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ANNEX 3: PREVIOUS CASE-LAW 
 
Name of the court: Supreme Court (Corte di Cassazione) 
Date of decision: 14 March 2011  
Name of the parties: C.T. v Ministry of Justice (Ministero della Giustizia) 
Reference number: no. 5924 
Address of the webpage: http://www.giurcost.org/casi_scelti/Cass.sent.5924-
2011.htm 
Brief summary: The decision is the final judgment in disciplinary proceedings 
against a judge, T.L., who was dismissed because he refused to hold hearings in his 
court for several months because crucifixes were displayed in courtrooms. T.L. 
alleged that the presence of the crucifix violated his freedom of religion and the 
principle of secularism of the State, provided under Articles 2, 3, 7, 8, 19 and 20 of 
the Italian Constitution. 
 
The Court rejected the claim in part for procedural reasons and in part because the 
allegation was not founded. The Court’s main point was that these were disciplinary 
proceedings in which the defendant should prove the violation of a subjective right 
and not of a collective right, such as the freedom of religion. Indeed, T.L. had 
continually refused to hold hearings even though a special courtroom without 
religious symbols was arranged and he was permitted to hear cases in his office. The 
Court also rejected the plaintiff’s allegation of discrimination based on the fact that he 
was forced to hold hearings in a special courtroom and that no other religious 
symbols – such as the Jewish Menorah – could be displayed in a courtroom. 
According to the Court, the presence of religious symbols in public spaces is at the 
discretion of Parliament, which must act in accordance with the principle of secularity.  
 
Finally, the Court rejected the claim of a violation of the principle of secularity and of 
the freedom of religion caused by the widespread presence of the crucifix in Italian 
courtrooms. According to the Court, this was not an issue that could be raised by a 
judge in disciplinary proceedings, who can allege only a violation of his own rights 
and not of collective rights, which can be defended only by group actions. 
 
Name of the court: Court of Genoa (Tribunale di Genova) 
Date of decision: 8 April 2011 
Name of the parties: O.S. v Med services Società cooperativa sociale a 
responsabilità limitata 
Brief summary: A worker who was not employed at the end of her probationary 
period claimed to have been discriminated against by her employer on the ground of 
nationality. She alleged that her dismissal was based on her nationality and not on 
her merit. First of all, the Court interpreted the expression ‘national origin’ provided by 
Article 43 of Legislative Decree 286 of 1998 (Immigration Decree) to mean 
‘nationality’; the Court then stated that Article 4, paragraph 3 of Legislative Decree 
215/2003 implementing Article 8 of Directive 2000/43/EC, which does not expressly 
cover ‘nationality’, also applies in a case of discrimination based on national origin. 
The same rule on the reversal of the burden of proof applied in this case: if the 
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plaintiff established facts from which it could be argued with precision and 
reasonableness that there had been direct discrimination, it was for the respondent to 
prove that there had been no breach of the principle of equal treatment. The Court 
held that the employer had given sufficient evidences of the plaintiff’s very poor 
performance, which led to a legitimate dismissal. 
 
Name of the court: Court of Milan (Tribunale di Milano) 
Date of decision: 29 September 2010 
Name of the parties: ASGI v Municipality of Tradate (Comune di Tradate) 
Address of the webpage: 
www.asgi.it/public/parser_download/save/tribunale_milano_ordinanza_29092010_tra
date.pdf 
Brief summary: The case concerned a decree passed by the Municipality of Tradate 
(Milan) which limited eligibility to a child allowance to poor people with the further 
condition that both parents were Italian and had been resident in the Municipality for 
at least five years. According to the Court, Legislative Decree 215/2003 implementing 
Directive 2000/43 and Article 43 of Legislative Decree 286/1998 (Immigration 
Decree) apply in conjunction in cases of discrimination. Since Legislative Decree 
215/2003 cannot lower the level of protection against discrimination already in force 
in a Member State, in a case of discrimination on the ground of nationality, a judge 
must apply both laws to discrimination on the ground of nationality, not expressly 
covered by Legislative Decree 215/2003. The Court found that the Municipality had 
discriminated on the ground of nationality and ordered it to remove the discriminatory 
condition specified by the Decree and grant the child allowance to every newborn 
having at least one parent living in the city for at least five years. 
 
Name of the court: Supreme Court (Corte di Cassazione) 
Date of decision: 15 February 2011 
Name of the parties: Names are data protected 
Reference number: no. 3670 
Brief summary: The case concerned a decree enacted by the Municipality of 
Brescia which limited child allowance to poor people, with the further condition that at 
least one parent was Italian and had been resident in the Municipality for at least two 
years. The plaintiffs argued that this was a case of discrimination on the ground of 
nationality. The Municipality decided to appeal to the Supreme Court in order to 
ascertain what jurisdiction was competent in this case, ordinary or administrative, 
since the case involved a public authority. According to the Court, ordinary judges 
are always competent in discrimination cases, even when the action is brought 
against a municipality, because the rights at issue are subjective rights and not a 
matter of legitimate interest. (The distinction between legitimate interest and 
subjective rights is typical of Italian administrative law. Individual rights must be 
balanced with public interests, which at times may prevail over the former. This 
distinction does not apply in cases of discrimination since everyone has a subjective 
right not to be discriminated against, including when dealing with public bodies.) 
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Name of the court: Court of Bari (Tribunale di Bari) 
Date of decision: 25 July 2011 
Name of the parties: R.S. v Municipality of Castellana Grotte (Comune di Castellana 
Grotte) 
Brief summary: The case concerned the dismissal of public sector employees after 
40 years of service in order to improve efficiency and reduce expenditure. The 
plaintiffs argued that the criterion chosen by the public authority entailed indirect 
discrimination on the ground of age. According to the Court, there was no indirect 
discrimination because the disparate treatment was justified by a legitimate aim and 
the means used were proper and proportional (Article 3, paragraph 6 of Legislative 
Decree 216/2003). 
 
Name of the court: Supreme Court (Corte di Cassazione) 
Date of decision: 11 February 2011 
Name of the parties: Volpi v Helitalia 
Reference number: no. 3821  
Brief summary: The case concerned the dismissal of a manager for professional 
malpractice. According to the company, the manager had contracted a company with 
links to Scientology and hence with ‘a disputable ethical orientation’ (‘associazione di 
orientamento etico discutibile’) to give employees tests examining their private life, 
causing a negative reaction. The manager claimed that the dismissal entailed 
discrimination on the ground of religion and belief. The Court rejected the complaint, 
holding that the dismissal was legitimate because it was not grounded on the religion 
or belief of the manager, but on his conduct. In particular, the Court found that the 
manager did not act with due diligence because he had chosen a company with a 
particular ethos and religion to perform an aptitude test which, moreover, was not 
based on scientific grounds.  
 
Name of the court: Court of Brescia (Tribunale di Brescia) 
Date of decision: 29 November 2010 
Name of the parties: CGIL v Istituto comprensivo di Adro (Adro Comprehensive 
School) 
Address of the webpage: 
http://www.asgi.it/public/parser_download/save/tribunale_brescia_ordinanza_2798_2
9112010.pdf  
Brief summary: There was discrimination based on personal belief in the case of a 
municipality which placed the symbols of a political party (Lega Nord) within a state 
school. This act infringed upon the freedom to teach granted by Article 33 of the 
Constitution and by Article 2 of Legislative Decree 216 of 9 July 2003 implementing 
Directive 2000/78/EC. The Court ordered the removal of every political party symbol, 
retaining only the symbols allowed by law, the Italian and European Union flags. 
Moreover, the Court ordered the publication of the decision in four newspapers: two 
local and two national. Finally, the Court ordered the decision to be publicised in the 
school for seven working days. The action was initiated by the CGIL, the major Italian 
trade union, which has a special section for workers in the education sector.  
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Name of the court: Court of Milan (Tribunale di Milano) 
Date of decision: 7 July 2010 
Name of the parties: De Pol v ATM 
Reference number: Riv. critica dir. lav. 2010, 4, 1024 
Brief summary: The upper age limit in access to the post of bus driver does not 
amount to discrimination under Article 3, paragraph 3 and 4 of Legislative Decree 
216/2003. As far as the judge was concerned, age in this context constituted, by 
reason of the nature of the particular occupational activities concerned and of the 
context in which they were carried out, a genuine and determining occupational 
requirement, aiming to safeguard users and ensure traffic safety; moreover the judge 
argued that the positions of applicants and those already in service were not 
comparable, taking into account the previous experience and the development by the 
latter of the skills necessary to work as a driver in the city centre.  
 
Name of the court: Court of Rome (Tribunale di Roma) 
Date of decision: 28 December 2010 
Name of the parties: Ferrario v RAI 
Reference number: Foro it. 2011, 2, I, 601 
Brief summary: Ms Ferrario, a senior journalist and one of TG1’s most popular 
newscasters, was removed from her role by the new Director, appointed under the 
Berlusconi Government. She was then charged with other duties, of little importance 
compared with her previous role. The reasons were mostly political, since Ms 
Ferrario, together with other colleagues, had openly criticised several choices made 
by the new Director, deemed to be too pro-government. According to the Court, the 
Director’s decision was based on Ms Ferrario’s personal beliefs and therefore 
amounted to discrimination under Article 15 of Act 30/1970 (Workers’ Act) and Article 
3 of Legislative Decree 216/2003 implementing Directive 2000/78/EC. The Court 
ordered RAI to reinstate the journalist to her previous duties. 
 
Name of the court: Constitutional Court (Corte costituzionale) 
Date of decision: 14 April 2010 
Name of the parties: N/A 
Reference number: no. 138 
Address of the webpage: www.cortecostituzionale.it  
Brief summary: Italian law does not allow a same-sex couple to marry. The 
Constitutional Court found that a same sex couple’s right to marry cannot be based 
on the Constitution (Articles 2, 3 and 29) nor the European Convention of Human 
Rights and the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. However, 
according to the Constitutional Court, it is up to the national parliament to decide 
which rights should be granted to same sex couples, even if Parliament did not 
choose to confer the right to marry among these rights. Moreover, an appeal could 
be made to the Constitutional Court to argue the legitimacy of different treatment 
between married couples and same-sex non-married couples. 
 
Name of the court: Court of Padua (Tribunale di Padova) 
Date of decision: 19 May 2005 (the decision is unpublished, but the first 
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pronouncement and a comment on it can be found (in Italian) on the website of 
UNAR (http://www.pariopportunita.gov.it). The second pronouncement has not been 
published in the website. 
Name of the parties: Names are data protected. 
Brief summary: The Court issued an order (ordinanza) against a company which 
owned a bar as it was proved that persons of non-Italian origin were charged higher 
prices as a way of decreasing the number of ‘extracomunitari’ customers (‘non 
community’, a term usually used to refer to immigrants of non-Western or ‘remote’ 
origin). The order was issued on the basis of summary proceedings foreseen in the 
1998 Immigration Decree, which until October 2011 also applied in cases arising 
under the Decree (215/2003) transposing Directive 2000/43. 
 
The Court recognised the existence of discrimination against extracomunitari (the 
exact nationality of the nine plaintiffs does not appear in the decision). The Court did 
not specify, however, whether the discrimination was on the ground of ethnic origin or 
nationality, the latter only being prohibited by the 1998 Immigration Decree not by the 
Decree transposing Directive 2000/43. 
 
The defendant was ordered to cease the discriminatory behaviour and pay damages 
for non-pecuniary loss to the plaintiffs and costs. The Court did not respond to the 
plaintiff’s request for publication of the judgement in the press and on the internet. 
 
In the same decision, the Court denied the standing of two NGOs (Razzismo Stop 
and Associazione per gli Studi Giuridici sull’Immigrazione - ASGI) to engage in legal 
proceedings on behalf or in support of the plaintiffs, despite requests from both to 
intervene in the proceedings. According to the Court, the ground for this exclusion lay 
in the fact that according to Article 5 of Legislative Decree 215/2003, legal standing is 
restricted to associations and bodies which are active in the field of combating 
discrimination which are included in a register approved by a joint decree of the 
Ministries of Labour/Welfare and Equal Opportunities, and since no such decree had 
been issued at the time of the decision, no association or organisation could be 
deemed to have legal standing. This interpretation was also based on an opinion of 
the Department of Equal Opportunities of the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, 
which was issued on the request of one of the organisations taking part in the 
present case. 
 
A few months later, the Court partly revised its decision, admitting the standing to 
litigate (still pending approval of the official register) of one of the two associations on 
the basis of the provision of a different act (Article 27, paragraph 1, letter b) of Act 
383/2003 on Grassroots Organisations). However, official approval of the register 
(see infra at 6.2) will probably limit the practical impact of this opening towards 
alternative ways to prove standing (the association admitted in this case was one of 
those which had applied for inclusion in the register). 
 
Name of the court: Court of Pistoia (Tribunale di Pistoia) 
Date of the decision: 30 September 2005 (the decision is unpublished) 
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Name of the parties: The defendant is the Ministry of Justice as employer of the 
plaintiff. The name of the plaintiff is subject to data protection. 
Brief summary: This is the first known Italian case on discrimination on the ground 
of disability. The case started from alleged indirect discrimination in a decision to 
transfer a disabled employee of the Ministry of Justice to a different office. According 
to the competent administrative commission, the plaintiff was not able to walk very 
far, both at work and to reach her work place, and she consequently asked to be 
moved from the court office where she worked to a different one. Her request was 
accepted and her temporary appointment was renewed twice. When she requested a 
further renewal, the Ministry invited the plaintiff to apply for appointment to a third 
nearby court office. She accepted the new position, but after her contract had been 
renewed several times, the Ministry decided that she had to go back to the second 
office. 
 
The plaintiff decided to bring an action against the Ministry of Justice, without 
previously using the pre-trial mediation procedure foreseen in Legislative Decree 
216/2003. As a preliminary question, the Court decided that the pre-trial mediation 
foreseen by the Decree was not compulsory. It then declared that the decision to 
deny renewal of the temporary appointment (which otherwise is at the discretion of 
the Ministry) constituted indirect discrimination on the ground of disability, ordering 
the Ministry to stop the discriminatory behaviour and to pay the costs of the 
proceedings. 
 
Since the defendant did not appear in court, legal arguments were not developed in 
great detail. It is interesting, however, to note that the Court mentions the definition of 
indirect discrimination contained in Legislative Decree 216/2003, but in order to 
categorise the behaviour of the administration as discriminatory it refers to recitals 6, 
9, and 20 and Article 5 of Directive 2000/78. This is partly explained by the fact that 
the Italian Government decided not to include any mention of ‘reasonable 
accommodation’ in the Decree transposing the Directive. Since the defendant did not 
take part in the proceedings there was, as observed by the Court, no opportunity to 
assess whether the indirect discrimination could be considered as one of the 
‘differences in treatment that, even if indirectly discriminatory, are objectively justified 
by legitimate aims carried out through appropriate and necessary means’, as 
foreseen by Article 3(6) of Legislative Decree 216/2003, For the judge, it was indeed 
up to the employer to prove in court the existence of such aims. 
 
Name of the court: Constitutional Court  
Date of the decision: 26/02/2010 
Name of the parties: A.F. e C.G. v Ministry of Education (Ministero dell’Istruzione) 
Reference number: no. 80 
Address of the webpage: www.cortecostituzionale.it 
Brief summary: the Italian Constitutional Court found illegal legislative provisions 
which set limits on the number of teachers employed to support disabled students 
and which revoked the previous option of hiring new specialist teachers for students 
with particularly severe disabilities on fixed-term contracts. This case originated from 
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a decision by a Sicilian school authority which, by applying the new provisions, 
reduced from 25 to 12 the weekly hours of teaching support provided to a severely 
disabled child. The parents challenged the decision in the regional administrative 
court, and the Sicilian special administrative appeal court (Consiglio di giustizia 
amministrativa per la Regione siciliana) referred the case to the Constitutional Court. 
The Court declared that it was constitutionally illegal to set limits to the provision of 
specialist support that failed to take account the situation of the individual. The 
Court’s starting point was that ‘the disabled (“disabili”) do not constitute a 
homogenous group’ and that for each form of disability ‘it is, therefore, necessary to 
identify mechanisms to remove obstacles that take into account the type of handicap 
by which a person is actually affected’. Against this background, removing the 
possibility to hire extra ad hoc support teachers for severe cases was, in the Court’s 
view, ‘unreasonable’. According to the Court, disabled people had a ‘fundamental 
right’ to education and, although it recognised that the State had a ‘discretionary 
power to identify measures for the protection of disabled persons’, it also reaffirmed 
(as already stated in its previous case law) that ‘such discretion is not absolute and is 
limited by the respect of a minimum core (“nucleo indefettibile”) of guarantees’. An 
individualised approach to the needs of disabled people was, according to the Court, 
constitutionally imposed by Article 24, section 2, c) of the UN Convention on the 
Rights of Persons with Disabilities, and by the fact that the legislation on educational 
support to disabled children aims at pursuing an ‘evident national interest’ 
implementing Article 38, section 3 of the Italian Constitution (right to education of 
disabled people). 
 
Other cases: 
It is worth noting that the media has sometimes reported cases of discrimination, 
mainly on racial and ethnic grounds, that caused various political actors to take 
action. At the end of 2006, for instance, an Italian citizen of African origin was 
allegedly denied employment as a waiter in a vacation resort in the Alps once the 
prospective employer, after a discussion by telephone, discovered her racial 
background. The Minister of Labour even issued a statement on the illegality of such 
behaviour, but no legal action was taken. The alleged victim (the facts were 
controversial as the prospective employer said his decision was based on non-racial 
factors) was subsequently hired by another employer who learned of the facts from 
the press. 
 
It is relevant to note that in a judgment referring to a 1999 case, the Supreme 
Court101 clarified that even a simple refusal to serve customers on racial grounds is 
not only a civil and administrative wrong but is also enough to declare the existence 
of a crime under the 1993 act on hate speech and discriminatory acts. Potentially 
interesting in principle, it is not clear whether this clarification will have any practical 
implications for minor cases of discrimination, taking into account the length and 

                                                
101 Supreme Court (Corte di Cassazione), III penal section, judgment no. 2006/1583, released on 16 
November 2006. 
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evidentiary problems of criminal proceedings. 
 
Although not primarily decided with reference to the Directives, it is worth mentioning 
a 2010 case where the Supreme Court affirmed that a reference to ‘racial 
preferences’ in international adoption procedures was illegal.102 As background, 
under Act 184/1983 on Adoption and Foster Care, prospective parents must 
preliminarily apply to the juvenile court (Tribunale dei minori) in order to obtain a 
decree declaring their ‘suitability for adoption’ (decreto di idoneità ad adottare). 
These applications, which are accompanied by a report from the social services, 
ordinarily contain information on the characteristics of the couple and of the child to 
be adopted (whom at this stage is not yet identified) to be used in the child’s best 
interest in the following steps of the procedure. In this specific case a juvenile court 
issued a decree declaring that the prospective parents were suitable on the basis of 
an application where they stated that they were unwilling to adopt ‘children with dark 
skin or skin that is not typically European’. 
 
In its judgment, the Supreme Court affirmed that such racial preference cannot be 
approved by a judge, being in ‘striking and unavoidable conflict with [...] fundamental 
national and supranational principles’ as well as with the solidarity which must 
underlie the choice to adopt. Making reference to the main anti-discrimination 
instruments at national level (Articles 2 and 3 of the Italian Constitution, Article 2 of 
Legislative Decree 215/2003, Article 43 of Immigration Decree 286/1998, Article 1 of 
Act 184/1983 on Adoption and Foster Care) and international level (Article 14 ECHR, 
UN Convention on Racial Discrimination, Article 6 of the EU Treaty as amended by 
the Lisbon Treaty, Article 21 of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights as well as 
Directive 43/2000) and to the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Supreme 
Court therefore ruled that the ‘decree declaring suitability for adoption pronounced by 
the juvenile court [...] cannot be issued on the basis of references to the ethnic group 
of the minor to be adopted, nor contain indications concerning such ethnic group. 
Where such discrimination is expressed by the adopting couple, this must be 
evaluated by the judge when deciding on their suitability for international adoption.’ 
 
Although important in principle, this pronouncement – as recognised by the Supreme 
Court in its reasoning – has limited practical effects since couples interested in an 
international adoption can easily avoid undesired racial characteristics by selecting 
the country from which they will adopt a child through one of the authorised agencies 
operating in accordance with Italian law. It is, however, significant as an indicator of 
an increased awareness within the highest courts of the importance of racial equality. 
The judgment was issued by the Supreme Court on the basis of the – seldom used – 
power to pronounce a decision affirming a ‘legal principle in the interest of the law’ in 
the absence of an appeal lodged by a litigant but on the request of the General 
Prosecutor (Article 363 of the Civil Procedural Code), thus solely aiming to direct 

                                                
102 Judgment of the Supreme Court (civil division, en banc) of 1 June 2010, no. 13332. The 
judgment can be found on the website of the Supreme Court www.cortedicassazione.it. 
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future case law. 
 
Cases involving Roma: 
 
Until early 2009 no significant anti-discrimination cases were brought by Roma, 
although anti-Romani hostility is becoming an increasingly significant social and 
political problem. Roma have a disproportionate visibility in local and national 
debates on urban crime and suffer a high degree of stigmatisation as a result. For 
example, a relevant issue is the frequent use by municipalities of ordinances that, 
although not openly targeting the Roma, are quite clearly aimed at facilitating police 
actions against them, by for instance criminalising various street-level activities such 
as begging and the like. Many such ordinances were blatantly illegal103 until the 
enactment of the recent reforms that gave the municipalities wider policing powers, 
and even now serious doubts remain as to their constitutionality given their broad 
formulation. 
 
However, the traditional Italian reluctance to engage in ‘civil rights litigation’ was set 
aside in an important series of cases challenging the ordinances (widely discussed in 
the media) enacted by the Government following a decree of May 2008104 introducing 
a state of emergency in three regions (Lombardy, Lazio and Campania) in order to 
react to an alleged crisis within the settlements known as campi nomadi and that 
introduced a range of measures, primarily a census and the identification (and 
fingerprinting) of people living there. The decree and subsequent civil protection 
ordinances (which were renewed after their initial period of validity expired) do not 
mention Roma and Sinti populations, and the Minister of the Interior constantly 
stressed in his statements that the decree was ‘ethnic blind’ and simply applied to 
people actually living in the camps. However, the decree refers to ‘nomads’ (the 
exact phrase is ‘comunità nomadi’, ‘nomadic communities’) in a way which reflects 
current use in both popular and administrative Italian language of the term ‘nomad’ 
as synonym for Roma, without any reference to an actual travelling lifestyle. It is 
worth pointing out that the decree was issued after a long political debate which 
constantly and unambiguously addressed the Roma. 
 
Against this background, several anti-discrimination suits were filed in ordinary and 
administrative courts by individuals supported by NGOs (including the European 
Roma Rights Centre) challenging the legality of the decree (and of the measures 
                                                
103 A well known example in this sense, much debated even in the national press, is represented by 
the ordinances issued in Florence. On these see A.Simoni-F.Giunta, ‘Il diritto e i lavavetri: due 
prospettive sulle ‘ordinanze fiorentine’, in Diritto, Immigrazione e Cittadinanza, 3/2007, particularly pp. 
75 ff. 
104 Decreto del Presidente del Consiglio dei Ministri 21 maggio 2008, Gazzetta Ufficiale n. 122 del 
26.5.2008, ‘Dichiarazione dello stato di emergenza in relazione agli insediamenti di comunità nomadi 
nel territorio delle regioni Campania, Lazio e Lombardia (Decree of the President of the Council of 
Ministers, no. 122 of 21 May 2008, in Gazzetta Ufficiale, 26 May 2008, Declaration of a state of 
emergency in settlements of nomadic communities in the territory of Campania, Lazio and 
Lombardy). 
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implemented on its basis) on various grounds: violation of the law on the introduction 
of a state of emergency, violation of rules on identification measures taken by the 
police, and use of a category – ‘nomads’ – which in this context is ethnic. While a 
case brought before the ordinary court of Mantova was dismissed on jurisdictional 
grounds, a first ruling by the administrative court of Rome ruled the ordinances 
partially illegal; this verdict was upheld in 2011. 
 
Name of the court: Council of State (Consiglio di Stato, the supreme administrative 
court) 
Date of decision: 16 November 2011 
Name of the parties: ERRC (European Roma Rights Centre) v the Italian 
Government  
Reference number: no. 6050 
Address of the webpage: http://www.asgi.it/home_asgi.php?n=1907&l=it  
Brief summary: The Council of State annulled three decrees issued by the 
Government on 30 May 2011 which gave special powers to local government 
authorities (Prefects) and appointed an extraordinary commissioner to deal with the 
Roma. In particular, the Council of State ruled that the declaration of a state of 
emergency was illegal because there were insufficient grounds to grant extraordinary 
powers to deal with the nomad camps in three regions: Lombardy, Campania and 
Lazio.  
 
 


