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UNIVERSITA’ TELEMATICA PEGASO SRL 
*************************************** 

PROCEDURA DI VALUTAZIONE COMPARATIVA 
per la copertura di n. 1 posto di Ricercatore a tempo determinato (Tenure Track - RTT) nel Gruppo Scientifico 
disciplinare 12/GIUR-11 - DIRITTO COMPARATO - Settore scientifico disciplinare GIUR-11/B - Diritto pubblico 
comparato - ai sensi dell’art. 24 della L. 240/2010, modificato dalla L. n. 79/2022 - riservato ai sensi dell’art. 14 
comma 6 septiesdecies D.L. 36/2022, con contratto a tempo determinato e definito, presso la Facoltà di Economia 
e Giurisprudenza, Dipartimento di Giurisprudenza (Cod.689/1RTT/PR/GIUR-11B/2024), il cui avviso è stato 
pubblicato nella G.U. – 4a Serie Speciale - n. 68 del 23/08/2024. 

VERBALE N. 3 
(Colloquio con i candidati ammessi) 

Il giorno 09, del mese di dicembre dell’anno 2024, alle ore 10,30 si è riunita in seduta telematica, tramite l’utilizzo 
della piattaforma Zoom Id. 861 0005 2084, la Commissione giudicatrice della procedura di valutazione comparativa 
in epigrafe, nominata con DR n. 920 del 10/10/2024 nelle persone di: 
- Prof. Michele Carducci, Presidente; 
- Prof.ssa Lucia Scaffardi, Componente; 
- Prof.ssa Alessandra Di Martino, Segretario. 
Il Prof. Michele Carducci si trova presso la sede dell’Università del Salento, Dipartimento di Scienze Umane e 
Sociali, ex Monastero degli Olivetani, Lecce. 
La Prof.ssa Alessandra Di Martino si trova presso la sede dell’Università “La Sapienza” di Roma, Dipartimento di 
Scienze giuridiche. 
La Prof.ssa Lucia Scaffardi si trova presso la sede dell’Università degli studi di Parma, Dipartimento di 
Giurisprudenza, Studi politici e internazionali. 
1. 
In apertura di seduta, la Commissione procede all’appello. Risultano presenti i candidati indicati in elenco (Allegato 
n. 1). La commissione rileva che, notiziata dall’ufficio preposto, in data 12/11 u.s. è pervenuta la rinuncia della 
candidata Karaboue Karidia. All’appello, inoltre, risulta assente il candidato Karaboue Michele Ahmed Antonio. 
Viene, a questo punto, dato inizio allo svolgimento del colloquio. 
Il colloquio di ciascun candidato verterà sulla discussione dei propri titoli e delle proprie pubblicazioni e sullo 
svolgimento di una prova orale, mediante lettura e comprensione di un testo scritto, volta ad accertare l’adeguata 
conoscenza della lingua inglese, così come stabilito dall’art. 6, comma 6 del Bando di indizione della procedura. 
La Commissione procederà nella valutazione tenendo conto dei criteri stabiliti nella riunione preliminare del 
31/10/2024. 
2. 
I candidati, quindi, vengono chiamati in ordine alfabetico ad illustrare e discutere, in seduta pubblica, i propri titoli 
e le proprie pubblicazioni.  
Si procede, altresì, a scegliere il testo per l’accertamento della lingua inglese per il quale esprimerà un giudizio 
sintetico (ad esempio: insufficiente – sufficiente – buono – distinto – ottimo). A tal fine, viene utilizzato il seguente 
brano da leggere e tradurre: Annalisa Savaresi, Joana Setzer, Sam Bookman et al., Conceptualizing just transition 
litigation, in Nature Sustainability, Volume 7, November 2024, pp. 1379–1384, che ad ogni buon fine si allega al 
presente verbale. 
3. 
Dalle ore 10,45 sono chiamati, nel rispetto dell’ordine alfabetico, i Candidati Bruno, Fuschi e Gatti. Con ciascuno 
si procede alla discussione e verifica delle conoscenze linguistiche, nel seguente ordine.  
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Dott.ssa BRUNO Anna 
Dopo aver provveduto alla sua identificazione, si procede alla discussione dei titoli e della produzione scientifica e 
all’accertamento della conoscenza della lingua inglese. 
Giudizio colloquio: positivo all’unanimità, come specificato nell’allegato giudizio collegiale 
La Commissione, ad esito del suddetto colloquio, attribuisce i seguenti punteggi. Premesso che la Candidata produce 136 
documenti (tra titoli e pubblicazioni totali) + altri titoli, i singoli titoli, con un punteggio massimo attribuibile di 40 
punti, sono stati così di seguito valutati. 

 
Le pubblicazioni scientifiche, con un punteggio massimo attribuibile di 60 punti, sono state così di seguito valutate. 

 
Giudizio prova lingua inglese: distinto. 
Totale punteggio: 88,5 con allegato giudizio collegiale della Commissione. 
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Dott. FUSCHi Damiano 
Dopo aver provveduto alla sua identificazione, si procede alla discussione dei titoli e della produzione scientifica e 
all’accertamento della conoscenza della lingua inglese. 
Giudizio colloquio: positivo all’unanimità, come specificato nell’allegato giudizio collegiale 
Premesso che il Candidato produce 76 documenti (tra titoli e pubblicazioni totali) + altri titoli, i singoli titoli, con un 
punteggio massimo attribuibile di 40 punti, sono stati così di seguito valutati. 

Le pubblicazioni scientifiche, con un punteggio massimo attribuibile di 60 punti, sono state così di seguito valutate. 

Giudizio prova lingua inglese: distinto.   
Totale punteggio: 81 con allegato giudizio collegiale della Commissione. 
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Dott. GATTI Andrea 
Dopo aver provveduto alla sua identificazione, si procede alla discussione dei titoli e della produzione scientifica e 
all’accertamento della conoscenza della lingua inglese. 
Giudizio colloquio: positivo all’unanimità, come specificato nell’allegato giudizio collegiale 
Premesso che il Candidato produce 108 documenti (tra titoli e pubblicazioni totali) + altri titoli, i singoli titoli, con un 
punteggio massimo attribuibile di 40 punti, sono stati così di seguito valutati. 

Le pubblicazioni scientifiche, con un punteggio massimo attribuibile di 60 punti, sono state così di seguito valutate. 

 
Giudizio prova lingua inglese: distinto   
Totale punteggio: 81 con allegato giudizio collegiale della Commissione. 







BRUNO ANNA 
La candidata ha documentato 73 pubblicazioni, di cui 3 monografie in ambito comparatistico, e 
diversi titoli, maturati in Italia e all’estero nel corso della propria attività didattica e di ricerca. Ha 
inoltre ottenuto 2 abilitazioni scientifiche per Professore di II fascia, entrambe nell’Area 
concorsuale 12, di cui una nel SSD del Bando. Ha ottenuto assegni di ricerca in diverse Università 
italiane, diverse borse di studio per Università straniere europee ed extraeuropee, e ricoperto per 
una volta il ruolo di RTD presso l’Università degli studi di Perugia. Ha inoltre svolto numerose 
attività didattiche anche online, di cui quattro all’estero. Oltre a soddisfare i requisiti di 
corrispondenza con le declaratorie del SSD indicate dal Bando e con le funzioni scientifico didattiche 
ivi richieste, dimostrando altresì consistenza, intensità e continuità temporale nelle proprie attività, 
la candidata ha confermato la propria maturità scientifica e didattica, già riconosciuta dalla 
comunità scientifica in sede di due abilitazioni scientifiche nazionali in Area concorsuale 12, 
dimostrando altresì, in sede di colloquio, di essere costantemente aggiornata sugli indirizzi di ricerca 
e sui temi affrontati nei propri studi. Inoltre, la candidata detiene già produzione scientifica e 
collaborazioni di ricerca con altre studiose e studiosi di discipline comparatistiche e comunque 
giuridiche. Di conseguenza, il giudizio, sia quantitativo che qualitativo, non può che essere buono e 
comparativamente più consistente, in termini di produzione monografica ed esperienze di ricerca, 
rispetto a quello degli altri candidati. 
 
FUSCHI DAMIANO 
Il candidato ha documentato 43 pubblicazioni, di cui 1 monografia in ambito comparatistico, e 
diversi titoli, maturati prevalentemente in Italia nel corso della propria attività didattica e di ricerca. 
Ha inoltre ottenuto 1 abilitazione scientifica per Professore di II fascia nel SSD del Bando. Ha 
ottenuto un premio nazionale, un assegno di ricerca e ricoperto per una volta il ruolo di RTD. Ha 
inoltre svolto diverse attività didattiche in ambito nazionale. Oltre a soddisfare i requisiti di 
corrispondenza con le declaratorie del SSD indicate dal Bando e con le funzioni scientifico didattiche 
ivi richieste, dimostrando altresì consistenza, intensità e continuità temporale nelle proprie attività, 
il candidato ha confermato la propria maturità scientifica e didattica, già riconosciuta dalla 
comunità scientifica in sede di abilitazione scientifica nazionale in Area concorsuale 12, dimostrando 
altresì, in sede di colloquio, di essere costantemente aggiornato sugli indirizzi di ricerca e sui temi 
affrontati nei propri studi. Inoltre, il candidato detiene già produzione scientifica e collaborazioni di 
ricerca con altre studiose e studiosi di discipline comparatistiche e comunque giuridiche. Di 
conseguenza, il giudizio, sia quantitativo che qualitativo, non può che essere buono e promettente 
nei futuri sviluppi. 
 
GATTI ANDREA 
Il candidato ha documentato 49 pubblicazioni, di cui 1 monografia in ambito comparatistico, e 
diversi titoli, maturati sia in Italia che all’estero nel corso della propria attività didattica e di ricerca. 
Ha inoltre ottenuto 1 abilitazione scientifica per Professore di II fascia nel SSD del Bando. Ha 
ottenuto due assegni di ricerca, rispettivamente presso Università italiane. Ha svolto diverse attività 
didattiche, di cui due all’estero. Coordina inoltre un Master universitario. Oltre a soddisfare i 
requisiti di corrispondenza con le declaratorie del SSD indicate dal Bando e con le funzioni 
scientifico didattiche ivi richieste, dimostrando altresì consistenza, intensità e continuità temporale 
nelle proprie attività, il candidato ha confermato la propria maturità scientifica e didattica, già 
riconosciuta dalla comunità scientifica in sede di abilitazione scientifica nazionale in Area 
concorsuale 12, dimostrando altresì, in sede di colloquio, di essere costantemente aggiornato sugli 
indirizzi di ricerca e sui temi affrontati nei propri studi. Inoltre, il candidato detiene già produzione 
scientifica e collaborazioni di ricerca con altre studiose e studiosi di discipline comparatistiche e 
comunque giuridiche. Di conseguenza, il giudizio, sia quantitativo che qualitativo, non può che essere 
buono e promettente nei futuri sviluppi. 
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communities, women, children, minorities and other marginalized or 
vulnerable groups—who typically struggle to gain adequate represen-
tation in legislative and decision-making processes. Like the Saami in 
Statnett SF et al. v. Sør-Fosen sijte et al.1, these individuals and groups there-
fore resort to litigation to challenge the adverse and disproportionate 
socio-economic and environmental impacts of discrete climate change 
laws, policies and projects. The focus on these applicants excludes from 
our conceptualization of just transition litigation lawsuits brought by cor-
porations, particularly under investor–state dispute settlement mecha-
nisms, that seek to entrench the privileged position of one category of 
stakeholders over others from our conception of just transition litigation.

Just transition litigation is not brought with the stated purpose 
of undermining climate action. Instead, it contends that laws, policies 
and projects must better balance the pursuit of climate objectives 
with the rights and interests of adversely affected communities. Just 
transition litigation therefore shines a spotlight on the inequalities 
associated with the transition, particularly in terms of the distribution 
of socio-economic and environmental benefits and burdens, and of 
participation in decision-making. It provides parties whose circum-
stances, opinions and knowledge are often less reflected in law- and 
decision-making an opportunity to air their grievances and pursue 
protection of their rights and interests.

Just transition litigation is thus characterized by its subject 
matter—that is, questions of justice—as well as by the litigants who 
formulate these questions (Fig. 1). Such questions of justice can be 
raised explicitly (for example, in claims brought under human rights 
law) or implicitly (for example, in claims brought under planning law). 
Lawsuits may target state authorities or corporate actors, or both.

Just transition versus climate change litigation
The phenomenon of just transition litigation is closely associated 
with that of climate change litigation6. Climate change litigation is 
commonly defined as lawsuits that involve material issues of climate 
change science, policy or law10,11. These lawsuits may be brought by a 
variety of applicants, including corporate actors and state authorities, 
as well as individuals and groups (Fig. 2). This phenomenon has gained 
widespread visibility owing to high-profile cases that have been widely 
reported in the media and extensively studied25–27.

Some climate change litigation implicitly or explicitly raises ques-
tions of justice, yet these questions do not necessarily pertain to the 
transition itself. For example, lawsuits brought by or on behalf of chil-
dren or youth—such as Neubauer et al. v. Germany28—challenged the 
intergenerational justice of inadequate climate action, questioning 
how the burdens of the transition should be shared between genera-
tions. Other iconic climate lawsuits—such as Urgenda Foundation v. the 
Netherlands29—raised concerns over the intragenerational justice of 
inadequate climate action in the Global North. These justice questions 
therefore focus on the need to enhance climate change mitigation to 
protect current and future generations, rather than addressing the 
grievances of those that are affected by the transition now.

Conversely, just transition litigation does not necessarily concern 
material issues of climate change science, policy or law (Fig. 3). While 
litigants challenge laws and policies of projects implemented to deliver 
climate change adaptation/mitigation, they do not necessarily contest 
the need for climate action. In fact, just transition litigation may not 
mention climate change at all. As a result, just transition litigation is 
often not captured in databases that compile climate change litigation2.

It is therefore important to keep these two categories of litigation 
conceptually separated. It is also necessary to distinguish just transi-
tion litigation from other types of litigation that specifically aim to 
obstruct the path towards a low-carbon future—which the literature 
describes as anti-regulatory30 or simply ‘anti’ climate31.

By distinguishing just transition litigation from climate change 
litigation, we can focus on the diverse and competing claims of justice 
underlying the transition, the societal conflicts it engenders and their 

delivered, rather than the need for such action. We argue that analysing 
this litigation allows us to understand the competing claims about what 
is just and fair—and identify the individuals or groups advancing these 
claims. By conceptualizing and investigating just transition litigation, 
we can gather much needed empirical evidence of the impacts of the 
transition, the challenges it raises and how these may be resolved. This 
knowledge is crucial, as just transition litigation may have a chilling 
effect, potentially discouraging states and corporations from pursuing 
climate change adaptation and mitigation efforts. Scholarly inquiry 
into the phenomenon of just transition litigation can therefore provide 
valuable insights into how to more effectively integrate principles of 
justice into law and decision-making concerning the transition.

We begin by offering a working definition of just transition litiga-
tion and identifying its key characteristics, drawing on evidence from 
existing datasets. We then propose a taxonomy to identify and analyse 
just transition litigation and support future research efforts. Finally, 
we outline a research agenda to demonstrate the implications of this 
emerging field for law and policy-making.

Defining just transition litigation
The term ‘just transition’ is commonly used to refer to concerns over 
the socio-economic and environmental impacts of laws, policies 
and projects that aim to foster the shift to low-carbon emissions and 
climate-resilient societies12,13. Early uses of this term focused on the 
specific impacts of climate action on workers and communities, seek-
ing an equitable sharing of the benefits and burdens of the transition, 
in line with justice principles14. This ethos is apparent in the Interna-
tional Labour Organization’s Guidelines for a Just Transition Towards 
Environmentally Sustainable Economies and Societies for All15 and in the 
reference to “a just transition of the workforce” in the Paris Agreement16.

From these origins, the notion of a just transition has expanded to 
encompass all sectors of society17,18. It is now widely recognized that the 
transition has the potential to “create new injustices and vulnerabilities, 
while also failing to address pre-existing structural drivers of injustice 
in energy markets and the wider socio-economy”19. The idea of a just 
transition has thus become a broader concept, drawing on theories 
of climate, energy and environmental justice18,20. The use of this term 
has gained traction in policy parlance, leading to the adoption of tools 
aiming to try and mitigate the social impacts of climate action, such as 
the European Union’s Just Transition Fund21 and the Paris Agreement’s 
Just Transition Work Programme22.

Much literature has attempted to articulate the meaning and 
implications of a just transition12,13,17,18,20, but this elusive matter has so 
far received limited attention in legal scholarship23,24. However, law is 
the forum where societal conflicts are mediated, adjudicated and even-
tually resolved. By analysing litigation, we can formulate and test new 
hypotheses and theories, which in turn can help us better understand 
society. In this Perspective we are especially interested in the different, 
and at times incompatible, conceptions of justice articulated in litiga-
tion concerning policies or projects that aim to deliver climate change 
adaptation and/or mitigation.

This litigation highlights how some segments of the population are 
negatively affected by the transition, giving voice to their grievances. The 
applicants are actors—such as workers, Indigenous peoples and local 

Who are the applicants?

'Vulnerable' individuals
and groups 

Impacts of climate 
law/policies/projects

What is at issue?

a b

Fig. 1 | The key players and main issues in just transition litigation. a, Key 
players. b, Main issues.
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Just transition grievances may also rely on soft law guidance 
and voluntary complaint mechanisms. For example, in FOCSIV and  
Others v. FCA Italy (Stellantis NV)47, a National Contact Point established 
under the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises on Responsible Business 
Conduct48 was asked to consider the grievances of communities in the 
Global South lamenting the loss of biodiversity, cultural heritage and 
water, as well as human rights violations associated with the extraction 
of transition minerals.

What we do not know
The transition poses a complex policy challenge: how can we rapidly and 
urgently decarbonize while maintaining distributive, procedural and 
recognition justice? These goals are often in tension with one another. 
Just transition litigation can potentially impede projects, discourage 
investment and trigger (or be a symptom of) political resistance against 
climate action. Analysing the impacts of such litigation through a justice 
perspective is therefore important to appreciate the tensions inherent 
in the transition and explore avenues for resolving these tensions.

More generally, there is a need to better understand whether litiga-
tion can advance a just transition or, conversely, hinder it. Addressing 
this question requires a deeper understanding of how just transition 
litigation influences the behaviour of governments and corporations. 
While establishing direct causal links between litigation and regula-
tory changes can be challenging, existing studies on the impact of 
climate change litigation26 or human rights litigation49 offer valuable 
insights that can inform the development of analytical methods to 
assess impacts and identify correlations. We propose a research agenda 
to further test and develop our hypotheses and deliver these insights.

An important first step is to go beyond our initial scoping to iden-
tify a dataset of just transition litigation cases in one specific or in a 
group of selected jurisdictions. Our analysis in this Perspective was 
limited by the lack of systematic data collection. This gap could be 
addressed by applying our definition of just transition litigation and 
using advanced search techniques to explore existing case law data-
bases. This effort would deliver a distinct just transition litigation 
dataset. This population of cases could subsequently be interrogated 
through a case study approach, selecting cases from different sectors 
(for example, renewable energy) based on discrete types of legal source 
(for example, planning law) and brought before discrete adjudicatory 
bodies (such as domestic courts). These case studies could then be 
analysed to evaluate the impacts of just transition litigation. Qualitative 
and mixed-methods empirical research, comprising both text analysis 
and interviews, could be used to investigate the drivers and effects 
of just transition litigation50,51. Quantitative research and descriptive 

Applicants challenge alleged 
failures to recognize the interests 
and experiences of a�ected 
individuals and groups in climate 
decision-making  

Just 
transition 
litigation

Recognition
justice

Distributive 
justice

Procedural 
justice

Applicants challenge the 
fairness and justice of climate 
decision-making

Applicants challenge the 
distribution of burdens and 
benefits of climate action

Fig. 4 | Dimensions of justice in just transition litigation.

Table 1 | Examples of just transition litigation

Case Summary of facts Justice frames Legal bases

Company Workers Union of Maritima & 
Commercial Somarco Limited and Others 
v. Ministry of Energy44

The applicants, being union workers, allege that they were not 
consulted or involved in an agreement between the Chilean 
government and energy sector companies to phase-out  
coal plants.

Procedural justice Constitutional law

Consórcio Norte Energia (re Belo Monte 
Dam in Brazil)43

The applicants allege that public authorities failed to 
consult with Indigenous and local communities before the 
construction of a hydropower dam.

Procedural and 
recognition justice

Human rights law

FOCSIV and Others v. FCA Italy  
(Stellantis NV)47

The applicants allege that the automaker, which purchases 
cobalt from the Democratic Republic of the Congo, has failed 
to provide adequate information about its suppliers and 
potential human rights violations.

Procedural justice OECD Guidelines for 
Multinational Enterprises

Pirá Paraná Indigenous Council and 
Association of Indigenous Traditional 
Authorities of river Pirá Paraná ‘ACAIPI’ v. 
Ministry of Environment and Sustainable 
Development and Others45

The applicants, being Indigenous communities, allege that 
private companies are implementing projects in their territory 
in violation of their rights to self-determination and cultural 
integrity. They also argue that they were deliberately ignored 
and excluded in negotiations.

Procedural and 
recognition justice

Human rights and 
constitutional law

ProDESC and ECCHR v. EDF46 The applicants allege that the energy company violated the 
Indigenous community’s right to free, prior and informed 
consent and failed to identify risks and take adequate steps to 
prevent human rights abuses or environmental damage that 
could arise from their activities.

Procedural justice Human rights law and the 
French Corporate Duty of 
Vigilance Law

Statnett SF et al. v. Sør-Fosen sijte et al.1 The applicants allege that the construction of two wind power 
plants interfered with their rights as reindeer herders to enjoy 
their own culture and livelihoods.

Distributive, 
procedural and 
recognition justice

Human rights law

Uren v. Bald Hills Wind Farm Pty Ltd42 The applicants allege that the operation of wind farms caused 
substantial and unreasonable interference with the amenity of 
their homes, affecting their ability to sleep.

Distributive justice Tort law and planning law
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statistics could be used to identify patterns, and inferential statistics 
used to test and refine hypotheses about (for example) which litigants 
file cases under which conditions and against whom.

Looking ahead
This Perspective has conceptualized just transition litigation, offering a 
working definition of this expanding global phenomenon. We identified 
the main characteristics of this litigation and started to analyse it using 
two distinct sets of variations within a single taxonomy. The examples 
we considered show that just transition litigation is a dynamic field of 
practice, relying on a range of legal instruments and mechanisms to 
articulate justice complaints associated with the impacts of climate 
policies or projects. As the transition accelerates, this litigation is bound 
to expand and diversify, increasingly shaping our understanding of 
what a just transition entails in practice.

We have highlighted the diverse justice claims intersecting in 
the transition and outlined a research agenda to examine the impacts 
and normative implications of just transition litigation. A systematic 
study of this litigation would provide valuable insights into the ten-
sions between climate action and justice claims. Such research would 
deepen our understanding of how litigation affects various levels and 
areas of governance and its role in either facilitating or hindering a just 
transition to a low-carbon future. These insights are crucial to identify 
pathways to ensure that climate policies and projects are designed 
and implemented to protect the rights and legitimate interests of the 
segments of the population most exposed to the negative impacts of 
the socio-economic transformations associated with the transition.
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