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1. Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (European Convention on
Human Rights: ECHR)
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Olivier De Schutter, International Human Rights Law Cases, Materials, Commentary, Cambridge
University Press, 2010, p. 21.
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9. Explanatory report Protocol No. 15 Amending the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms, paras. 11-12.



A % 242 g8 byl el gl 9 10 8 lewsd STy

dnds pheo (SlBON gy 53 e o o)l Hled cad jl (S5 4 ey cunle 5 glowl cubl
VS can Mo s 363 5l e and g 4 Llg5 o 048 Sius

ke Egoge (Sobs cdmd D5 dngphe (gloed S a8 cunl odel guslyiS Yo odlo y

2 Ol Bl S b b amd e )8 1 o | dogsye JSSg b (yommlysS s 48 L
S/ Ko 8 Jlo)l Jle and a0y 9o 05 jon0 5l JB U lg oo aind il o)l
y oomeslsiS ¥ odle > 48 JSSgp ' 03le il o £adge 0/ b ped ndpb T S
Cold) 4 (ls 0allS (Sapw)y dmd bawg Jlo amd 4 1ged gl )| ulply el 008 Bl
e and b @ Wlgi oo amd 35 o> BLLI cdlls Cygo 3 (o 5 2)l5 (dib
Ol )3 Glged b Lol JSSgp 4 Glsed Cenlgs a Ly 0o ol TS glitel (S
5 SlSe s jglited o5 55 Culshd 90 (IS @ olad VAW e
@ l9es gl (e dund mronad Jl xS ole 3 9o ()b B Ol (laBa) plru]
S Ao il ly 0yhe (nl @dg Jl B 55 IS (el OIS a9 Gl Jle el
Bl b o3l 998 Jome > nd 4 Jle dd oMo ogad )3 (pSmaeas

W9 dmd o

Megpaye ks > g A aslge Sl callbw b ooyyhe opl Bl

s o> 5l e Coles 1) Jle i &y lged glayl 5 039 38lse o) b 30 (g doi>

w..&ﬁl)go )J;}a
I3e doldl Cdgo yidls .Y

2945 > (Bl Jolie (b a byte lgwd 355 l9ed g5l ¢ygruslyss YO o3le V a3k
Ll 03)S (b dbgye 98 0 |y o galye adS Ll plales K0d ©jle el dbogy e
o 35 1525 a8l clpe NS CulSd o 35 Wlgce &l Jolyo cpl b J e s
Dy 035 (i (JBI @alye (plad g ol w5 jhe F)b Sl el iS Cde BB S

EYS55 sao ylan s S g SS9 ( Sloj 1Sy Ve
S8 lged byl 5l (S oS b os Jlasl BB (6l s9led pogas 1) jeShe Mol ( JSTgp ¥ odle ¥ an WYY
il 03,8 olyel Jlo and canMo j ue cdnds Hla 4 (SS9 y ailia ey F,l
12. Opinion of the Court on Draft Protocol no.15 to the European Convention on Human Rights, 6
February 2013, paras. 7-8.
13. Explanatory report, op. cit., paras. 17-19.
14. Joint NGO Statement: “Protocol No. 15 to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights must not

result in weakening of human rights protection”, 24 June 2013, para. D, available on: www.hrw.org/news/
2013/06/24/council-europe-joint-ngo-statement-protocol-15-echr (last visited February 29, 2016)
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16. Joint NGO Statement, op. cit., para. B.
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18. Joint NGO Statement, op. cit., para. C.
19. Subsidiarity
20. Treaty Establishing European Union
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21. Complementarity

22. Diego Rodriguez-Pinzén and Claudia Martin, The Inter-American Human Rights System: Selected
Examples of Its Supervisory Work, in: Research Handbook on International Human Rights Law, Edited
by Sarah Joseph, Edward Elgar, 2010, p. 356.

23. Federico Fabbrini, “The Constitutionalization of International Law: A Comparative Federal
Prespective”, European Journal of Legal Studies, vol. 6, Issue 2 (Autumn/Winter 2013/14), p. 22.

24. Paolo G. Carozza, “Subsidiarity as a Structural Principle of International Human Rights Law”,
American Journal of International Law, 2003, vol. 97, No.1, p. 38.

25. Francisco Forrest Martin, International Human Rights and Humanitarian Law: Treaties, Cases and
Analysis, Cambridge University Press, 2006, p. 709.

15 oSk Sldl &S A8 e ilibige (ygmndlesS 4 alaie pline claid )b 1oty i Cols) 4 dg ) odle YE
g gy ol igmailyiS Jol (i 5 erbiiy p5 slacealil g 3o 3l 093 CuaSle cov bl

0l ls awl odol omuileiS pl > a5 Liala gdlil g Gais 45T nazud yb ke hlud 28 ol G Y odle
Splud oy 3 ) Al 485 g oy Cudyb b (6313 lawg jSie slaodljl g B> g ST > il
ol )58 0 (o lolie blio > 350



dloyo > ks o Caley g reedl 5> Oylie 4 Vicwlacdyy LIE & 5 4l 45l
Ll Glogoual 4 Cuns plap g Jlain o8 @ pe lgd 5 Cunlacdyy ses p Ul
Goi> cale 3 ld ol WS e il |y gl Bpo aSl 0508 (i 31 el e
gl bl by o e (opds b )l (8 5 (598 LA cgelyiS )3 gy
Jgin dodie b ydy (5o ey Sludl 3)lg 5k (gl sl Cus ol Veee pualis
Jol coley 4 anbsl aalie g ol 55 Y odle 3 9 Al |y cac,d ol sl
Sloads oilgsl 8 468 e

ol (puSain gl (583D (lond dag) )3 ogud 93 4 e Juol (lsB 13 cpl (il
o> @l Jl (S vl Bsi o9t ) prenal ST s 4 HeSde (>
B9 p oSl (IS Jgol gzl 13 g il oo guae (slaygulS ulul Bgi> (yins | 4olos]
Ol gas gloypiS (bl B (e | e daciw cpl andl 35S o0 20 Gl 5l cpolit
9 S b Slyse Wldtwgn o 4 4ol gae Jes a5 1) Mdlops cliale 4l S o
Olps w9y 2 Cusid ol 308 3j90 (o> 9o Jold a1y (egee slahj)l
ol el (s g gae Jo> Jleel (2lad gnjl Jlesl pin 4 dhg)l (6Bl
U (31 slasles (sl i (o0 5551 1) guae Jgd ) sl Ggi> sl > &5 Blge
Loyl asloul Gois 55 M5yl o gl bl lowonas 4 5 ol B Jos (ol (o393
5 ) 5y00 Glanl &S 39 el 45l J sl a3V Jhno g e yp ol lae sl
Shial &Sl pgs g (Ll coliS pac jlme) 28ls 3i5 BB (S jobay gae Jo» 5k
ColaS L) il saS BB yias ol pdaw p3 yly 45T suls ¢ BT s 4 jlasl 590
e

27. Timay, Mura, “The Margin of appreciation Doctrine Developed by the Case Law of the European
Court of Human Rights”, Ankara Law Review, 2008, vol. 5, No. 2, p. 203.

28. H. Petzold, “The Convention and the Principle of Subsidiarity”, in R. St. J. Macdonald, F. Matscher
and H. Petzold (eds.), The European System for the Protection of Human Rights,
Dordrecht/Boston/London: Martinus Nijhoff, 1993, p. 41.

29. Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union

30. This Charter reaffirms, with due regard for the powers and tasks of the Community and the Union
and the principle of subsidiarity, the rights as they result, in particular, from the constitutional traditions
and international obligations common to the Member States, the Treaty on European Union, the
Community Treaties, the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms, the Social Charters adopted by the Community and by the Council of Europe and the case-law
of the Court of Justice of the European Communities and of the European Court of Human Rights.

31. Paolo G. Carozza, op. cit., pp. 54-55.

32. Federico Fabbrini, “The Principle of Subsidiarity”, in: Robert Schutze and Takis Tridimas (eds.), The
Oxford Principles of European Union Law, Oxford University Press, 2015.
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33. Handy Side v. United Kingdom, European Court of Human Rights, paras. 48-50.
34. Belgian Linguistic Case, European Court of Human Rights, para. 10.
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and the National Margin of Appreciation Doctrine: Waver or Subsidiarity of European Review?” Max
Plank Institute for Comparative Public and International Law, Heidelberg, 13 December 2013, p. 8.

90. Robert Spano, “Universality or Diversity of Human Rights?: Strasbourg in the Age of
Subsidiarity”, Human Rights Law Review 2014; 14 (3): pp. 5-6; doi: 10.1093/hrlr/ngu021.
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91. See updated data on the status of ratification of Protocol No. 15, available at: http://conventions.coe.int/
Treaty/Commun/ChercheSig.asp?NT=213&CM=A&DF=15/01/2015&CL=ENG.
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