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Subject: Petition 1063/2009 by Stanislav Kocur (Slovak), on financial losses resulting 
breach of contract by two Slovak agencies recruiting workers for United Kingdom

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner requests the European Parliament to intervene with the Slovak authorities in 
order for them to take punitive measures against two Slovak recruitment agencies which 
propose jobs for Slovaks interested in working especially in the United Kingdom. According 
to the petitioner, the agencies - Slovakian Recruitment Jobworld Agency and 7 Stars 
Recruitment Ltd. - have failed to respect their promises which caused serious financial loss to 
many Slovak workers. The petitioner explains that the working contracts were only presented 
to workers upon arrival in United Kingdom and did not correspond to the offer presented to 
them by the aforementioned agencies, in Slovakia. The petitioner mentions the working hours 
per week (less than promised) and the important auxiliary costs related to accommodation, 
transport or guarantee deposits for prematurely quitting the job. He calculates the loss per 
person to about 1000£ and expresses his dissatisfaction with the reaction of the two agencies 
to the compensation claims submitted by the workers.

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 22 January 2010. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 22 January 2010.

The petitioner is complaining about the allegedly fraudulent behaviour of two Slovakian 
recruitment agencies that claimed to arrange work in the United Kingdom (here after referred 
to as 'UK'). Having received offers of employment, applicants paid an administrative fee of 
EUR 350 to the agency in Slovakia and the cost of their flight to the UK where they were met 
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by another agency that charged £85 for arranging jobs. Upon arrival in the UK, contracts were 
drawn up and signed in English, which many of the applicants apparently did not understand. 
A further £125 deposit was charged for accommodation and an additional amount had to be 
paid for accommodation two weeks in advance, at £45 a week. Furthermore, the journey to 
their workplace would cost £5 each day. The petitioner states that there was a clause in the 
contract with the Slovak agency requiring it to inform the petitioner and the persons he 
represents of all aspects of the work and travel arrangements. In addition to the unexpected 
expenditure mentioned above, the working conditions did not correspond to those set out in 
the work contracts with the Slovak agencies: the hours of work guaranteed by the Slovak 
agency – 40 hours a week at the hourly rate of £5.73 – were not adhered to. Furthermore, it 
was stated that the post would be that of warehouse staff, but in reality the persons were 
auxiliary workers in the meat-processing industry and some even had to clean toilets.

The alleged facts, fraudulent behaviour and claims of misrepresentation made by the 
petitioner find their origin in an offer of employment made in Slovakia which do not appear to 
correspond to the working contracts presented upon arrival in the UK or to the working 
conditions set out in work contracts with Slovak agencies. Prima facie, it therefore seems to 
relate to a conflict between two private parties.

Due to lack of sufficient factual information, in particular concerning the contractual aspects 
of the situation referred to, it is however difficult, if not impossible, to provide a legal 
assessment on the allegations or verify the claims of misrepresentation made. The exact 
nature of the offers (also referred to as contracts) in Slovakia and whether these were merely 
offers or contracts of employment or contracts for arranging employment remains for example 
unclear. It should also be noted in this respect that employment law, and law on breach of 
contract, is primarily a matter of national law.
In addition, it is impossible to determine whether or not the signing of a contract in the UK 
satisfies the requirements of Council Directive 91/533/EEC of 14 October 1991 on an 
employer's obligation to inform employees of the conditions applicable to the contract or 
employment relationship1. Moreover, a situation that may have started off as a posting of 
workers in the context of the provision of services by a Slovakian temporary employment 
agency to the UK may actually have constituted a short-term migration of workers to be 
examined in the framework of the law ensuring the free movement of workers. 

Due to a lack of information on the factual and contractual situation, it is not possible to 
provide a conclusive assessment on the allegations and claims of misrepresentation made by 
the petitioner.

However, in any case the alleged facts concern breaches of offers/contract(s) between two 
private parties. The Commission cannot intervene in such cases and it is for the national 
competent authorities to settle such disputes. The petitioner should therefore seek legal advice 
in the United Kingdom or Slovakia.

For information, Council Regulation (EC) No 44/2001 of 22 December 2000 on jurisdiction 
and the recognition and enforcement of judgements in civil and commercial matters provides 
the basic framework for cross-border litigation in the European Union, determining which 

                                               
1 Official Journal L 288 , 18/10/1991 P. 0032 - 0035
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courts have jurisdiction in a particular case. The basic rule is that courts of the Member State 
where the defendant is domiciled are competent. However, in employment disputes, the 
employee can sue his/her employer either in the Member State where the employer is 
domiciled, or in the Member State where the work is performed.


