the constitutionally protected right to collective bargaining;

· the decision of the International Court of Justice of 03.02.2015, case Application of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (Croatia v. Serbia), which rejected the claim lodged by Croatia and the following counter-claim lodged by Serbia, stating that the crimes committed on the Croatian territory between 1991 and 1995, even though they are included in article II (a) and (b) of the Convention, cannot be considered as genocide for the lack of dolus specialis or mens rea (intention of destroy, totally or partially, a national, ethnic, racial or religious group as such) and, therefore, there is no liability according to the said Convention;  

· the decision of the Appeals Chamber of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia of 30.01.2015, case Prosecutor v. Vujadin Popović, Ljubiša Beara, Drago Nikolić, Radivoje Miletić, Vinko Pandurević, which affirmed the first instance sentences against the accused persons for crimes committed in July 1995 in the “protected zones” of Srebrenica and Žepa;      

· the order of the High Court of Australia of 28.01.2015, which deemed legitimate, according to the Marine Powers Act 2013, the detention, on a ship which patrolled the borders, of asylum seekers, who had been intercepted in the adjacent sea zone, in order to take them in a State other from Australia (in the specific case in India), even without any guarantee of fair trial;

· the orders of the United States District Court for the Southern District of Alabama Southern Division of 23.01.2015, of the United States District Court District of South Dakota Southern Division of 12.01.2015 and of the Travis County Probate Court No. 1, Texas of 17.02.2015, which stated the constitutional illegitimacy of the norms of the respective States, which prohibit same-sex marriages; with the order of 19.02.2015, the Supreme Court of Texas blocked the execution of the decision of the Texan Court;
· the order of the Supreme Court of the United States of 16.01.2015, in which the Court has decided to pronounce itself in the matter of same-sex marriages, admitting the claims against the decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit in the cases Obergefell v. Hodges, Tanco v. Haslam, DeBoer v. Snyder, Bourke v. Beshear;

· the order of the United States District Court Eastern District of Michigan Southern Division of 15.01.2015, with which the Court obliged the State to recognize same-sex marriages celebrated in the period between the previous decision of the same district court, which stated their legitimacy, and the following suspension decided by the Court of Appeal;  

· the decision of the Appeals Chamber of the Mechanism for International Criminal Tribunal (which was established to replace the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda after the completion of their respective mandates) of 18.12.2014, case Augustin Ngirabatware v. the Prosecutor, which reversed the first instance decision on the charge of rape as a crime against humanity, reducing the sanction from 35 to 30 years’ imprisonment;   

· the decision of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights of 20.11.2014, case Espinoza Gonzáles vs. Peru, which sentenced the State in relation to the arbitrary detention of Gladys Carol Espinoza Gonzáles in April 1993 (she was accused of belonging to the Túpac Amaru Revolutionary Movement and of having participated to the kidnapping of an entrepreneur), to sexual harassment and other kinds of tortures during the pre-trial detention, as well as cruel, inhuman and degrading treatments suffered during the following detention in prison; another decision of 20.11.2014, case Argüelles y otros vs. Argentina, on the violation of the rights to personal freedom and fair trial with regard to proceedings against army officers for the crime of military fraud; and the decision of 14.11.2014, case Rodríguez Vera y otros (Desaparecidos del Palacio de Justicia) vs. Colombia, which recognized the State liability for the forced disappearance of 10 persons, the forced disappearance and the summary execution of the judge Carlos Horacio Urán Rojas, as well as the unlawful detention and torture and inhuman and degrading treatments suffered by other 4 persons, who were suspected of having participated to the “Palace of Justice siege” of Bogota on 6th and 7th of November 1985 or of cooperating with the 19Th of April Movement (M-19), which was the author of the event.
As far as case law of national courts is concerned, the following decisions must be highlighted:
· Belgium: the decision of the Cour Constitutionnelle n. 17/2015 of 12.02.2015, on the compatibility of court fees, as provided for by article 4.8.13 of the Flemish territorial planning code, with the norms of the ECHR, the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and the Convention of Aarhus in the matter of access to justice; the decision n. 15/2015 of 05.02.2015, which submits a reference for a preliminary ruling to the Court of Justice for the interpretation of Directive 94/19/EC, on Deposit Guarantee Schemes, with specific regard to the possibility of establishing guarantees for shares held in cooperative enterprises active in the financial sector, in analogy with the similar provisions for bank deposits; the decision n. 10/2015 of 28.01.2015, which states the compatibility of article 7 of the ECHR with articles 2, 3 and 16 of the law of 17 March 2013, which amends the Judiciary Code with regard to the composition and the voting procedure of the members of the Court for the application of sanctions following decisions against persons condemned to 30 years’ or to life imprisonment, in the light of the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; the decision n. 9/2015 of 28.01.2015, which rejects the claim for constitutional legitimacy lodged against some norms of the law of 18 February 2013 amending the Criminal Code and applying the Framework Decision 2002/475/JHA and 2008/919/JHA on combating terrorism, also recalling the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; the decision n. 2/2015 of 22.01.2015, on the linguistic regime in the proceedings before first instance courts, in the light of the constitutional norms and the ECHR in the matter of fair trial; and the decision n. 179/2014 of 10.12.2014, on the legitimacy of the norms on claims, within proceedings in the matter of competition, of the decisions on the use of data and documents gained through search, which recalls the norms of the ECHR and the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights and the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg;

· Croatia: the decision of the Ustavni sud of 13.11.2014, which partially admits the claim based on alleged violations of articles 3 and 6 of the ECHR, which were committed during the arrest and detention of the claimant, in relation to the obligation of the authorities to carry out adequate investigations following the report of abuses by the police, recalling the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg;  

· France: the decision of the Cour de cassation n. 96/2015 of 28.1.2015, according to which the prohibition of same-sex marriages is in contrast with international public law; the decision n. 6661/2014 of 13.1.2015, which, in the matter of negligent homicide and (negligent) destruction by fire of goods, applies article 6 of the ECHR; the decision n. 7479/2014 of 7.1.2015 on the respect of the principle of defence provided for by article 6 of the ECHR within a criminal proceeding against an undertaking for the violation of safety (reported by the CGT); the decision n. 7799/2014 of 7.1.2015, which, with regard to the prisoner’s rights to information and translation, ascertains the respect of the guarantees provided for by the law and by the ECHR (article 5) in relation to the right to a fair trial; and the decision n. 1141/2014 of 16.12.2014, which, in the matter of trial delays, states the violation of article 6 of the ECHR;

· Germany: the decision of the Oberlandesgerichts Karlsruhe (Regional Court of Appeal of Karlsruhe) of 18.12.2014, on the rights in the matter of pensions, which recalls article 1 of the Protocol 1 to the ECHR and article 17 of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights; the decision of the Oberlandesgerichts Stuttgart (Regional Court of Appeal of Stuttgart) of 31.10.2014, in the matter of remuneration of the translator of official European language (Bulgarian), which recalls the right to defence ex article 6(3) of the ECHR; the decision of the Verwaltungsgericht Berlin (Administrative Court of Berlin) of 15.01.2015, which states that the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights is binding in the matter of repatriation; and the decision of the Verwaltungsgericht Potsdam (Administrative Court of Potsdam) of 26.11.2014, which applies the Dublin Regulation in the matter of asylum;    

· Great Britain: the decision of the United Kingdom Supreme Court of 09.02.2015, on the refund of medical expenses for pathologies caused by  asbestos, according to article 1 of Protocol 1 of the ECHR; and the decision of 28.01.2015, on the obligations for the police in the event of gender violence, according to article 2 of the ECHR; the decision of the England and Wales High Court of 20.02.2015, on freedom of expression of the media with regard to a television program, which had been criticized by an NGO for having showed a racist and stereotyped imagine of Roma people; and the decision of 27.01.2015, on the compatibility between national norms, which excluded the refund of legal expenses supported by the accused person who was then found innocent, and the ECHR standards in such matter; the decision of the England and Wales Court of Appeal of 11.02.2015, in which the Court establishes that article 5 of the ECHR provides that police authorities must immediately notify the insubstantial reasons for the detention on remand, in order to release the suspected person; the decision of 05.02.2015, on the remedies against the dismissal of two employees of the Sudanese and Libyan embassy, with regard to the ECHR as well as the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights guarantees; another decision of 05.02.2015, in the matter of processing of personal and sensitive personal data held by the police for purposes other than the original ones; the decision of 30.01.2015, in which the Court deems legitimate the repatriation of a foreign national even if it involves a risk for his life, in consideration of the lack of an adequate health care assistance; the decision of 23.01.2015, in which the Court deems that national security reasons cannot justify the deportation of a foreign national to his Country if he risks serious violations of human rights; and the decision of 18.12.2014, on the right to private life of persons sentenced for sexual crimes and on the investigation power of the police; and the decision of the Investigatory Powers Tribunal of 06.02.2015, which established that mass surveillance and data transmission by the British authorities according to American PRISM and Upstream programs was in contrast with articles 8 and 10 of the ECHR until its decision of 5 December 2014, with which the Tribunal revealed the claimants’ disclosures and the rules and procedures of such activity;

· Ireland: the decision of the High Court of 15.01.2015, which judges on the derivative right of residence of non European nationals, who are parents of Union citizens, in the light of Union law and the decision of the Court of Justice in the case Zambrano; the decision of 22.12.2014, which established the State liability, according to the case Francovich, for the wrong application of article 16(2) of Directive 2004/38/EC (right to permanent stay), in the light of the decision of the Court of Justice in the case Ogieriakhi; the decision of 12.12.2014, which stated the invalidity of the definition of torture included in the European Union (Subsidiary Protection) Regulations 2013, because in contrast with the definition included in article 15(b) of Directive 2004/83/EC (“Qualification Directive”); and the decision of 19.11.2014, which assess the legitimacy of an order of expulsion in the light of the principle of the child’s best interest, recalling article 8 of the ECHR and a rich jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg;
· Italy: the decision of the Corte di cassazione n. 2400/2015 of 9.2.2015, in the matter of same-sex marriages, which recalls article 9 of the EU Charter of Rights; the order n. 950/2015 of 21.1.2015, which, in the matter of ne bis in idem, raises the question of the constitutional legitimacy of some administrative unlawful acts, additional to the criminal sentence, for contrast with article 7 of the ECHR, in the light of the decision in the case Grande Stevens; the decision n. 735/2015 of 19.1.2015, which, in the matter of unlawful dispossession of a private land in order to build a public work, even when there is a public interest statement, states the right of the person to the restitution of the property or to compensation, in the light of the jurisprudence of the ECHR; and the decision n. 677/2015 of 15.1.2015, on the possibility for courts to raise ex officio questions of violations of the ECHR, which examines the guideline of the jurisprudence; the order n. 1782/2015 of 15.1.2015, which raises the question of constitutional legitimacy of some administrative sanctions in addition to the criminal sentence for the violation of the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg – in particular the decision in the case Grande Stevens – with regard to the ne bis in idem principle; the order n. 596/2014 of 15.1.2015, which reverts to the Constitutional Court the question of the independence and impartiality of the special Commission on health care professions, also in the light of article 6 of the ECHR; and the order n. 174/2015 of 09.01.2015, which, in the matter of right to fair trial and consequences of overruling in the jurisprudence, recalls the guideline of the Court of Strasbourg; the decision n. 262/2015 of 12.1.2015, which, in the matter of right to automatic increase of the length of service-seniority of employers whose fixed-term contract was considered null, recalls the principles of EU law and the Directive on fixed-term contracts; the decision n. 62/2015 of 8.1.2015, which, in the matter of fixed-term contracts in maritime law, applies the decision of the Court of Justice in the case Flamingo; the decision n. 27481/2014 of 30.12.2014, which establishes the principle of compensation “for the violation of EU law” in the event of abuses in the use of fixed-term contracts and establishes some parameters to define such abuse, in the light of the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice; and the decision n. 46067/2014 of 6.11.2014, which establishes the definition of “pilot decision” in the light of the ECHR judicial system; the decree of the Corte d’appello di Torino of 29.10.2014, which orders the registration of the birth of a minor, who was born in Spain thanks to heterologous medically assisted fertilization from a married homosexual couple, recalling the guideline of the Court of Strasbourg in such matter; the decision of the Corte d’appello di Trento of 30.6.2014, which deems discriminating the denial of family allowances to a Tunisian national, in the light of the guideline of the two European Courts and the Euro-Mediterranean Agreement; the three decisions of the Tribunale di Napoli in the cases Mascolo, Racca and Forni of 21.1.2015, which apply the decision of the Court of Justice in the case Mascolo with regard to the situation of school short term employees; the order of the Tribunale di Catanzaro of 2.1.2015, which grants the refugee status to a Pakistani national of Shiite faith and recalls EU law in such matter; and the decision of the Tribunale di Brindisi of 1.12.2014, on the damage from the “loss of life”, which recalls the guideline of the Court of Strasbourg on article 2 of the ECHR;
·  Latvia: the decision of the Satversmes Tiesa of 28.11.2014, which stated the constitutional illegitimacy of section 495(1) of the Civil Procedure Law, which did not allow the opposition against the jurisdiction of an arbitration court before a court, also recalling the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; 
·  Portugal: the decision of the Tribunal Constitucional n. 141/2015 of 25.02.2015, which stated the constitutional illegitimacy of article 6 of law 13/2013, where it provided that Portuguese nationals and their relatives should have been legally residing on the territory of the State for at least one year in order to have the right to minimum income for social inclusion (rendimento social de inserção), also recalling EU law and the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice in the matter of freedom of movement and stay, with regard to the application of such article to the other citizens of the Union;    
· Slovenia: the decision of the Ustavno Sodišče of 16.10.2014, which judges on the parameters for the assessment of the civil liability of the State for non pecuniary damages deriving from the alleged violation of the right to life, according to article 2 of the ECHR; 
· Spain: the decision of the Tribunal Constitucional n. 215/2014 of 18.12.2014, which rejected the claim lodged against some norms of Law n. 2/2012 of financial stability and fiscal sustainability (estabilidad presupuestaria y sostenibilidad financiera), also recalling relevant Union law in such matter; the decision n. 212/2014 of 18.12.2014, in the matter of calculation of the length of service-seniority within public competitions, which rejects the claim for the alleged violation of clause n. 4 of Directive 1999/70/EC, concerning the framework agreement CES, UNICE and CEEP on fixed-term work, and of the guideline of the Court of Justice in the case Rosado Santana; the decision n. 194/2014 of 01.12.2014, which rejected the claim lodged for the violation of the principle of equality and non-discrimination and based on the denial of the survivor’s pension because of the lack of registration of the marriage, which was celebrated according to Islamic wedding customs, recalling the decision of the Court of Strasbourg in the case Muñoz Díaz v. Spain; the order of the Tribunal Supremo of 02.02.2015, which examines again a decision by the same court of 06/02/2014, with which it refused the registration in the birth register of children who had been conceived abroad by surrogate mothers, in the light of the decisions of the Court of Strasbourg in the cases Mennesson v. France and Labassee v. France; the decision of the Audiencia Nacional of 29.12.2014, in the matter of right to oblivion, which applies the guideline of the Court of Justice established in the case Google Spain SL and Google Inc v. Agencia Española de Protección de Datos (AEPD) and Mario Costeja González, in the same case which originated the preliminary referral to the European Court; and the decision of the Juzgado de lo Social n° 1 de Toledo of 11.12.2014, according to which the length of the period of probation established in the  contrato indefinito de apoyo a los emprendedores is in contrast with the European Social Chart.
For what concerns comments, we have included the following texts:
Articles:

Fernando Bolaños Céspedes “Jus cogens and labour rights”

Steve Peers “Trends in Differentiation of EU Law and Lessons for the Future” 

Jean Paul Pierini “The ICC rulings in the Libyan cases and related due process implications of the Complementarity relationship with domestic prosecutions”

Maria Giulia Putaturo Donati “The right to the respect for “private and family life”, according to art. 8 of the ECHR, in the interpretation of the ECHR: the importance of such principle in international and national law”
Notes and comments:

Roberto Conti “Sine titulo purchase and human rights. A story that must not be forgotten”

Linda D’Ancona “European damage deriving from the unlawful reiteration of fixed-term contracts”

Chiara Favilli “The Court of Justice postpones the EU accession to the ECHR”

Sergio Galleano “Protection of crimes’ victims. The intolerable lack of application of Directive 80 of 2004”

Luigi Menghini “Special law of the sea, jus commune and European Union-Community law: their effects on the decisions of the Court of Cassation and EU Court of Justice on enlistment fixed-term contracts”

Tiziana Assunta Orrù “Europe 2020 strategy: where are we in Italy after the Jobs Act?” 

Stefano Pazienza “Pilot decisions of the ECHR and trial revision: cues from the Court of Cassation”

Jörg Sydow and others “Implementation of Global Framework Agreements: Towards a Multi-organizational Practice Perspective” 

Reports:

David Cerri “Concerning The judges and biolaw”

Gianfranco Ciani “Inaugural address of the judicial year 2015 at the Supreme Court of Cassation”

Elena Falletti  “Legal reasoning and stereotypes in the case law from a comparative family law perspective”

Silvio Gambino “Economic crisis and contemporary constitutionalism. Which European future for fundamental rights and for Welfare?”

Domenico Moro “A European Solidarity Fund to promote a European Social Security Act and a programme for investments with European Common Undertakings”

Giorgio Santacroce “Inaugural address of the judicial year 2015 at the Supreme Court of Cassation”

Barbara Spinelli “Apathy of democracy”

Lucia Tria “Regulatory competence of the Court of Cassation in the light of the European principle of fair trial as well as the constitutional principle of  rationality-equity”

Lucia Tria “New norms on “economic dismissals” in the light of the principles provided for by the Constitution, European Union law and international conventions”

Documents:

The Annual Report (Report 2015) of the European Observatory on fundamental rights’ respect, published on 9 march 2015

Conseil d’Etat “Digital technology and fundamental rights” of December 2014

The document “Building Solidarity in Asylum Policy – Towards a solidarity-based European Asylum Policy” by the FEPS (Foundation for European Progressive Studies) of 25.01.2015  

European University Institute “European judicial cooperation and fundamental rights: some practical guidelines”
The Annual Report by Human Rights Watch “World Report 2015 – Events of 2014”, published on 29 January 2015 

