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The composition of tripartite panels of judges in labour courts varies across countries as shown by
Table 8. Indeed, lay judges outnumber professional magistrates in Belgium, Denmark, Germany (except
Federal Labour Court), Slovenia (except second instance) and the UK. In Romania the number of lay
judges equals that of professional magistrates at first instance.

The composition of tripartite panels of judges in labour courts varies within countries as well, de-
pending on the instance and the complexity of the case (Table 8). For example, in Belgium and Den-
mark the number of lay judges increases to four and eight respectively in the adjudication of special cas-
es. In Germany, at the level of the third instance (Federal Labour Court), professional judges outnum-
ber lay judges 3/2 whereas at labour courts of first instance and appellate labour courts the ratio is 2/1
in favour of lay judges. In Slovenia, at the level of the second instance there are no lay judges but only
professional judges (three).

Table 8: Composition of tripartite panels of judges: number of professional magistrates and of lay
judges (selected countries)

Belgium Denmark Germany Romania Slovenia UK
Ist and 2nd in- Ist instance: Ist and 2nd 1st instance: 1st instance: Ist and 2nd
stances: 1IPM +6 LJ instances: 2 PM+2LJ Ind. Disputes: instances:
IPM+2LJ (1IPM+8LJ in 1 PM+2 LJ (1PM+2LJ) ;
(4 lay judges in some cases) Collec. Disputes: | 1PM+2LJ
some cases) Federal Labour (1PM+4LJ)

Court: Court of appeal:

3PM+2LJ 2nd instance: 1PM+2LJ

3PM only (and 9 deputies)

Legend: PM: professional magistrates; LJ: lay judges; Ind.: individual; Collec.: collective
Source: ILO and national sources

(iii) The status of lay judges
A. The system of their nomination

The system of nomination of lay judges varies from one country to another. In some countries lay judges
are nominated by the government — either the Minister of Justice or the Minister of Labour — on the pro-
posal of the most representative employers’ associations and workers’ organisations. For example, in
Germany, lay judges of the labour courts of first instance and of the appellate labour courts are ap-
pointed by the Minister of Labour and Social Affairs of the respective Lander from lists submitted by
the trade unions, certain other labour organisations and employers’ associations of the respective judi-
cial district. The nomination of lay judges for the Federal Labour Court is done by the Federal Minister
of Economy and Labour (Weiss, op.cit.).

In France, lay judges are elected by employers and workers in elections organised by the public au-
thorities. The results of the election are used as an indicator of trade union representativity. In Switzer-
land, lay judges are: a) elected by the people or by the Cantonal Parliament, often on the proposal of oc-
cupational organisations, or b) by employers and workers, as in France. In the UK lay judges are ap-
pointed on the basis of open competition.

In Hungary, according to Sections 122-28 of Act LXVII of 1997 on the status and remuneration of
judges, lay judges in labour courts are to be proposed primarily by employers’ and workers’ organisa-
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tions. However, in practice very few lay judges do come from the ranks of employers and workers. Par-
ticipation in labour tribunals is considered a burden by employers and workers; as a result labour court
lay judges in Hungary come mainly from the ranks of retired persons, frequently from circles such as
HR managers, health and safety professionals, and so on, who can provide important backing for the
professional judge during the investigation of the case. It can be argued that in Hungary social partners
do not use the opportunity offered to them by the law to participate in the judicial settlement of labour
disputes by proposing candidates for the positions of lay judges.

Lay judges are elected by the county (Budapest) local government’s ‘senate’ (képviseldtestiilet), and
‘senates’ of cities with county rights (the major cities such as Szeged, Gyor, Miskolc, Debrecen, Sop-
ron, Pécs and some others). The National Justice Board (Orszdagos Igazsdagszolgaltatdsi Tandcs) decides
how many lay judges are elected by the individual bodies. Lay judges are elected every four years.

In Ireland, the Court is made up of employer members, worker members, a Chairperson and a Deputy
Chairperson. The worker members of the Court are nominated by the trade union congress (drawn from
amongst trade union officials) and the employer members of the Court by the employers’ confederation
(drawn from among officials of employer organisations). The Chair and Deputy Chairs are appointed
by the relevant minister. All members act in a full-time capacity. The chairs and deputy chairs are also
expected to have a knowledge of industrial relations and employment law. The Court is also assisted by
a registrar who is a lawyer who advises the Court on matters of law. A qualification in law is not re-
quired in order to be appointed as a chair or deputy chair but it is desirable; however, in practice many
do possess a legal qualification.

B. Their decision-making power
The legal status and power of lay judges is important when we talk about tripartite-type labour courts.
We shall examine the cases of Belgium, Germany and Romania to illustrate the differences existing be-

tween countries (Table 9).

Table 9: Legal status and decision-making power of lay judges presiding in tripartite-type labour juris-
dictions (selected cases)

Belgium

Germany

Romania

— Nominated for 5 years (could be re-
newed) by Royal Decree counter-
signed by the Minister of Labour

— Proposed by worker and employer
organizations

— Prior opinion of magistracy

— No legal background required

— Deliberative power

— Ist and 2nd instances: nominated for
4 years by Land minister of labour
on proposal of employers’ and
workers’ organizations; in the Fed-
eral Labour Court nomination of lay
judges is done by federal Minister of
Economy and Labour

— No legal background/knowledge re-
quired except for the Federal Labour
Court

— Deliberative power

— Nominated by the Minister of Jus-
tice for 4 years on proposal of the
most representative worker and em-
ployer organisations present in the
Economic and Social Council (CES)

— University degree in law required

— Consultative power

Source: Dimitriu (Romania); Rombouts (Belgium); Weiss (Germany).

In the first two countries lay judges have the same powers as professional magistrates; they participate
in the deliberations on an equal footing with professional magistrates, while in Romania they have con-
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sultative powers only. In Romania the final decision about a case remains in the hands of the profes-
sional magistrate who presides over the tripartite panel.

This situation is to be assessed against the educational background required of lay judges in Belgium
and Germany on the one hand and in Romania on the other. Indeed, while in Romania lay judges are
required to have a university degree in law — completed by six months’ training in the school of magis-
tracy — in Belgium and Germany no legal background is required from lay judges except for those pre-
siding at the level of Federal Labour Court in the case of Germany, who need to have a legal background
since at this level only legal aspects of cases are considered by the panel of judges (Rombouts, 2004;
Weiss, 2004).

It should be mentioned that in Romania lay judges used to have deliberative powers equivalent to
those of professional magistrates. Indeed, under Ordinance No. 179/1999 decisions over labour disputes
used to be made on the basis of the majority rule. Under Law No. 300/2004, which regulates the or-
ganisation of the judicial system, the power of lay judges shifted from a deliberative to a consultative
one. Law No. 300/2004 has also modified the composition of panels of judges and increased the num-
ber of professional magistrates to two. During the discussion of this law in Parliament in 2004 some
magistrate circles argued that lay judges coming from the ranks of employers and workers were not
magistrates and therefore cannot rule on behalf of people as stipulated in the Constitution; they claimed
that lay judges should be called ‘Assistants’ instead of ‘Magistrates’. However, Law No. 300/2004
maintained the title of ‘Magistrates-assistants’ for lay judges. Nevertheless the reform of the power of
lay judges — that is, a shift from deliberative to consultative power — has disappointed employers’ and
workers’ organisations. The latter still claim a status for lay judges similar to professional magistrates
and an equal participation right in the decision making process. They argue that lay judges possess suf-
ficient legal qualifications. In practice, it seems that the extent of influence of lay judges in the decision
making process depends very much on the attitude of the president of the panel of judges. In certain tri-
bunals lay judges do exert a real influence on the decision made by the panel of judges, while in others
it is the opposite.

In Germany lay judges have the same voting power as professional judges. In theory lay judges can
overrule professional judges in the decision-making process, but in practice this hardly happens (Weiss,
op.cit.).

V. Civil Courts versus Labour Courts

The debate civil courts versus labour courts is not new; it is an old debate among lawyers, judges and

industrial relations experts and practitioners. It is still going on in both:

— the countries which have special labour jurisdictions where the debate concerns whether to keep them
in view of a number of different issues, such as cost,

— the countries which do not have special labour jurisdictions: the debate here is whether to introduce
separate systems of labour courts in order to address the shortcomings of civil courts in dealing with
labour disputes, particularly the lack of specialisation of judges in labour law and its impact on the
quality of labour law enforcement among other things.

In general labour courts are believed to:
— offer a flexible, easier and faster procedure,
— favour workers’ access to justice
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— ensure better enforcement of labour law in view of the specialisation of judges in labour law matters,
which is considered to be a factor of efficiency and high quality of decisions

— be suitable for the involvement of workers’ and employers’ representatives in the settlement of labour
disputes.

The Role of Tripartism

Tripartism plays an important role in the functioning of labour courts. Indeed the involvement of social
partners in the operation of labour courts is considered to bring a factual and a practical knowledge of
the industrial relations context — which professional magistrates do not necessarily have — which en-
hances the quality of decisions in terms of both substance and form. Lay judges representing workers
and employers assist professional magistrates in better assessing facts and making sound judgments.
The involvement of social partners is also said to give more legitimacy to labour court decisions and to
enhance the confidence of employers and workers in the court system.

Reasons put forward by several countries when they created their labour court system?!:

In Denmark the creation of labour courts back in 1900 was justified by the need ‘to have quick and
final decisions made by a narrow circle of professional judges and lay judges with an in-depth practical
knowledge of conditions and disputes on the labour market’.

In Hungary the main reason behind the creation of labour courts was the difference between labour
cases and civil cases, the first being subjected to stronger state influence, with mandatory safeguard
rules, than the second. The labour courts are organised on a regional basis. Since the creation of labour
courts in 1973 their competencies have widened to include social security and legal disputes concern-
ing labour administrations.

In Norway the creation of a special labour court to deal with matters relating to collective agreements
and the lawfulness of industrial action was justified by the need to have a system which can settle dis-
putes more quickly than the ordinary court system and where judges possess knowledge of collective
bargaining and industrial relations in general.

In Sweden it was the need for a court procedure characterised by expertise and swiftness that triggered
the creation of labour courts back in the 1920s.

In Germany, the labour court system was introduced in 1926 mainly for the following four reasons
(Weiss, 2006): (a) ordinary courts were not supposed to be able to cope with the collective dimension
of labour law; (b) trade unions did not trust the judges coming from bourgeois circles; (c) judges should
be specialized in labour law; and (d) knowledge of the reality of working life should be increased by in-
cluding representatives of both sides of industry.

In the UK, the introduction of industrial tribunals under the Industrial Training Act of 1964 was
founded on the following reasons (de Roo-Jagtenberg, 1993)%%: ‘they offer a higher degree of expertise
than regular courts; facilitate access to justice for prospective applicants; ensure an efficient enforce-
ment of employment legislation.’

21 Blatman, M. (2004) “Do we need labour courts?, Twwelfth Meeting of European Labour Court Judges, 2004.
22 A. de Roo and R. Jagtenberg (1993).
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The Debate in SEE Countries

As mentioned above, there are no labour courts in SEE countries, with the exception of Romania. There
has been a debate on the introduction of a separate system of labour courts in many SEE countries, es-
pecially in Albania, Bulgaria and Moldova.

In Albania the question of the creation of specialised labour courts — with a view to improving the
system of labour dispute settlement — has been considered recently at the initiative of the social part-
ners. The latter and the Ministry of Labour were in favour of such an idea, while the Ministry of Justice
appeared more cautious in view of the cost implications and the institutional and legislative changes re-
quired by such a reform.

In Moldova, on the occasion of the discussion of the draft Labour Code in 2003 a parliamentary work-
ing group discussed the opportunity of establishing a system of separate labour jurisdictions in the coun-
try. As a matter of fact one of the working versions of the draft Labour Code provided for the func-
tioning of tripartite labour tribunals consisting of professional magistrates and lay judges representing
employers and workers. Such an idea received strong support from the social partners. Eventually the
idea was not pursued at the request of the government. The social partners agreed with the latter that the
establishment of labour tribunals was unrealistic for the time being in view of the financial constraints
of the country.

Nevertheless, the Labour Code adopted in 2003 provides (in articles 355 and 360) that individual and
collective disputes over rights addressed at the first instance will have to be examined within a time
frame of no more than 30 days. At the same time, the Administrative Code mentions labour disputes
among the categories of suits which should be tried on a priority basis. However, these objectives re-
main theoretical for the time being. Indeed, in practice a labour dispute can last several years before it
is settled.

Perhaps the most important recent debate on this matter in SEE countries took place in Bulgaria.
A tripartite group formed under the leadership of the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy examined
this issue in 2005 and concluded that Bulgaria needed to create a system of specialised labour tribunals.
Other hypotheses examined by the working group included reform of the current civil law procedure,
in particular by speeding up the treatment of labour cases by judges sitting in civil courts.

In 2006 the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy and the ILO launched a joint project on the im-
provement of the judicial mechanisms for settling labour disputes in Bulgaria.23 A feasibility study ex-
amining inter alia the possibility of introducing a separate system of labour courts was conducted by an
independent expert. The conclusions of this study were discussed by representatives of the government,
the judiciary and the social partners and ILO experts in a tripartite conference which took place in May
2006 in Sofia.

The conference concluded that the establishment of a separate system of labour courts was an unre-
alistic option in the present circumstances. The main reasons emphasised were the lack of financing, the
lack of consensus among the judges on the need to create a separate court system in the field of labour
jurisdiction, and the huge institutional and legal changes which would be required under such an en-
deavour. However, many participants considered that there was a need for the specialisation of judges.
The establishment of separate units within civil courts dealing with labour disputes has been considered

23 Improving the Judicial Mechanisms for the Settlement of Labour Disputes in Bulgaria, Report on the High-Level Tripartite Conference, Sofia, 5 May
2006 ILO and the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy, Bulgaria.
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by some experts as a necessary step on the way to establishing a fully separate labour court system. The
social partners called for the application of the tripartite principle within court proceedings on labour
cases and the establishment of labour court units including professional judges and lay judges. Training
to increase the expertise of judges in the field of labour law not only for junior judges, but also for or-
dinary judges working at the regional and district courts was also emphasised by the conference partic-
ipants. The training of judges in international labour standards was also judged essential. Finally, many
participants underlined the need to establish conciliation procedures before review to encourage the
parties to find an amicable solution of disputes and reduce the number of court cases related to labour
law issues.

The debate on the introduction of labour courts in SEE countries and beyond has shown that this idea
does lead sometimes to resistance. There are three types of resistance: a) the resistance of some magis-
trates who do not favour the establishment of a separate system of labour courts, including the idea of
involvement of the social partners; b) the resistance of the Ministry of Finance in view of the cost im-
plications of the establishment of a separate court system; c) the resistance of the ministries of justice
and the judicial institutions in view of the work load required in terms of institutional and legislative
changes. As mentioned earlier the debate concerns also countries which actually have a separate system
of labour courts, such as Germany and Hungary. In the first country, the issue of the cost of the sepa-
rate system of labour courts was raised by some economists and government officials who called for its
abolition and the integration of labour judges into the system of civil courts. However the social part-
ners and magistrates themselves rejected such an idea. In Hungary, a discussion took place some years
ago on merging the labour courts into the regular court system, although labour judges would continue
to keep their specialisation in labour matters (Casale, op. cit.). Here too the discussion did not get far
and the system of separate labour courts has been maintained.

ILO and the Judicial System for Settling Labour Disputes

Do ILO standards prescribe any specific approach in this respect? The answer is clearly no!

ILO organs such as the ILC and the GB have not taken a position on this, and nor do ILO standards
provide any guidance. ILO supervisory bodies have not touched upon this issue.

The ILO does not prescribe any specific approach as to the organisation of the judicial system for set-
tling labour disputes. The choice is left to member states, depending on their judicial traditions and in-
dustrial relations systems and practices.

In a report on new trends in the prevention and settlement of labour disputes which was prepared by
the International Labour Office and submitted to the GB of the ILO a few years ago, the issue of labour
courts versus civil courts was raised. It was pointed out that specialised labour courts present many ad-
vantages in comparison to ordinary courts. For instance, ‘labour courts have a specificity, that is, they
know industrial relations issues much better and have autonomy and flexible procedures’. During the
discussion the issue of labour courts versus civil courts was touched upon by certain delegates but no
position was taken by the GB.

Whatever the organisation of the judiciary (labour courts or ordinary courts) the ILO supervisory bod-
ies, in particular the CFOA of the GB, have underlined on several occasions the important role which
must be played by the judiciary in the enforcement of legislation which protects fundamental rights in
the field of freedom of association and collective bargaining.
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There is one example which judges, labour lawyers and trade union officials know very well, name-
ly protection against acts of anti-union discrimination.

One of the fundamental principles of freedom of association is that ‘workers shall enjoy adequate
protection against anti-union discrimination acts in respect to their employment’** (hiring and dis-
missals, transfer, and so on ); this protection is particularly desirable in the case of trade union leaders
and officials to enable them to fulfil their trade union duties in full independence.

There are a number of disputes in all countries which are related to unfair labour practices such as the
dismissal of workers or workers’ representatives because of involvement in trade union activities (past
or present).

The CFOA of the Governing Body of the ILO has examined on several occasions cases of allegations
of anti-union discrimination acts. In doing so it has stressed the importance of the judiciary in remedy-
ing damages incurred by workers, including ordering the reinstatement of the workers concerned.

According to the CFOA, for protection against acts of anti-union discrimination to be effective there
a need for:

— broad protective measures in the legislation;

— procedures able to ensure that complaints are examined promptly, impartially, inexpensively and

effectively. This of course encompasses court procedures as well.

The CFOA on several occasions has highlighted the importance of the role played by the judiciary in
the protection of civil liberties (freedom of opinion and expression, freedom of assembly, etc.), which
are essential for effective exercise of freedom of association rights and the protection of the organisa-
tional rights of employers’ and workers’ organisations against the interference of the public authorities.

The ILO has been cooperating with several judicial institutions all over the world. For example, the
ILO provides support to the Association of European Court Judges in the organisation of meetings de-
signed to discuss topical issues such as the protection of workers in the case of the insolvency of the
employer or the use of mediation and conciliation by courts.

The ILO has also cooperated with schools of magistracy in SEE, such those of Albania and Romania
with the view to upgrading the knowledge of judges — in Romania of both lay judges and professional
magistrates — in the field of international labour law. In Romania, many judges trained by the ILO re-
fer explicitly to ILS, in particular Fundamental Conventions No. 87 and 98, when ruling.

Concluding Remarks

The debate on labour courts is quite topical in SEE. The idea of establishing specialised labour juris-
dictions has been raised in many SEE countries. It has been seen as one possible solution to the current
shortcomings of judicial mechanisms for the settlement of labour disputes. The practices of labour
courts in both Western and Eastern Europe offer a wide spectrum of experiences. However, as it appears
from the preceding analysis, the concept of ‘labour court’ encompasses a whole range of realities across
European countries.

International Labour Standards do not prescribe specific models for the organisation of systems and
procedures of labour dispute prevention and settlement. They define general principles and provide
guidance to member states which are very useful for the enactment of legislation and the formulation of
practical measures. It is up to each country to design the systems and procedures for the settlement of

24 Protection of the Right to Organise and Collective Bargaining Convention, 1949 (No. 98)
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labour disputes which best fit the country’s judicial traditions and industrial relations culture and prac-
tices.

ILO standards do strongly recommend the use of negotiation, conciliation and mediation methods to
settle disputes; these methods leave the decision about settlement in the hands of the parties themselves.

Why so?

The ILO recognises the benefits of conciliation and mediation for both parties in the dispute and for ju-
dicial institutions. The ILO’s database on national legislation shows that there has been an increase in
legislation mandating or recommending the use of conciliation and mediation. In practice, the experi-
ence of many countries shows that there has been an increasing resort to conciliation and mediation by
the parties as an alternative to court litigation. This trend was also highlighted by the discussion which
took place at the Thirteenth Meeting of European Court Judges which took place in Bologna, Italy, in
September 2005. The change is due to recognition of the benefits of conciliation for the disputants as
well as for the judicial institutions. It was argued by several speakers that there are many benefits for
parties which resolve their disputes by direct negotiations, avoiding litigation.
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Annex B: Programme of the Meeting

International Labour Office
Subregional Office Budapest

4th Labour Law and Labour Relations Network Meeting,
Budva, Montenegro, 29-30 June 2006
with the support of the Governments of France and Italy

Arrival of participants

— Welcome address by the
Representative of the Ministry of
Labour of Montenegro
— Youcef Ghellab, ILO:

— Objective of the meeting

— Methodology

— Presentation of the participants

Special session
— Results of the ILC discussion on em-
ployment relationships

Programme
Wednesday Thursday Friday
28 June 29 June 30 June
09:00-10:30 09:00-10:00
Opening session TOPIC 2

Judiciary mechanisms for settling
labour disputes: civil versus labour
courts

— Presentation by Y. Ghellab
— Discussion

10:30-11:00 Coffee break

10:00-10:30 Coffee break

11:00-12:30

TOPIC 1

The protection of workers’ claims in
case of the insolvency of the employ-
er: ILO and European standards

— Presentation by A. Bronstein

— Discussion

10:30-12:30

Country experiences
— Civil or labour courts?
— Recent developments

— Discussion: advantages and disad-
vantages of both systems

12:30-13:30 Lunch

12:30-13:30 Lunch

13:30-15:30

Country Presentations

— Legal framework

— Institutional framework (wage guar-
antee institution)

13:30-14:30
Synthesis/Evaluation/Next steps
(Y. Ghellab)

15:30-16:00 Coffee break

16:00-17:00
General discussion moderated by A.
Bronstein

20.00 Dinner

20.00 Dinner




Annex C: List of participants

1) Mr Ledio Milkani

Head of Institutional Legislation and Integration Sector
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs

Rruga Kavajes 53

Tirana, Albania

Tel:+ 355 4 251 352, mobile +355 692 283 078

Fax: 4355 424 82 98 4355 422 79 42

E-mail: Imilkani@yahoo.com

2) Mr Gramos Xhangolli

Secretary of the National Labour Council
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs
Rruga Kavajes 53

Tirana, Albania

Tel: +355 422 79 42

Fax: 435 5422 79 42

E-mail: gxhangolli@yahoo.co.uk

3) Mr Damir Dizdarevic

Assistant Minister of Civil Affairs

Ministry of Civil Affairs of Bosnia and Herzegovina
Trg Bosne 1 Hercegovine 1

71000 Sarajevo

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Tel: +387 33 2019 923 ext. 5027

Fax: +38 7 332 21074

email: damird@mcp.gov.ba

4) Ms Dzana Kadribegovié¢

Assistant Minister for Labour and Social Policy
Ministry of Labour and Social Policy
Vilsonovo setaliste 10

71000 Sarajevo

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Tel: +387 33 52 38 10

Fax: +38 7 33 52 38 10

E-mail: fmsa@fbihvlada.gov.ba



84

5) Mr Rajko Klic¢kovié

Assistant Minister for Labour and Employment

Ministry of Labour, and War Invalids Welfare of the Republika Srpska
Vuka Karadzica 4,

Banja Luka,

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Tel: +387 5 133 16 51

Fax: +387 5 133 16 52

E-mail: mpb@mpb.vladars.net

6) Ms Olivera Fisekovic

Advisor

Sector for Labour and Labour Market for EU Integration
Ministry of Economy, Labour and Entrepreneurship
Ulica grade Vukovana 78

1000 Zagreb, Croatia

Tel.: + 3851610 6313

Tel.: + 385 1 610 9300

Email: olivera.fisekovic@mingorp.hr

7) Ms Gjylnaze Gola

Head of Labour Law Division
Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare
Pristina

Kosovo

Tel: +377 44 346 337

E-mail: gjyli_nas@hotmail.com

8) Ms Minire Begaj

Chief of Labour Law Division
Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare
Pristina, Kosovo

Tel: +377 44 266 435

E-mail: minirebegaj@hotmail.com

9) Ms Catalina Doru

Legal Advisor

Ministry of Economy and Trade
1 Piata Marii ADunari Nationale
2009 Chisinau

Moldova

Tel. : + 373 22 237448

Fax : + 373 22 234064

Email: nostro@moldova.md



10) Ms Anka Stojkovic

Labour Law Expert

Ministry of Labour and Social Care
Poslovni Centar Vektra

81000 Podgorica

Montenegro

E-mail address:ankastojkovic@yahoo.com

11) Ms Dusanka Radovic

Judge

Supreme Court of the Republic of Montenegro
Njegosleva street 10

81000 Podgorica

Phone & fax: + 381 81 665-388

E-mail address:radovicd@pris.mn.yu

12) Ms Mihaela Matei

Legal Advisor

Ministry of Labour, Social Solidarity and Family
2B Dem. 1. Dobrescu Street, Sector 1

010026 Bucharest

Romania

Phone: + 40 21 312 4286

Fax: + 40 21 310 1828

Email: mmatei@mmssf.ro

13) Ms Snezana Bogdanovi¢

Senior Legal Advisor to the Minister

Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Policy
Nemanjina 22-26

Belgrade, Serbia

Tel: +381 11 36 16 265

Fax: 4381 11 36 17 498

E-mail: snezab@minrzs.sr.gov.yu

14) Ms Rajka Vukomanovic

Head of Department for Social Dialogue and Wages
Serbian Ministry of Labour, Employment and Social Policy
Nemanjina 22-26

Belgrade, Serbia

Tel: +381 11 36 16 265

Fax: +381 11 36 17 498

Email: rajkav@minrzs.sr.gov.yu



86

Observer

15) Ms Angelina Medjedovic
Labour inspector

Municipality of Niksic

83000 Niksic

Njegoseva 10

Republic of Montenegro

Network Coordination Team

16) Mr Youcef Ghellab

Senior Specialist on Social Dialogue and Industrial Relations
ILO-Sub Regional Office

Budapest, Hungary

Tel: +36 1 473 26 52

Fax: +36 1 353 36 83

E-mail: ghellab@ilo-ceet.hu

17) Ms Maria Borsos
Regional Programme Officer
ILO-Sub Regional Office
Budapest, Hungary

Tel: +36 1 301-4907

Fax: 436 1 353 3683
E-mail: borsos@ilo-ceet.hu

18) Ms Krisztina Homolya
Programme Assistant
ILO-Sub Regional Office
Budapest, Hungary

Tel: +36 1 473-2652

Fax: 436 1 353 36 83
E-mail: homolya@ilo.org

19) Mr Arturo Bronstein
International Consultant in Labour Law
18 Av. De Vessy

01210 Fermey-Voltaire

France

Email : bronstein.arturo@ wanadoo.fr



87

Interpreters

20) Ms Vanja Jancic
Novaka Miloseva 29/1
81000 Podgorica
Montenegro

Tel: +381 67 615-901
E-mail: vjancic@cg.yu

21) Ms Maja Vujaskovic

I Proleterske brigade 27/a
Podgorica

Montenegro

E-mail: majavujaskovic@cg.yu



88

Annex D: List of publications of the Network
Labour Law and Labour Administration, Final Report, Turin, 22-26 September 2003
Non-Discrimination in Employment and Occupation, Y. Ghellab, 2005

The Employment Relationship: Some Recent Issues and Trends in South Eastern Europe, Y. Ghellab,
2006





