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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 acts of the European Union we have included:

· the 2011 Report by the European Commission of 16.04.2012 on the application of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights;

· the study by the Civil liberties, justice and home affairs Committee of the European Parliament of 1.04.2012 on children’s rights;

· the European Parliament Resolution of 29.03.2012 on the functioning and application of established rights of people travelling by air;

· the opinion of the “Article 29” Working Party of 23.03.2012 on the proposals of regulation and directive on data protection;

· the European Parliament Resolution of 15.03.2012 on discriminatory web sites;

· the European Parliament Resolution of 13.03.2012 on equality between women and men in the European Union-2011

· the European Parliament Resolution of 13.03.2012 on women in political decision-making;

For the Council of Europe we would like to highlight: 
Final Brighton Declaration:

The Ministers and the high representatives of the 47 Member States of the Council of Europe met from 8th to 20th of April 2012 in Brighton to examine possible reforms of the European Court of Human Rights and concluded their works with a final declaration; 

for the Parliamentary Assembly we would also like to highlight:
· the Resolution 1871 of 09.03.2012, “Self-evaluation by Europe’s national parliaments: procedural guidelines to improve the quality of parliamentary work”;

· the Recommendation 1995 and the Resolution 1868 of 09.03.2012, “The International Convention for the Protection of all Persons from Enforced Disappearance”;

· the Recommendation 1994 and the Resolution 1866 of 09.03.2012, “An additional protocol to the European Convention on Human Rights on national minorities”

For the Committee of Ministers: 

· the Recommendation 5.2012 of 12.04.2012 on the European Code of Ethics for Prison Staff;
· the Resolution 3.2012 of 04.04.2012 on the collective complaint No. 59/2009 by the European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC), Centrale générale des syndicats libéraux de Belgique (CGSLB), Confédération des syndicats chrétiens de Belgique (CSC) and Fédération générale du travail de Belgique (FGTB) against Belgium;
For the Court of Justice, we have added the decisions:

· 26.04.2012, case C-92/12 PPU, Health Service Executive, on the recognition of a judgment of a court of a Member State which orders the placement of child, who has the usual residence in that State,  in a secure institution providing therapeutic and educational care situated in another Member State;
· 26.04.2012, case C-472/10, Invitel, on unfair terms included by a seller or supplier into general business conditions of contacts concluded with consumers;
· 26.04.2012, case C-508/10, European Commission v. Kingdom of the Netherlands, on the rights of residence of the third-country nationals;

· 24.04.2012, case C-571/10, Servet Kanberaj, on the right to equal treatment with regard to persons enjoying housing benefits;

· 19.04.2012, case C-415/10, Galina Meister, on the right to have access to information indicating whether the employer has recruited another applicant;

· 19.04.2012, case C-461/10, Bonnie Audio AB and others, on copyright and Internet data processing;

· 10.04.2012, case C-83/12 PPU, Minh Khoa Vo, on the application of criminal sanctions on persons who obtained a visa by fraud;
· 29.03.2012, case C-417/10, Minister of Economy and Finance, Revenue Agency, and case C-500/10, VAT Office of Piacenza, both concerning the termination of tax proceedings that had been pending for more than ten years before the Court of Cassation and on the respect of the principle of reasonable delay of proceedings and non discrimination;

· 29.03.2012, joined cases C-7/10 and C-9/10, Staatssecretaris van Justitie, on the right of residence of family members of a Turkish worker who has acquired the nationality of the host Member State; 

· 29.03.2012, case C-504/09 P, European Commission vs Poland, and case C-505/09 P, European Commission vs Estonia, both in the matter of environment and the imposition of a ceiling on greenhouse gas emission allowances;
· 15.03.2012, case C-135/10, Società consortile Fonografici (SCF), on intellectual property and the free broadcasting to the public of radio phonograms in a dentist’s surgery;

· 15.03.2012, case C-162/10, Phonografic Performance (Ireland) Limited vs Ireland, on intellectual property and the broadcasting of phonograms by a hotel operator;
· 15.03.2012, case C-292/10, G vs Cornelius de Visser, on the impossibility to certify as European enforcement order a decision rendered in absentia against a defendant whose address is unknown;
· 15.03.2012, case C-453/10, Jana Pereničová and Vladislav Perenič, on consumer  protection and the nullity of a contract between a consumer and a trader due to unfair terms;
· 13.03.2012, case C-376/10 P, Pye Phyo Tay Za, on the freezing of funds of persons belonging to the Government of Burma/Myanmar and other natural persons linked to them and moreover on the right to property, to a fair trial and effective remedies;

· 13.03.2012, case C-380/09 P, Melli Bank plc, on the freezing of funds of a bank’s subsidiary and the principle of proportionality; 
· 08.03.2012, case C-251/11, Martial Huet, on the conversion of previous fixed-term contract into contracts of indefinite duration;
And for the General Court the decision:

· 28.03.2012, case T-190/10, Egan and Hackett, on access to documents, the protection of private life and personal data;

And the opinions of the Advocate General:
· 27.03.2012, case C-83/11, Secretary of State for the Home Department, on the right of the citizens of the Union to move and reside freely within the territory of a Member State and the obligation to facilitate entry and residence for any other family member;

· 6.03.2012, C-348/09, I. v. Oberbürgermeisterin des Stadt Remscheid, on the expulsion of a Union citizen who has resided for more than ten years on the territory of the host Member State, on grounds of public security;

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

· 24.04.2012, Mathloom vs Greece, (n. 48883/07), according to which the absence of a provision in Greece  on the maximum duration of detention for persons subject to a deportation order is in breach of the right to liberty and security; 

· 19.04.2012, Sašo Gorgiev vs the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, (n. 49382/06), on the right to life and on the responsibility of the State: the case concerned a waiter who was shot in a bar by a police reservist;

· 17.04.2012, Grudić vs Serbia, (n. 31925/08), on the payment of invalidity pensions not in compliance with the national law;

· 17.04.2012, Piechowicz vs Poland, (n. 20071/07), and Horych vs Poland, (n. 13621/08), according to which some detainees classified as “dangerous” should not have been subjected for several years to a special detention regime;

· 17.04.2012, J. L. vs Latvia, (n. 23893/06), on the insufficiency of the investigations carried out following the applicant’s reports: it is the first time the Court underlines that detainees who co-operate with the police by reporting criminal offences are particularly vulnerable and exposed to violence in prison;

· 17.04.2012, Ilyushkin and others vs Russia, (n. 5734/08 and following), and Kalinkin and others vs Russia, (n. 16967/10 and following). The Court has established that the new legislation did not resolve the problem of failure to enforce judgments ordering the provision of housing to members of the Russian armed forces (about 500 similar cases are still pending);

· 16.04.2012, Janowiec and others vs Russia, (n. 55508/07 and 29520/09), in which the Court has established that Russia did not fulfill its obligation to cooperate with the court and did not treat humanely the victims of the Katyn massacre;

· 12.04.2012, Martin and others vs France, (n. 30002/08), on freedom of expression and the search of the premises of the Midi Libre;

· 12.04.2012, Lagardère vs France, (n. 18851/07), according to which a court cannot pronounce the accused guilty of the criminal charges against him after his death;

· 12.04.2012 Stübing vs Germany, (n. 43547/08), according to which the criminal sentence of the applicant for his incestuous relationship with his sister did not violate the rights assured by the Convention;

· 10.04.2012, Popa and Tanasescu vs Romania, (n. 19946/04), on the right of the applicants to be informed and to be heard prior to a new exam on the merit of the accusation;

· 10.04.2012, K.A.B. vs Spain, (n. 59819/08), on the right to private and family life: the case concerned the adoption, despite the father's opposition, of a child who was declared abandoned after his mother's deportation; 

· 10.04.2012, İlbeyi Kemaloğlu and Meriye Kemaloğlu vs Turkey, (n. 19986/06), on the right to life; 

· 10.04.2012, Pontes vs Portugal, (n. 19554/09), in which the Court has established that, by separating the child from the parents and by deciding on its adoption, the State had breached the right of the applicants to the respect for private and family life; 

· 10.04.2012, Panaitescu vs Romania, (n. 30909/06), in which the Court established that the State  should have acted in order to protect the life of a cancer patient, providing him for free with the medicines he needed, in accordance with  the decisions of the Rumanian courts;

· 10.04.2012, Lorenzetti vs Italy, (n. 32075/09), on the lack of a public hearing  within a proceeding concerning compensation for “unfair” detention;

· 10.04.2012, Ali Güneş vs Turkey, (n. 9829/07), on the unwarranted use of tear gas  during a pacific demonstration; 

· 10.04.2012, Babar Ahmad and others vs United Kingdom, (n. 24027/07, 11949/08, 36742/08, 66911/09 and 67354/09), according to which the detention conditions and the length of the sentences of five alleged terrorists, in case of extradition to the U.S.A., would not amount to inhuman or degrading treatments;

· 05.04.2012, Chambaz vs Switzerland, (n. 11663/04), according to which the right not to incriminate oneself and the right of access to evidence held by the prosecuting authorities were not respected during a tax case;

· 03.04.2012, Boulois vs Luxemburg, (n. 37575/04), in which the Court established that  the prison leave does not amount to a right granted by the Convention;

· 03.04.2012, Manzanas Martin vs Spain, (n. 17966/10), in which the Court established that differences between retirement pensions of Catholic priests and Evangelical ministers amounted to discrimination;

· 03.04.2012, Michelioudakis vs Greece, (n. 54447/10), on the excessive length of criminal proceedings: the Court asked Greece to take adequate measures in order to deal with this systemic problem; 

· 03.04.2012, Kaperzynski vs Poland, (n. 43206/07), on freedom of expression, in particular on the unjustified criminal conviction of a journalist for failing to publish a reply by  the mayor to an article which criticised him; 

· 03.04.2012, Van der Heijden vs The Netherlands, (n. 42857/05), in which the Court established that the States are free to decide whether a suspect's long-term partner is exempt from the duty to testify in criminal proceedings: the case concerned the refusal of the national courts to exempt the applicant from testifying against her long-term partner, who was suspected of homicide;  

· 03.04.2012, Sessa Francesco vs Italy, (n. 28790/08), according to which the refusal to adjourn a hearing listed on a Jewish holiday did not infringe the lawyer's freedom of religion;

· 03.04.2012, Gillberg vs Sweden, (n. 41723/06), in which the Court decided that article 8 and article 10 did not apply to such case; 

· 27.03.2012, Mannai vs Italy, (n. 9961/10), on the deportation of the applicant to Tunisia, which would have entailed a concrete risk of exposing him to torture: in this case Italy failed to comply with interim measures indicated by the Court with regard to the non deportation of the applicant;

· 22.03.2012, Konstantin Markin vs Russia, (n. 30078/06), according to which the fact of not granting the right on parental leave to male military personnel constitutes discrimination;

· 22.03.2012, Rangelov vs Germany, (n. 5123/07), which deemed discriminatory the less favourable treatment of a foreign detainee in Germany on grounds of his nationality, since the applicant had been refused a social therapy or relaxation of his detention conditions; 

· 22.03.2012, Ahrens vs Germany, (n. 45071/09) and Kautzor vs Germany, (n. 23338/09), on the legitimate refusal of the German Court to allow two presumed fathers to challenge another man’s paternity; 

· 20.03.2012, Serrano Contreras vs Spain, (n. 49183/08), on the lack of public hearing before the Supreme Court in Spain, which was deemed in violation of the right to a fair trial;

· 20.03.2012, Ümmühan Kaplan vs Turkey, (n. 24240/07), on the application of the “pilot-judgment procedure” to the length of judicial proceedings in Turkey, by which the Court has established  that, within one year, the State has to put in place adequate measures to settle the issue;

· 20.03.2012, C.A.S. and C.S. vs Romania, (n. 26692/05), according to which the Romanian authorities should have carried out adequate and effective investigations on the repeated violence inflicted on a seven-year-old boy and made sure he had counselling;

· 15.03.2012, Gas and Dubois vs France, (n. 25951/07), in which the Court established that the refusal to allow a woman to adopt her same-sex partner’s child is not discriminatory: the Court saw no evidence of a difference in treatment based on the applicants’ sexual orientation, as opposite-sex couples, who had entered into a civil partnership, were likewise prohibited from obtaining a simple adoption order in France;

· 15.03.2012, Sitaropoulos and Giakoumopoulos vs Greece, (n. 42202/07), on the inability of Greeks living abroad to vote in parliamentary elections from their place of residence;

· 15.03.2012, Austin and others vs the United Kingdom, (n. 39692/09, 40713/09 and 41008/09), in which the Court found that the containment within a police cordon for seven hours during an anti-globalisation demonstration in London did not amount to deprivation of liberty, according to art. 5 of the Convention; 

· 13.03.2012, Reynolds vs the United Kingdom, (n. 2694/08), on the right to life and the right of the applicant to an effective remedy with regard to the claim for compensation lodged after the death of the applicant’s son, a psychiatric voluntary patient diagnosed with schizophrenia, following his suicide from the sixth floor of a public care unit;

· 13.03.2012, Parascineti vs Romania, (n. 32060/05), on inhuman and degrading conditions in a psychiatric hospital in Romania;

· 8.03.2012, Cadènec. Franea, (n. 12039/08), and Célice vs France, (n. 14166/09), according to which the inability of challenging the denial of a request for exclusion of liability with regard to a traffic fine has violated the right of access to a court;

· 28.02.2012, Mutishev and others vs Bulgaria, (n. 18967/03), on the Bulgarian authorities’ prolonged failure to execute a final judgment in the applicants’ favour restoring their ownership of agricultural land, which was collectivised during the communist era: the Court has established that Bulgaria, within 3 month from the final judgment, was to activate a restoration process by returning to the applicants the expropriated land or, alternatively, pay a sum of 553.000 Euro plus expenses;

· 23.02.2012, Creangă vs Romania, (n. 29226/03), on the illegal privation of liberty of the applicant (since not based on sufficient legal ground) during an investigation on corruption;   

· 23.02.2012, G. vs France, (n. 27244/09), according to which prisoners with serious mental disorders must have the possibility of being admitted to and treated in hospital;

· 21.02.2012, Karrer vs Romania, (n. 16965/10), on the proceedings relevant to child abduction, considered too lengthy and unjust, not having taken into due consideration the child’s best interests;

On 15.03.2012 the Court, according to rule n. 39 of the Rules of the Court, urged the Ukrainian government to ensure that the former prime minister Yulia Tymoshenko receive adequate medical treatment. 

For the extra-European area we have included:

· The decision of the United States District Court for the Northern District of California of 22.02.2012, which deemed the Defence of Marriage Act (DOMA) unconstitutional, because discriminatory towards married homosexual couples; and the decision of 13.01.2012 on the inadequacy of Californian prisons to satisfy the needs of handicapped prisoners on provisional release; 

· The decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit of 07.02.2012, which states the constitutional illegitimacy of Proposition 8, the amendment to the Californian constitution, which excluded the right to marriage between persons of the same sex; 

· The decision of the Appeals Chamber of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda of 14.12.2011, case Théoneste Bagosora, Anatole Nsengiyumva vs the Prosecutor, which partially modified the decision of first instance by reducing the imprisonment period.

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

· Belgium: the decision of the Cour Constitutionnelle of 01.03.2012, in the matter of attribution of the surname to the adopted child, which applies the ECHR norms; the decision of 25.01.2012, which states the constitutional legitimacy of article 53 of the law of 16 July 2010 of the Region of Flanders, which amended the Flemish Code for the Territory Planning of 15 May 2009, also in the light of Community law in the matter of environmental impact assessment; and the decision of 11.01.2012, which states the compatibility of article 4 of the law of 27 February 1987 with the constitutional norms and the ECHR, in particular with regard to grant of invalidity allowances to foreigners; 
· Estonia: the decision of the Vabariigi Riigikohus (Supreme Court) of 12.04.2011, which judges on the constitutional legitimacy of the tax on appeal proceedings in civil matters, recalling the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg;     
· France: the decision of the Cour de Cassation n. 662/2012 of 07.02.2012, on the alleged violation of art. 6 of the ECHR for the lack of the appointment of the lawyer during the first hours of the provisional arrest in regime of gard à vue; the decision of the Conseil d’etat of 07.02.2012 on the request of interdiction of the use of transgenic products produced by Monsanto, which recalls the EU law in the environment and protection of food safety matters; 
· Germany: the decision of the Bundesverfassungsgericht (Constitutional Court) of 28.02.2012, on the German Parliament prerogatives with regard to the measures adopted to help Greece with the euro crisis; the two decisions of the V.G. Freiburg Beschluβ of 17.02.2012 and 22.2.2012 with which the administrative judges prevented the German Federal Republic from sending refugees to Italy, despite the competence of Italy on the decision concerning the right to political asylum (Art. 10 of the (EC) order No 343/2003 of the council - Dublin II - of 18 February 2003), stating that in Italy the implementation of Directive 2003/9/EC would be inadequate;       
· Great Britain: the decision of the United Kingdom Supreme Court of 07.03.2012, on the secrecy of parole evidence in the proceedings for the expulsion of foreign citizens who, if repatriated, would run the risk of torture; the decision of the England and Wales High Court, of 20.03.2012, in which the Court rejects the request of extradition to Argentina for trial of an English national arrested for detention and traffic in cocaine, deeming Argentinean detention conditions as inhuman and degrading and therefore in breach of art. 3 of the ECHR; the decision of 16.03.2012, in which the Court deems legitimate, in the light of articles 9 and 10 of the ECHR, the prohibition imposed on an Iranian dissident, residing in France, to talk in the English Parliament in order to maintain good diplomatic relations with the Iranian Government and not to jeopardize the security of English nationals in the Iranian territory; the decision of 12.03.2012, in the matter of biological will, euthanasia and self-determination, in the light of the right to private life of a citizen who has been totally paralyzed following a very serious accident; the decision of 17.02.2012, on the compatibility of the increase of university taxes, following the cuts in education expenditure made by the British Government, with the right to education; and the decision of 10.02.2012, which states the illegitimacy of the Elizabethan age practice of reciting prayers before the beginning of town council meetings, since it is not justified by the Local Government Act of 1972, also by recalling articles 9 and 14 of the ECHR; the decision of the England and Wales Court of Appeal of 07.03.2012, in the matter of the right to the respect for family life in the case of a Bangladeshi national whose residence permit has not been renewed since he failed to comply with the requirement of having been permanently residing for 5 years in the English territory just by a 2 month margin; the decision of 29.02.2012, in which the Court states that there is no obligation for English judges to recognize the decisions issued in other Countries, when they are deemed to be in violation of the principle of fair trial, as provided by art. 6 of the ECHR; the decision of 22.02.2012, which rejects the claim lodged against the decision  of the High Court concerning the  removal of the camp put up by the movement called Occupy on the church square of  St. Paul’s cathedral in London, also applying the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; and the decision of 10.02.2012, in which the Court, recalling the Charter of Nice,  confirms the decision of first instance, which established that there was no discrimination based on religious belief against a couple of fervent Christians, who refused to rent a double bedroom in their hotel to a homosexual couple; the decision of the Outer House Court of Session of 29.02.2012, on the scope of the right to conscientious objection in the light of art. 9 of the ECHR;
· Ireland: the decision of the Supreme Court of 08.02.2012, on the inapplicability of the offence of sodomy to acts committed before its abolition, which recalls the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; the decision of the High Court of 29.12.2011, in the matter of asylum, which recalls Community law and the European Union Charter of Fundamental Rights; and the decision of 20.12.2012, which judges on the alleged incompatibility of the Proceeds of Crime Act of 1996 with the norms of the ECHR, applying a consolidated jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg;    
· Italy: the decision of the Constitutional Court n. 31 of 23.2.2012, which, in the matter of loss of parental authority in case of conviction, recalls  the Convention of the Council of Europe on Children’s Rights and the EU Charter of Rights; the decision n. 21 of 09.02.2012, in the matter of confiscation, which considers that the jurisprudence of the ECHR has not been violated; the decision n. 15 of 26.01.2012, which, in the matter of interpretative law concerning contributions paid by self-employed workers, deems that art. 6 of the ECHR has not been violated; the decision of the Court of Cassation n. 4184 of 15.03.2012, which, although denying the registration in Italy of a homosexual marriage contracted in Holland, states the right of the couple to the “family life”, in the light of the ECHR and the European Union Charter of Fundamental Rights; the decision n. 1850/2012 of 08.02.2012, on the statute of limitations in order to ask for compensation for the violation of the Union law; the decision n. 22437/2011 of 27.10.2011, in the matter of non discrimination, which recalls art. 21 of the EU Charter of Rights, the Universal Declaration of 1948, the ILO Conventions, the European Social Charter; the decision n. 4694/2012 of 07.02.2012, in the matter of unlawful access to computer systems, which recalls the Convention of the Council of Europe of 2011 on cyber crimes; the decision n. 2294/12 of 18.2.2012 in the matter of international protection of refugees, which recalls the EU legislation; the decision of the Court of Appeal of Rome of 22.12.2011, in the matter of subsidiary  protection of refugees, which recalls the jurisprudence of the ECHR and the Union legislation; and the decision of 6.12.2011, in the matter of economic consequences deriving from the transformation of a null time contract to a contract with no time limit, which recalls the jurisprudence of the Courte of Justice; the decision of the Court of Rome of 06.03.2012, on the calculation of the length of service in case of transformation of time contracts in contract with no time limits in the public sector, which recalls the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice; and the decision of 11.01.2012, which recognizes a non patrimonial damage to the son, because the father has always been "affectively" absent, on the basis of art. 7 and art. 24 of the Charter of Nice; the order of the Regional Administrative Court of Lazio of 28.02.2012, which raises the question of constitutional legitimacy of provisions on authentic interpretation for the violation of the jurisprudence of the ECHR; the order of the Court of Brescia of 21.12.2011, in the matter of compensation in favour of the victims of a racist leaflet, which recalls the jurisprudence of the Court of Justice; the decision of the Court of Bolzano of 20.7.2011, which sentences the autonomous province of Bolzano for discriminator behaviour, which recalls art. 21 of the EU Charter of Rights;    
· Portugal: the decision of the Tribunal Constitucional of 08.02.2012, in the matter of legal aid for legal persons, which recalls the norms of the ECHR and the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; another decision of 08.02.2012, which judges on the constitutional legitimacy of the norms in the matter of disciplinary sanctions implying a  deprivation of liberty, provided against military personnel, also applying the norms of the ECHR; and the decision of 12.01.2012, which, also applying the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg, deemed unconstitutional article 200 of the Code of the Execution of Sanctions and Measures Depriving of Freedom, when interpreted in the sense of denying the prisoner the possibility to appeal against the administrative decision which confirmed the high security regime of detention; 
· Czech Republic: the decision of the Ústavní soud (Constitutional Court) of 31.01.2012, which confirmed its precedent concerning the grant, by the national authorities, of an integrative social security treatment of Slovak pensions, dissenting from the opinions expressed by the Court of Justice in the decision in the case Marie Landtová vs Česká správa socialního zabezpečení of 22 June 2011; 

· Romania: the decision of the Curtea Constituţională (Constitutional Court) of 25.01.2012, which stated the constitutional illegitimacy of the law which provided the unification of political and administrative elections, recalling the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; 
· Slovenia: the decision of the Ustavno Sodišče (Constitutional Court) of 26.09.2011, which stated the constitutional illegitimacy of article 2 of the Ordinance on Determining and Changing the Names and Course of the Roads and Streets in the Territory of Ljubljana Municipality for contrast with the principle of the respect for human dignity, also recalling the European Union Charter of Fundamental Rights;   
· Spain: the decision of the Tribunal Constitucional of 30.01.2012, which, in the specifics, states the prevalence of the right to privacy on the right to information in consideration of the means used (hidden camera) to gather information, also in the light of the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; the decision of 12.12.2011, which, also recalling the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg, established that the limits imposed on the demonstration organized by the claimant do not amount to a violation of the right to assembly; the decision of the Tribunal Supremo of 27.02.2012, which acquitted judge Garzón from the charge of abuse of power for an investigation he had carried out, in violation of the law providing amnesty of 1977, on the desaparecidos of civil war and the Franco regime, also applying the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg; the decision of 09.02.2012, which, also recalling the norms of the ECHR and the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg, sentenced judge Garzón to 11 years of interdiction from the exercise of his profession for the offence of abuse of power and, in particular, for having authorized interceptions of communications which took place in prison between accused persons and their lawyers, in violation of the right of defence; the decision of 08.02.2012, which annulled article 10.2.b) of the Real Decreto 1720/2007 for contrast with article 7 f) of the Directive 95/46/EC, concerning the protection of natural persons with regard to the treatment of personal data, as well as the free circulation of such data, as interpreted by the Court of Justice; the decision of 22.12.2011, on the relation between the right to honour and the right to information, which recalls the jurisprudence of the Court of Strasbourg;      
· Hungary: the decision of the Magyar Köztársaság Alkotmánybírósága (Constitutional Court) of 19.12.2011, which annulled some norms of the laws on the media (Law CIV of 2010 and Law CLXXXV of 2010), also mentioning the  jurisprudence of the Courts of Strasbourg and Luxembourg. 
For what concerns comments, we have included the following texts:
Articles:

Valentina Bazzocchi and Isabella Lucati “Gender equality in the EU and consequences to the Italian legal system”
Graziella Romeo: "Civil Rights vs Social Rights in the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights: is there a judge for social rights in Strasbourg?"

Paolo Ponzano, Costanza Hermanin and Daniela Corona, «The right of initiative of the European Commission: a progressive erosion?»
Oreste Pollicino “European Union and ECHR: comparative analysis of the genesis and first development of the respective actions, with particular reference to the protection of fundamental rights”

Giovanni Orlandini “The proposal for a “Monti II” regulation and the right to strike in post-Lisbon Europe” 
Notes and comments:

Roberto Cosio “Comment to the decision in the case Dominguez (Court of Justice)”

Pierpaolo Gori “Comment to the decision in the case MOR vs France (Court of Strasbourg)”
Elena Falletti “Brief considerations following the recent decisions in the matter of registration of a marriage between persons of the same sex, celebrated abroad”
Francesco Menditto “Preventive confiscation towards the ‘dead’. A non liquet of the Constitutional Court with the revert to constitutionally orientated interpretations”

Gina Turatto “Considerations following the decision of the International Court of Justice of 3 February 2012 on states’ jurisdictional immunities” 

Reports:
Giuseppe Bronzini “Means of protection of fundamental rights and their effectiveness: the role of the Charter of Nice”

Francesco Buffa ”Labour and social security law in the jurisprudence of the Court of Human Rights and in the multilevel dialogue among the Courts”

Remo Caponi “Social rights and civil justice: historical inheritance and perspectives of collective protection”

Vincent Lamanda ”Inaugural address of the judicial year by the First President of the Cour de Cassation”  

Luigi Moccia ”Community law and European Law: which relationship?”
Giovanni Orlandini “Individual dismissal in Europe”
Cesare Pinelli “European democracy at the crossroads”
Antonio Ruggeri “Constitution and ECHR, a painstaking investigation on how to merge into a “system””   
Documents:
The study of February 2012 for the European Fund for Refugees 2008-2013 by ACCRI, ASGI, Italian Caritas, Communitats onlus and Cespi “The right to protection: international protection in Italy. Which future?” 
