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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 Report of the European Commission of 2 August 2010 on the activity of Eurodac

· the Resolution of the European Parliament of 6 July 2010 on the deliberations of the Committee on Petitions during the year 2009
· the Resolution of the European Parliament of 6 July 2010 on atypical contracts, secured professional paths, and new forms of social dialogue
· the Report of the European Commission of 30 June 2010 on the public access to documents in 2009 

· the European Council conclusions of 17 June 2010;

· the European Parliament legislative Resolution of 16 June 2010 on the draft directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the rights to interpretation and to translation in criminal proceedings;

For the Council of Europe we would like to recall that starting from 1st June 2010 Protocol 14 to the ECHR has come into force; we also highlight 

With regard to the Committee of Ministers:

· the Resolution CM/ResChs 6 of 7.07.10 on the collective complaint lodged by Defence for Children International against the Netherlands;

· the Resolution CM/ResChs 5 of 30.06.10 on the collective complaint lodged by the European Roma Rights Centre against France; 

· the Resolution CM/ResDH 83 of 7.06.10 on the execution of the judgements of the European Court of Human Rights in the case of Ben Khemais against Italy (application n. 246/07, judgment of 24.02.09);

With regard to the Parliamentary Assembly:

· the Resolution 1743 and the Recommendation 1927 of 23.06.2010 on Islam, Islamism and Islamophobia in Europe;

· the Resolution 1746 and the Recommendation 1928 of 23.06.2010, on democracy in Europe: crisis and perspectives;

· the Resolution 1739 and the Recommendation 1923 of 22.06.2010 on the situation in Kosovo and the role of the Council of Europe;

· the Resolution 1740 and the Recommendation 1924 of 22.06.2010, on the situation of Roma in Europe and relevant activities of the Council of Europe.

With regard to the jurisprudence we highlight:

For the Court of Justice, the decisions:

· 29 July 2010, case C-151/09, Federación de Servicios Públicos de la UGT (UGT‑FSP), on the safeguarding of employees’ rights in the event of transfers of undertakings;

· 29 July 2010, case C-577/08, Rijksdienst voor Pensioenen, on the equal treatment for men and women in matters of pensions;

· 1 July 2010, case C-211/10, Povse, on the recognition and enforcement of judgments providing the return of an illegally transferred minor, which recalls art. 24 of the Charter of Children’s Rights;

· 1 July 2010, case C-194/08, Gassmayr, and case C-471/08, Parviainen, both on payment of pregnant workers or workers who have recently given birth and on maternity leave; 

· 29 June 2010, case C-550/09, Criminal proceeding against E and F, on the freezing of funds of persons included in black lists;

For the European Court of Human Rights, the decisions:

· 29.07.2010 Mengesha Kimfe vs. Switzerland (n° 24404/05) and Agraw vs. Switzerland (n° 3295/06) on the five years long separation imposed to the applicants, while waiting for the conclusion of the procedure for asylum, which was deemed too long;

· 27.07.2010 Gatt vs. Malta (no 28221/08), according to which the conversion into 2000 days’ imprisonment of the guarantee the applicant had failed to pay on breaching his bail conditions, had been excessive;

· 27.07.2010 Rokosz vs. Poland (no 15952/09) on the applicant’s detention, which has been deemed incompatible with his health conditions;
· 22.07.2010 P.B. and J.S. vs. Austria (n° 18984/02) on the different and discriminating treatment as regards the extension of insurance cover towards a homosexual couple;

· 22.07.2010 two decisions against Russia for several disappearances of persons in Chechnya, Benuyeva and others vs. Russia (no 8347/05) and Akhmatkhanovy vs. Russia (no 20147/07);
· 20.07.2010 Dadouch vs Malta (n° 38816/07) on the long delay in registering a Russian marriage in Malta, which has been deemed unjustified by the Court;

· 20.07.2010 two decisions against the Netherlands, A. vs. the Netherlands (no 4900/06) and Ramzy vs. the Netherlands (n° 25424/05) and one against Sweden, N. vs. Sweden (n° 23505/09), on the expulsion of the applicants, who would run the risk of abuses in their Countries of origin;

· 13.07.2010 Lopata vs. Russia (no 72250/01), according to which the State has perpetrated intimidation against the applicant, who had complained to the European Court that he had been subjected to police brutality;

· 13.07.2010 D.B. vs. Turkey (no 33526/08), according to which the detention of the claimant for asylum was unlawful and his legal representation before the Court had been seriously hindered;

· 13.07.2010 Clift vs. United Kingdom (no 7205/07), according to which the difference in treatment, as regards early release of prisoners depending on the length of the sentence originally imposed, is discriminatory towards persons sentenced to longer periods of imprisonment;

· 13.07.2010 Kuric and others vs. Slovenia (no 26828/06), according to which the Slovenian authorities have refused to regulate the applicants' situation in line with the Constitutional Court's decisions concerning the so-called “erased persons”;

· 08.07.2010 Sitaropoulos and others vs. Greece (n° 42202/07), on the impossibility for Greek expatriates to vote for National elections;

· 06.07.2010 two decisions against Finland, Grönmark vs. Finland (n° 17038/04) and Backlund vs. Finland (n° 36498/05), on time-limits for judicial recognition of paternity, which should not be imposed automatically;

· 06.07.2010 two decisions against Lithuania, Pocius vs. Lithuania and Uukauskas vs. Lithuania (n° 35601/04 and 16965/04), on fairness of the criminal procedure, decisions taken on the basis of evidence which had not been communicated to the applicants;

· 06.07.2010 Yetis and others vs. Turkey (no 40349/05), on structural problems concerning the dispossession procedure;

· 06.07.2010 Gözel and others vs. Turkey (no 43453/04 and 31098/05) on freedom of expression;
· 01.07.2010 Davydov and others vs. Ukraine (no 17674/02 and 39081/02), on abuses suffered by a prisoner during the training exercises in prison  and the State’s omission of the necessary collaboration in order to have the case examined in Strasbourg
· 24.06.2010 Mancel and Branquart vs. France (no 22349/06) on the lack of impartiality of the Court of Cassation;

· two decisions against Russia for several disappearances of persons in Chechnya of 17.06.2010, Batayev and others vs. Russia (no 11354/05 and 32952/06) and Tovsultanova vs. Russia (no (26974/06);

· 15.06.2010 Ciupercescu vs. Romania (n° 35555/03) on unjustified body searches carried out during pre-trial detention;

· 15.06.2010 Ashot Harutyunyan vs. Armenia (no 34334/04) on the treatment of a prisoner suffering from heart problems, who had been placed in a metal cage when in court during the appeal proceedings and to whom any adequate medical care had been denied;

· 15.06.2010 Turgay and others vs. Turkey (no 8306/08, 8340/08, 8366/08) on freedom of expression, for the unjustified suspension of two Turkish newspapers for a month.

· 10.06.2010 Zakharkin vs. Russia (no 1555/04) on a detainee suffering from rheumatoid arthritis kept in cold, damp cells, without adequate medical treatment, and on the refusal of visits from the lawyer representing him before the European Court of Human Rights;
· 10.06.2010  two decisions against Russia for several disappearances of persons in Chechnya, Ilyasova vs. Russia (no 26966/06), and Vakayeva and others vs. Russia (no 2220/05);

· 10.06.2010 Jehovah’s Witnesses of Moscow vs. Russia (no 302/02) on the unjustified dissolution and refusal to re-register the Jehovah’s Witnesses religious community in Moscow;

· 08.06.2010 Sapan vs. Turkey (no 44102/04) on the seizure of a book on the singer Tarkan, which was deemed in violation of freedom of expression;

· 08.06.2010 Gül and others vs. Turkey (no 4870/02) on the unjustified sentence against non violent demonstrators for having shouted supporting slogans during an illegal demonstration; 

· 08.06.2010 Andreescu vs Romania (no 19452/02) on freedom of expression;
· 03.06.2010 Dimitras and others vs. Greece (no 42837/06, 3237/07, 3269/07, 35793/07 and 6099/08) according to which the obligation to reveal one’s religious convictions in order not to have to take the oath by placing the right hand on the Bible is in contrast with freedom of religion;
· 03.06.2010 Alapayevy vs. Russia (no 39676/06) on the illegal homicide and the non effective investigation on the facts reported in Chechnya;

· 01.06.2010 decision of the Grand Chamber Gäfgen vs. Germania (no 22978/05) on the police’s threats towards a man, suspected of having kidnapped a child, in order to extort from him useful information; such behaviour has been deemed as an inhuman and degrading treatment; 

· 01.06.2010 Jasinska vs. Poland (no 28326/05) on the negligence on the part of the prison authorities, which had not prevented a prisoner to commit suicide;

· 01.06.2010 Gutiérrez Suárez vs. Spain (no 16023/07) on freedom of expression;

· 01.06.2010 Dumitru vs. Romania (no 4710/04) on the unfair sentence and freedom of expression;

· 27.05.2010 Đokić vs. Bosnia-Herzegovina (no 6518/04) on the military school lecturer’s inability to repossess his pre-war flat in Sarajevo; 
· 20.05.2010 Kurochkin vs Ukraine (42276/08) on the decision to annul the adoption of a boy following the adoptive parents’ divorce;

· 20.05.2010 Alajos Kiss vs Hungary (38832/06) on the automatic disenfranchisement following a measure of partial guardianship;

We would also like to highlight the decisions:

· 28.06.2010 Adrian Mihai Ionescu vs Romania (no 36659/04) in which for the first time the Court has applied the new criterion for admissibility provided by Protocol 14;
· 25.06.2010 Kemevuako vs the Netherlands (no 65938/09), which is relevant because it explains why the application had been submitted beyond the deadline and how the calculation of the 6 months to submit an application to the Court should be made.

For the extra-European area we have included:

· The decision of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda of 30.06.2010 in the case Prosecutor vs Yussuf Munyakazi, which has sentenced the accused person to 25 years’ imprisonment for the massacres and the mass homicides committed in two Rwandese parishes in April 1994 against Tutsi civilians; the Tribunal has instead deemed insufficient the evidence to qualify the accused person’s behaviour as participation in a Joint Criminal Enterprise (JCE); 

· The decision of first instance of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia of 10.06.2010 in the case Popovic and others, which has sentenced six Serbian-Bosnian officers and a special agent of the Serbian-Bosnian police, for the crimes committed in East Bosnia during the period July-November 1995; the Tribunal has deemed the accused persons responsible, in varying degree, for genocide, conspiracy to commit genocides and massacres, crimes against humanity, violations of laws of war and other international crimes, among which persecution, forced transfer and deportation for ethnic and religious aims, and it has also deemed them responsible for having participated to two different Joint Criminal Enterprises, of which one aimed to the summary killing of over 7.000 Bosnian Muslim men and boys coming from the Srebrenica enclave, and the other one to the forced deportation of the entire Muslim population of Srebrenica and Zepa; 

· The decisions of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights of 26.05.2010, case Manuel Cepeda Vargas vs Colombia, which has sentenced Colombia for the violation of the rights to life and to personal integrity, to legal protection, to the protection of honour and dignity, to the freedom of thought and of expression and to liberty of association, in relation to the extra-judicial execution of the senator of the Colombian communist party, Manuel Cepeda Vargas; and of 25.05.2010, case Chitay Nech y Otros vs Guatemala,  which has deemed the State of Guatemala responsible for the forced disappearance of the political leader Florencio Chitay Nech, also recalling a consolidated jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights;

· the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States of 17.05.2010, which has stated the constitutional illegitimacy of life imprisonment, without the possibility of parole, against minors who have committed crimes other than homicide, which is deemed a cruel and unusual punishment;

· the decisions of the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit of 26.04.2010, which has admitted the claim lodged against Wal-Mart for gender discrimination; and of  03.03.2009, which has established the American Courts jurisdiction on civil cases concerning legal actions for compensation against the Vatican for sexual abuses committed by persons belonging to the catholic clergy; 

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

· Austria: the decisions of the Austrian Constitutional Court of 12.7.2010, which rejects the claim for constitutional illegitimacy of the law ratifying the Treaty of Lisbon; of 8.6.2010, which states the partial constitutional illegitimacy of the Austrian law on asylum also for the violation of art. 8 of the ECHR;  

· Belgium: the decision of the Constitutional Court of 23.06.2010 in the matter of fair trial, which recalls the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights;

· Croatia: the decisions of the Ustavni sud (Constitutional Court) of 17.03.2010, which rejects the claims lodged in order to promote the revision of the constitutional legitimacy of certain articles of the Pension Insurance Act, also applying the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; and of 24.11.2009, which has rejected the claim lodged against the Special Tax Act, for the violation of the principle of equality, also recalling the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights; 

· Estonia: the decision of the Vabariigi Riigikohus (Supreme Court) of 15.12.2009, which, also recalling the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg, has established the constitutional illegitimacy of certain norms of the civil code and of the State Fees Act, which, according to the Court, provided the payment of an excessive tariff in order to bring civil actions for the establishment of the nullity of a resolution of the general meeting of a building association, in contrast with the right to effective legal protection; 
· France: the decision of the Conseil constitutionnel of 12.5.2010, which exercises a preventative control of constitutional legitimacy on a transposition law of a Community Directive; the decisions of the Cour de Cassation of 1.7.2010 on the right to publish shocking photographs of crime victims in the light of the ECHR; and of 23.6.2010 on the right to compensation for forced hospitalization in the light of the ECHR;   

· Germany: the decision of the Bundesverfassungsgericht of 9.6.2010 in the matter of division of competence between national and supra-national bodies; and of 8.6.2010 in the matter of public and private emergency health services, which recalls the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice; 

· Great Britain: the decision of the United Kingdom Supreme Court of 07.07.2010, in which the Court deems the “Anne Frank policy”, with which the English Government provides the repatriation of homosexual persons, who claim for asylum in England because of the risk of being persecuted for their sexual orientation, suggesting them to hide their inclinations, as being in violation of the protection provided by the ECHR and the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; of 30.06.2010, in which the Court denies the possibility of automatic appeal for the protection of the right to life, according to art. 2 of the ECHR, for a soldier who died in Iraq; of 23.06.2010 on the importance and effectiveness of the right to education following the illegitimate suspension of a student; of 16.06.2010, in which the Court states the violation of the right to private and family life of an Ethiopian national, suspected of terrorism and put under house arrest in an apartment more than 150 miles away from his family’s residence; of 12.05.2010, on the relation between the right to asylum and the concept of citizenship, with reference to the guarantees provided by the ECHR; the decision of the High Court of Justice (Court of Appeal) of 29.06.2010, in which the Court denies being obliged to judge again on a case, even if the national law has only partially transposed Community legislation in such matter and the appellant has invoked the protection provided by art. 7 of the ECHR; of the High Court of Justice (Queen’s Bench Division) of 29.06.2010, on the importance of the ECHR’s rights to a fair trial, to freedom of expression and association of a group of demonstrating persons, who had occupied a public area; the decision of the England and Wales Court of Appeal of 22.06.2010 on the right to receive the pension according to the gender requirements acquired by a transsexual person; of 21.06.2010, in which the Court states that there are no obligations to prevent suicides, deriving from art. 2 of the ECHR, for the health authorities dealing with patients affected by mental disorders, who voluntarily decide to follow health treatments; of 11.06.2010, with which the Court admits the claim based on art. 5 of the ECHR lodged by a mentally disturbed person sentenced for harassment and subjected to a preventative measure inadequate for his mental illness; of 11.06.2010 on  procedural guarantees for the right to property in the case of the imposition by the English Ministry of Treasury on the Iranian Bank of special financial regimes, because of the support given to the Iranian nuclear program by the credit institution; of 27.05.2010, in which the Court, after a wide analysis of the ECHR’s norms in the matter of family, considers that the adoptive parents are not obliged to send every year a photograph of the son to the natural parents; of 25.05.2010, in which the Court dwells, also in the light of the ECHR’s principles,  on the discrimination against a transsexual person for whom the national health authority did not cover the cost of the additive mammoplasty, which the doctors deemed fundamental for the successful process of the patient’s sexual transformation; of 13.05.2010, in which the Court judges on the right to freedom and security of an English national who had been detained by mistake;
· Ireland: the two decisions of the Supreme Court of 20.05.2010 ([2010] IESC 38 and [2010] IESC 39) concerning the abduction of minors, which also applies Community law in such matter: in the decision [2010] IESC 39 the Court rejects the claim lodged against a previous decision of the High Court, which had stated the illegitimacy of the abduction from Latvia of the minor S.B. committed by the mother, according to the Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction; in the decision [2010] IESC 38 the Court, also recalling the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights, deals with the issue of the children’s right to be heard, endorsing the decision of the High Court not to allow the intervention and the participation at the hearing of the sister of the minor S.B. (being minor herself) “in consideration of her age and of her maturity of judgment”; the decision of the Supreme Court of 14.05.2010, which decides in favour of the compatibility of Section 2 of the Criminal Justice Act 1990, which provides the compulsoriness of life imprisonment for homicide, with the constitutional principle of proportionality of the punishment and with the principle of the judge’s discretionary power, as well as with the rights provided by article 5 of the ECHR, also applying the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; and of 13.05.2010, which rejects the claim lodged against the enforcement of a European arrest warrant; the decision of the High Court of 28.04.2010, which rejects the claim for joint custody lodged by the father after the children’s abduction committed by the mother and the subsequent establishment in England: the Court reaches such decision after the analysis of the relation between the Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction, Council Regulation (EC) n. 2201/2003 and the ECHR’s norms; the Court also takes into consideration the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg and Community legislation relevant in such matter, among which the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights; and of 16.04.2010, which, also applying Community law, judges on the agreement subscribed by the parties in the matter of protection of intellectual property compatible with the norms of Data Protection Acts 1998 and 2003;
· Italy: the decision of the Constitutional Court n.227/2010 of 24.6.2010 on the European arrest warrant, on the relations between the national and the EU’s legal system and on legal remedies for the violation of EU norms: according to the Court, the contrast between national law and framework decisions does not imply disregarding national norms, since framework decisions have no direct application; instead, it implies a declaration of constitutional illegitimacy, according to art. 117 of the Constitution; n. 216/2010 of 17.6.2010 which, after the decision of the Court of Justice on the preliminary referral, states the constitutional illegitimacy of a law of the Sardinian Region; n. 196/2010 of 4.6.2010 in the matter of non retroactivity of measures providing confiscation, which recalls the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; n.187/2010 28.5.2010, which states the constitutional illegitimacy of a norm which renders the supply of a social security service conditional to the possession of a residence permit by the regular immigrant, and therefore on the legal residence on the State’s territory for at least five years, because deemed in contrast with the Court of Human Rights’ jurisprudence; the order n. 174 /2010 of 10.5.2010 of the Constitutional Court in the matter of immunity of a Member of the European Parliament, which recalls EU law in such matter; the order of the Court of Cassation n. 22357/2010 of 11.6.2010, which raises question of constitutional legitimacy of law “Cirielli” in the matter of debarment, because in contrast with the decision in the case Scoppola II of the Court of Strasbourg; the decisions of the Court of Cassation n.13332/2010 of 1.6.2010, which states the illegitimacy of the reference to the ethnic origin of the minor within international adoptions, since it is deemed in contrast with the Convention on the Rights of the Child of New York and with the EU’s Charter of Rights; n.18288/2010 of 13.5.2010, which states the possibility to lodge again the claim for pardon in the light of the changed opinion of the same Court, in accordance with the ECHR’s jurisprudence: n. 10636/2010  of 3.5.2010 in the matter of refugees, which recalls the EU’s legislation and the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence; n.20514/2010 of 14.4.2010 in the matter of expulsions, which recalls the Court of Strasbourg’s guidelines;; the decision of the Court of Appeal of Naples of 17.3.2010 on the right to subsidiary protection as a refugee for the person who has been obliged to fight as child soldier in Sierra Leone, which recalls European law in such matter; the order of the Justice of the peace of Trani of 18.6.2010 which, also in the light of the European Union’s and of the ECHR’s norms, raises question of constitutional legitimacy of the norm preventing clandestine immigrants from marrying; the decree of the Court of Rome of 14.6.2010, which recalls the EU Directive in the matter of family rejoining; the order of the Court of Turin of 3.5.2010, which sentences the Prime Minister’s Office to compensation for the damage deriving from rape, since Italy is defaulting the Directive 2004/80; the order of the Court of Bergamo of 17.5.2010 which, also in the light of EU legislation (Treaties and Charter of Rights) and of the Council of Europe acts, deems the limitation of a baby bonus exclusively to Italian nationals as being discriminatory; the order of the Court of Lodi of 28.4.2010 in the matter of non discrimination, which recalls the EU Charter of Rights; the decree of the Court of Ragusa of 16.4.2010 in the matter of right to marry of a non Community national, which recalls the ECHR’s jurisprudence; the order of the Court of Verona of 14.1.2010, which disregards the Italian law in the matter of access to social assistance services for blind persons in favour of a Moroccan national, in the light of Community law and of the Court of Justice’s jurisprudence; the decision of the Regional Administrative Court of Lazio of 18.5.2010, which states the direct applicability of the ECHR after the Treaty of Lisbon has come into force;

· Portugal: the decision of the Constitutional Court of 25.05.2010, which, applying a consolidated jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg and also recalling the European Union’s Charter of Fundamental Rights, rejects the claim lodged against a decision of the Supremo Tribunal de Justiça of 12.07.2007 grounded on the supposed violation of the principle of the judge’s impartiality and independence; 

· Spain: the decisions of the Constitutional Court of 9.7.2010 on the statute of Catalonia,  which recalls the European Treaties’ norms and the Convention of Oviedo; of 17.05.2010, which, also applying the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence, partially admits the claim against a decision of the Audiencia Provincial de Teruelm for violation of the rights to a fair trial and to presumption of innocence; of 27.04.2010 which, in the  matter of law of succession, quashes a former decision of the Tribunal Superior de Justicia de Cataluña because it had been issued in violation of the principle of equality   in relation to the claimant’s adopted daughter, also applying the Court of Strasbourg’s jurisprudence; and of 27.04.2010 which, also analyzing the European Court of Human Rights’ jurisprudence, confirms the sentence against the claimant for the spreading of photographic material detrimental to the honour of the person there represented, not recognizing in such case the prevalence of the right to freedom of expression.   

For what concerns comments, among the documents of European interest we highlight the study by the Commission Internationale de l’état civil “Les personnes dépourvues de documents d’identité e d’état civil” of March 2010

Among the comments we have included:  

Giovanni Armone  “The principle of retroactivity of the more favourable criminal law: second life between Europe and the Constitution”

Luciana Breggia “Courts’ crisis and cities’ crisis: perspectives for the reconstruction in the Europe of rights” 

Remo Caponi “Application of the European Union’s law in civil jurisprudence: preliminary notes for a study”

Gaetano De Amicis “The European investigation order”

Fabio Maria Ferrari “Expulsion for international terrorism crimes and preventative measures: the Court of Cassation chooses the self-restraint”

Emilio Gatti “Protection of human rights outside the European Union, the case of Kosovo”

Emilio Gatti “Reasonable time (in the jurisprudence of the Supreme Court of Kosovo)”

Flavio Guella “European judicial networks: experiences, potential, consequences for the judicial  function – a conference"

Salvo Leonardi “Workers’ participation in the EU and in Italy. Preliminary notes”

Margherita Leone “Brief considerations also on aspects of European law on quantification of damages in job relations” 

Nicolò Lipari “Fundamental rights and role of the judge” 

Chiara Meoli “Negationism and anti-negationism in Europe”

J. M. Mirando Boto “Mehr papiere und beamten? (More paper and officials?) The increasing importance of the European Council in social matters”

A.B. Muñoz Ruiz ““El caso Coleman: un paso más en la construcción del modelo social de discapacidad de la Unión Europea y su extensión a los ciudadores”

Luigi Moccia “Europe of rights, the weak and protection: introductive notes”  

Irene Pellizzone “Heterologous fertilization and European Court: considerations in the matter of interpretation in conformity with the Convention and the judge’s obligation to raise the question of constitutional legitimacy”

Luca Perilli “Fair trial and quality of judicial systems in Europe. Innovate in order to improve the quality of jurisdiction in a period of crisis”.   

Sergio Pistone “Federal perspective in the Schuman Declaration”
Lucia Tria “The most recent jurisprudence of the Constitutional Court in the matter of relations between the national and European legal system (with particular attention to the protection of labour and social security)”

We also publish the “Chronicles of the 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.slsg.wordpress.com by the same authors. 

