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Request for Investigation into violations of Core Labour Standards in Georgia under
the provisions of the GSP Regulation, No, 732/2008 of 22 July 2008

Dear Commissioner De Gucht,

We hereby draw vour attention to the incompatibility of Georgian labour laws with core ILO
Conventions, in particular Conventions 87 and 98, the ratification and effective
implementation of which are a prerequisite for enjoying the benefits of the GSP+, as well as
to further violations of trade union rights in the country. We therefore request the European
Commission to open an investigation into these violations under the procedures stipulated in
Article 15(1)(a), Article 16 and Article 17 of Council Regulation (EC) No. 732/2008 of 22
July 2008 applying a scheme of generalised system of preferences under a special incentives
arrangement for the period from | January 2009 to 31 December 2011.

In particular, the government has taken no action to address excessive requirements to
forming a union and denial of the right to collective bargaining, including failure to establish
mechanisms of congiliation, unilateral submissions for compulsory arbitration, allowing the
dismissal of workers without the need to provide a reason, lack of protection against acts of
anti-union discrimination, interference of government and employers with trade union
activities, and restrictions on the right to strike.

These problems, indeed, led the European Commission to state recently that, *In the field of
labour rights and core labour stundards, the ILQ expressed concerns with the lack of
compliance, by Georgia, with core labour conventions. If unaddressed, these concerns put at
risk Georgia’s continuing inclusion in the EU's General System of Preferences (GSP+)
which allows Georgia to benefit from trade preferences from the EUM
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1. Excessive requirements for forming a nnion

The IO Committee of Experls on Apphcaiion of Convenlions and Recommendations
{hereatter CEACR or Committee) has, for a significant time, been reguesting certain
amecndments in the labour law which requires there to be 100 emplovees in a workplace in
order to recognise the establishinent of a new union®. The CEACR considers the requitement
10 be excessive and has repeatedly asked the govermment (o reduce il Although the
government explained that this is the minimumn reguirement for establishing a trade union
confederation, the Comimnittee has noted that “according fo section 2(3) of the Law, trade
unions can be established wi any enferprise, instifution, organization and other places of
work, and tha, according o section 2(0), "a trade union should be formed on a secloral,
tervitorial and abher basis of the eccupational nature”, According fo section 2(7), "frade
unions are enfiffed to form primary Irade unions af the enferprises, institwtions and other
Places of work”, and "nation-wide trade wion organizations and associations (federations)
.. Fegionad, district, town frade wwion orgamizations and associations, as well as rade union
organizafions and associafions ond the enferprises and instifutions”. The Committee
understands that section 209} refers to trade unions and not primary trade uwions, which are
regulated under section 3(9) and indeed require 15 members for their establishment. The
Committee further notes that section 2(9) refers expressly to “trade unions”, that is trade
urtions established on a sectorad, Indusivicd, occupational and other levels pursvant fo
section 2(6) and nof to “confederations of trade unions”. Therefore, the excuse provided by
the government is misleading. “The Cowmumniftee considers that the mrinimum requirement of
100 workers fo establish unions by branch of activity, occupation or for various oecupations
is too high and shouwld be reduced. The Committee therefore once again requests the
Government to provide information with its next report on the measures faken or envisaged
fo amend section 2(9) of the Law on frade urmions so as to lower the minimum trade union
membership requivement and, in the meantime, to indicate the impact of this provivion on
the esiablishment of frade unions ol the branch or secioral Tevels, including information on
the mmber of such trade wnions and their respective membership.””

The March 2010 report of the ILO Committec on Freedom of Association repeated the 1L0%
concern on the implementation of Conventions No. 87 and WNo. 98, reiterating that fhe
Labour Code and the Law on Trade Unions need to be amended in order to comply with
core labour standards, nolably regarding the criteria lor establishing frade unions, proleclion
against anti-union discrimination, the right te strike. In addition, the Committee restated ILO
continued concerns as regards the implementation of the Conventions on [qgual
Remuneration, on Discrimination, and on Holidays with Pay.!

The excessive requirement to establish a union has further been criticised by the
Governmental Commities of the Evropean social Charter: “Acecording to the report only two
Jounding members are required to form an association, including trade unions. However,
the Committee notes that, pursuant o Section 2§9 of the trade Union Act, trade unions
curanl be formed with a membership of fess than 100 persons. The Conunifiee refterates that
reguivements as to minimwm numbers of members comply with Avticle 5 only if the number

» Sactton 2(9) of the 1987 Law on Trade Urtons

1 CEACR: tndividual Obsenration concerning Freedomn of Associalion and Froteclion of the Right ko Organise Convention, 1943
(Mo, 87) Goorgia {ratification: 19993} Published: 2010
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is reasonable and presents no obstacle to the founding of organisations. The requirement
Sforeseen by the Trade Union Act cannot be considered reasonable and therefore iy confrary
to the Charter.”™ The Governmental Committee found more grounds of non-conformity of
the Georgian labour laws with the European Social Charter in “Section 2862 of the Trade
Union Aet [which] states that everyone is enfitled to join trade unions. However, according
to Article 46881 and 2 of the Labowr Code, an employee's rights - including the right to
arganise - may be restricted by the employer in the employment contract, The Commitice
considers that this unduly restricts the enjoyment of trade union rights by workers as they
may be forced to accept restrictions on their right to establish, to join or not to join a trade
union in order to obtain employment.”

2. Impeding collective bargaining

As a result of abolishing the Law on collective contracts and agreements in 2006, the current
Labour Code fails to adequately regulate freedom of association and the right to bargain
collectively, Article 4 of Convention 98° prescribes that collective bargaining and
agreements should be promoted for the regulation of terms and conditions of employment.
However, for several years, the government has been promoting measures in the opposite
direction, resulting in excessive deregulation of the labour market and grave abuses of IL0O)
Convention 98. “fIn the 2006 Labour Code,] the procedure for collective bargaining is
described so briefly and inadequately that their conclusion was impossible in practice.
Finally, the Lfabour] Cfode] leaves practically no room for sirikes. 7

a. Lack of Mechanisms of conciliation, mediation or voluntary arbitration

Section 49(5) of the Code stipulates that, after a warning strike, the partics shall participate
in the amicable settlement procedures pursuant to the Labour Code. “The Committee had
noted, however, that the Labour Code did not provide for such a procedwre and requested
the Government to give consideration to appropriate mechanisms of conciliation, mediation
or voluntary arbitration instead. The Committee notes that, according to the Government,
amicable seitlement procedures are provided for in section 48 of the Code. The Commillee
nofes that, under this section, such procedures involve: (1) a wrilten nofice of
commencement of the amicable procedure reflecting the grounds of dispute and claims by
one party; (2) a review of the notice by the other party and its reply; and (3) written decision
by the representatives of the parties, which would become a part of the existing contract of
employment. If no agreement has been reached within 14 days, the “other party is entitled fo
apply to court or arbitration” (section 48(5)), The Committee considers that the legislation
could establish specific mechanisms to facilitate dispute seftlement between the parties. Such
procedures could involve a neutral and independent third party, in whom the parties have

s Governmental Commiltes of the European Social Charter, Working docliment prepared by the Secrefarial Europsan Social
Charter, Conclusfons XixX=3 (2010), Strasbourg, March 18, 2011

¢ Measures appropriata lo national conditions shall be taken, where necessary, to encourage and promote the full
davelopmeant and utilisation of machinery for voluntary negotiation between employers or employers’ organisations and workers'
organisations, with a view to the regulation of termns and conditions of employment by means of collective agresmentsns

7 ITUC/PERC Regional Conference, "Building democracy and trade union rights in the NIS", November 2010, available at
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confidence, and who could facifitate breaking a siafemate which the parties are unable to
resolve themselves. Nofing that in its veport the Government recognizes the need fo develop
mechanisms of concifiation and mediation fo help reduce the incidence of disputes, the
Commitiee requests the Government fo indicate the concrefe measures faken fo that end. "

According to the 2011 report of the Governmenta! Committee of the Luropcan Social
Charter, “Article 48 of the Labowr Code provides that labowr disputes shall be seitled
through concilictory procedures. It further provides that for certain disputes where
agreement cannat be reached through concifiation a party has the right fo appeal fo a court
or arbitration. However if is unclear o the Committee what type of labour disputes Article
48 refers to. The report simply siates that it is intended to develop a conciliation / mediation
service, but af vet this does not exist. Therefore the Commiftee concludes that af present
there is no effective concifiation, mediation or arbitration service.”

b. Unilateral submission of a dispote for compnlsory arbitration

With regard to the abovemenboned sechon 48(5) of the Code, “the Comimiliee had recalled
that o provision which permiited either party unilaterclly to submit the dispute for
compulsory arbitration effectively undermined the right of workers to call a strike.” The
Commiitee reguested the government to amend this provision with a view to ensuring that
the right to strike is enjoyed by employees other than those providing essential services in
the strict sense of the ferm, public servants exercising authority in the name of the State and
in the event of an acute national emergency. “The Commitiee undersiands that, under
section 48(3), the resulis of the arbitration {or cowrt) procedure are compulsory and would
therefore render meaningless the vight to strike.”

¢ Same treatment of collective and individual agreements

Sections 41- 43 of the Labour Code pul collechive agreements concluded with trade union
organizations and agreements between an employer and non-unionised workers in the same
position. The Commiitee on Freedom of Associalion considers thal direct nepotiations
between an enterprise and its stafl which iske no account of existing representative
organizations may run countter to the principle that colleclive bargaining between employers
and workers’ organizations must be encowraged and pmmﬂted.g In addition, “fit]he
Commiitee finds it diffieult to reconcile the equal status given in the law (o these hvo types of
agreement with the ILO principles on coflective bargaining, aecording to which the full
development and niifization of machinery for voluntary negoiiation behween employvers or
emplovers ' orgomizations and workers' orgamizations showld be encowraged and promated,
with a view fo the resulation of terms and conditions of emiployment by means of colfective
agreements. ff, in the course of collective bargaining with the frade union, the enterprise
offers better working conditions to non-unionized workers under individual agreements,
there ts a serious risk that this might undermine the negotiaiing capacity of the trade union
and give rise fo dixcriminatory situations in fovour of the non-unionized staff! furthermore,
it might encowrage unionized workers fo withdraw from the union,” The Committee then
refers to the Collective Agreements Recommendation, No. 91, o emphasize the role of
workers’ organizations in collective bargaining. “Considering that divect negofiotion

£ Freedom of asaociation: Digest of declsions and principles of the Freadom of Assockatlon Commites of lhe Goveming Body
of the LG, ap. cit., para. 845,

o CEACR: Individual Chsarvation concering Right to Organise and Collective Bargaining Convenlion, 1949 {No, 98) Qeorgia
{ratiflcatbon: 1283) Publishad; 2080




between the undertaking and its employees, bypassing representative organizations where
these exfst, rums counter fo the principle that negotiation between emplovers and
organizations of workers should be encouraged and promoted, the Conmmiitee requests the
Govermnent fo take the necessary measures in order (o amend iis legislation so as fo ensure
that the position of trade unions is not wndermined by the existence of other employees’
represeniatives or discriminatory situations in favour of the non-unionized staff.”

3. Lacl of profeetion sgainst acls of discrimination in the Labour Code

Section 11{6) of the 1997 Law on Trade Unions and Section 2(3) of the Labour Code
prohibit, in general terms, anti-union diserimination. However, any protection offcred by the
1997 Law on Trade Unions is nof automatically guaranteed because the Supreme Court
holds that they have the right to give preference to the Labour Code over the Law on Trade
Unions on the grounds of it being a newer plece of legislation. On the other hand, the
governntenl roulinely refers to the Trade Union Law and its vights provisions. The 2007
Commission Report on the implementation of the European Neighbowhood Policy siates:
“As regards labowr law and rights at work, no progress can be reported us regards
unrestricted sirike rights. The 2006 labowr code, which was prepared without prior
consuliation with trade uniens, is not in lne with the International Labowr Organisation
(TLC) standards. In particular, it falls short in addressing the oblipations of the IO
Conventions on freedom of asyociafion, and on the right fo organise and collective
bargaining. Furthermore, the labour code comradicis both EU standards and the European
Social Charter that the counry ratified in July 2005, on a wmber of fundamental issues
such ay the duration of overtime work and fermination of employment. The Code is fo be
revised accordingly if Georgia wants to benefit from the GSP+ scheme in 2009, % The
Code was not revised and the government refused to comply with the Commission’s and
other bodics’ continuous recommendations over the following years.

a. The National Social Dialogne Commission for the amendment of the Labour
Code

In its response to the Complaint againsi the Gowernmenl of Georgia {Casc No. 2678)
presented by the Georgian Trade Union Confederation {(GTUC) supported by Education
International (FI), the Committce on Freedom: of Association (CFA) requested “ihe
Govermment to take the necessary measures, without delay, in full consultation with the
social partners concerned, lo amend the Labour Code so ay to ensure specific proteciion
against anti-union discrimination, including anti-union dismissals, und to provide for
sufficiently dissuasive sanctions againsé such acts.” It also requested “the Govermment 1o
keep it informed of the measures taken in this respect, as well as in relation to any progress
made in the discussions to be placed on the agenda in the National Social Dialogie
Commission.” The complainant alleges interference in activities of the Educators &
Scientists Free Trade Union of Georgia (LSFTUG), as well as dismissals of trade unionists.

In another i:umplainﬁ againat the Government of Georgia (Case Mo, 2663), presented by the
Gieorgian Trade Unions Confederation (GTUC) and supported by the International Trade
Union Confederation (ITUC) the Commiliee on Freedom of Association (CFA) stated:

10 Commiselen Staff Working Document, Ymplamentation of the Ewopean Nefphbourhood Poficy in 2007 Progress Report
Seorgia, 3 Aprll 2008, Brussels




“Noting the establishment of the Nationad Sociaf Dialogue Commission and of a tripartite
working group, the Commitfee requests the Government, in fill consultaiion with the social
purtners concerned, to fake the necessary measures to amend the Labour C ‘ode so as to
ensure specific protection against anti-union discrimination, including anti-union dismissels
and provide for sufficiently dissuasive sanctions against such acts. Along the same lines,
observing the difficulty of contesting an alleged anti-union dismissal if there Is no ebligation
io provide a mofivation for that dismissal, the Committee requesis the Government fo take
ihe necessary meuasures lo ensure that workers may obtain an explanation as fo the grounds
for their dismissal. It wges the Government to heep it informed in this respect.” The
complaint concerned (he failure of the Labour Code to provide adequate and sufficient
prolection against anti-union dismissals and failure of the Government to provide redress in
the case of dismissal of nine trade union activists from: Poli Sea Port and nine frade union
activisis fiom BTM Textile,

CEACTR has also reforred to the Nationa! Social Dialogue Commission, “fA] memorandin
was signed between the Ministry of Health, Labour and Social Affairs (MoHLSA), the GTUC
and the GEA with a view fo institutionalizing social dialogue in the country. Since then, the
social parivers have been regulorfy holding sessions to discuss issues concerning the labour
legislation with an emphasis on the issues of compiiance with the Freedom of Association
and Protection of the Right to Organise Convention, 1948 (No. 87}, and Convention No.
08 " in addition, “the ILO has been providing technical support to the fripartite constituents
to advance the process of diclogue and the review of the labour legislation. { ... the Decree
No. 335 of 12 November 2009 issued by the Prime Minister of Georgia, which formalized
and institutionalized the National Sociad Dialogue Commission, as well as the creation of a
tripartite working group to review and analyse the conformify of the national legislafion
with the findings and recommendations of the Committee and lo propose the necessary
amendments.”

In practice, the MNational Social Dislogue Commission has not been functioning on &
quarterly basis as [oreseen in the Commission’s charter. The Buropean Commission stated in
May 2011 that, “In the area of social dialogue, the fripartite constituents reached an
agreement, in May 2010, on the minimum changes to be infroduced to the labour code,
particularly with regard to antiunion discrimination. However, these changes have not yet
been introduced. Moreover, the Georgian Trade Union Conference has made allegations of
anti-union discrimination and government interference in the chrcck off systeni, which
sugpests persisting interference by the goverament in social dialogue.™ I

Moreover, the GTUC is worried by the outcomes of the consultations, because they are not
binding and, in practice, (hey have delivered no resulis so lar, "GTUC is concerned because
of delays in the work of the Nationgl Social Dialogue Commission of Georgia. According ta
the charter of the National Secial Dicdogue Commission the sillings should be convened of
least once in each quarter. A deadlive for calling first meeting in 2011 has already expired
in March. GTUC provided the commission with all necessary malerials foreseen by the
agenda. It is also worth mentioning that meetings of working group of the commission do
not take place on regular basis. It is important to emphasize that even last year calling
commission’'s meetings in fived ferms was problematic. Besides, the commission iy ol
equipped with real decision-making power and the decisions are not effective and result-
oriented. GTUC believed, as the govermment of Georgia claimed before the infernational

Y Eyrepean Gommission, Joint Steff Working Papsr, Implemenlation of the Ewopaan Neighbourhaod Folicy in 2010, Georgla,
Brugssels, May 20H1




arganizations that Tripartite Commission could play an important role in the promotion of
the culture of social dialogue in the country and assist the social pariners in the resolution
of collective disputes, as well as encourage collective bargaining processes in Georgia.
However, inaptitude and inaction of the National Social Dialogue Commission in fulfilling
the objectives sef forth in its charter, makes us to think that the commission is far from being
well-fimctioning and realistic body. " 2

b. Lack of protection against acts of anti-union and other forms of diserimination

CLACR states that “pursuant to section 5(8) of the Labour Code, an employer was not
required ta substantiate histher decision for not recruiting an applicant and considered that
the application of this section in practice might result in placing on a worker an
insurmountable obstacle when proving that he/she was not recruited because of his/her
trade union activities.” Moreover, Section 37 (d) of the Labour Code of 2006 allows an
employer to dismiss a worker without providing any reason at all, provided that
compensation equivalent to onc months® salary is paid. Section 37 (d) has been used to
suppress trade unions as well as those who oppose workplace discrimination or simply take a
stand for workers® rights. In fact, the Supreme Court has ruled that employers® discretionary
right to dismiss a worker should not be deemed discriminatory because the Labour Code of
2006 takes precedence over the 1997 Law on Trade Unions. “The Committee considered
that, in light of the absence of explicit provisions banning dismissals by reason of union
membership or participating in union activities, as well as the absence of provisions
regulating cases of anti-union dismissals, the Labowr Code did not offer sufficient protection
against anti- union dismissals. [..] With regard to the termination of employment, the
Committee considers that legislation which allows the employer in practice {o lerminate the
employment of a worker on condition that he/she pay the compensation provided for by law
in all cases of unjustified dismissal, without any specific protection aimed ai preventing anti-
union discrimination, is insufficient under the terms of Articles 1 and 3 of the Convention.”
The Governmental Committee of the ESC also finds “insufficient protection against
discrimination based on trade wnion membership in the context of recruitment and
dismissal.

Under these circumstances, the Labour Code continues o provide legal grounds for
cmployers to violate ILO Conventions No. 87 and No. 98 in practice. In addition to this, the
Labour Code does nol protect against scveral other forms of discrimination, including
against women, disabled persons and minoritics. Hence, it provides employers legal
protection when they violate ILO Conventions No. 100 on Equal Remuneration and
Convention No. 111, on Discrimination (Employment and Occupation).

4. Interference by employers in trade union independence

Article 5 of the 1997 Law on Trade Unions generally provides for the independence of trade
unions from the employer. ITowever, the CEACR has noted that there are "no express
provisions for rapid appeal procedures, coupled with effective and dissuasive sanctions

2 GTUC, Information on Tripartite Social Parinership Commission, submission to ITUC, 2011, available at:
hittp:/fwww, gtue. geden/component/content/article/ 1 2- front-page-items/495-2011-04-29-11-3 1-07




against acts of inferference.” The CEACR requests the government to “fake the necessary
measires in order o adopt specific legistative provisions in this respeet.”

In addition to (he carlier, above-mentioned complaint afleging interference in activities of
ihe Educators & Scientists Free Trade Union of Georgia (ESFTUGY, in a similar pattern in
July 2010 the administration of the state owned company LTD “Georgian Railway” abtuptly
terminated several articles ol the collective agreement including the transfer of trade union
fees through the check-off system, with severe impact on the ability of the organisation to
operate normatly. When the union tock the case to court their efforts to achieve respect for
the agreement were rejecled on the basis of a law repealed already in 2006.

The decision of the ESFTUG to call an Extraordinary Congress to secure its survival
{riggered a counter reaction of management aimed at preventing it from convening as well as
putling personal pressure on the delegates to refrain from parlicipation. The congress
nevetlheless did take place, despite the intimidation and manipuialion by management.

5. Restrictions on the right to strike

Sections 51{4) and {5) prohibit strikes following the expiration of an cmploymenl
agreement, or if an cmployment agreement is considered invalid. The CEACR halds that
these provisions do not allow workers 10 participate in sympathy or protest sirikes and
therefore they should be amended. This provision also calls into question whether a slrike
for improved terms in an existing collective bargaining agreement, or simply for renewal,
would become illegal upon the expiration of that agreement. Moreover, Seclion 49(3) of the
Labour Code requircs workers 10 conduct a warning strike prior to conducting a strike.
Georgia also has excessive civil ad penal sanctions for workers and unions involved in non-
authorised strike actions. A violation of the rales on strikes can result in two years® prison
sentence for those who organised a sirike,

6. The abolition of the Labour Inspectorate under the 2006 Labour Code

When the Labour Code catered into force in June 2006, Article 55 of the Labouwr Code
entailed the repeal of (he charter of Labour Inspections, by the Order of the Minister of
Labour, Heaith and Social Security No 310/ of November 16, 2004, In practice this meant
that labour inspectors were laid off across the couniry due to the abolition of the State
ILabour Inspeciorate. This makes the supervision of industria relations and the investigation
of fabour rights abuses virually impossible,

Tn the mining seclor, the non-exislence of any supervising institution allows the
administration of Tkibuli mine to force miners to work in extremely dangercus conditions.
In the iast nine months of 2010 alone, this led to consecutive explosions of methane gas due
to poor and badly maintained equipment resulting in nine deaths and dozens of serious
injuries.

The sitnation is similar in the state seclor, e.g. railways, another sector with hazardous and
unsale working condilions where the number of scrious occupational accidents, including
fatalitics, has been on the increasc in recent years, Whenever an investigative comumittee ont
a particular accident is formed i involves administrative officials only.




7. Child Labour and Child Trafficking

The Commitlee on the Rights of the Child has expressed significant concerns at the
slatement of the Georpimm govenmertt that child labour is not a problem, stating “The
Commiitee noted the State party’s position that child labour is not a problem in Georgia,
RTowever it is concerned that the Child Labowr Swyvey conducted by the State Depariment for
Statistics in 2004 indicated that over 21.5 per cent of children in the Stafe parly were
engaged In economic activities und that 1H).56 per cent of children were undericking work in
conditions that violale their rights and harm their devefopment.”® The Committee
recommends formulating, in a participalory manner, a stralegy lo prevenl child labour and
elininate the worst forms of child labour, with assistance from the [LO International
Programme on the Elimination of Child Labour {1PEC). Morcover, the Committee finds that
“fwihile welcoming the various measyres {aken fo address the problem of irgfficking in
persons, including the adoption of a new anti-lrafficking taw in April 2006, the National
Action Plan regarding the Fight against Trafficking in Persons in Georgia (2007-2008) and
the establislment of an inter-agency Awti-trafficking Council, the Comnmilttee remains
concerned that insufficient legal guarantees exist to ensure that child vietims of trafficking
are not pendalized and that insufficient attention has been paid to the particular
vulnerabifities of orphans, children working and living in the street and internally displaced
children to frafficking and other forms of exploifation.”

In its concluding observations the Committee expresses concern at the absence of strategic
measures to address the situation of children who live and work on the sfreet and at the
plight of these children in view of the risks to which they arc exposed, including tratficking.
In addition, an 1TUC Report has fovmd that “difficult econamic conditions contributed to the
number of street children. During 2008, it was estimated that theve were 1,600 street
chifdren in four major cities, of whom 800 were in Thilisi. Working children in Georpia may
be found in the streets, begging or selliing small items or working in family businesses or
intermittently on family farms. 4 high number of street children are often victims of
irafficking networks and other forms of exploitation, and aceording to the goverronent the
wmajority of those children are of Roma origin.“™ The CEACR “had previously noted the
commenis hy the Georgian Trade Unions Confederation, dated 30 August 2006, thai there
were reporis of chitdren ay young as nine years working on the streets of Thilisi, in markeis
and sometimes af night, carrying or loading wares and children as voumg as five years of
age working as begyars.”

Varthermore, in their 2006 Report, “fiefhile noting the legistative and other measures taken
to combal human trafficking, including the Law on Combuting Human Trafficking and the
National Action Plan against Humon Trafficking, the Commitice fon the Elimination of
Priscrimination against Women] remains concerned about the persistence of trafficking in
women and pirls in Georgia. 1

I3 Commiies on the Rights of the Child, Fody-efghlh session, Constdaraiion of Reports Subitfad by Slales partles undar
arficte 44 of the Cornvanffon, Concluding chsarvaiions on Georgia, CREC/GEOSON 23 fune 2008

u ITUC, Inlemalionatly Recogrised Core labour Standards in Georgia for The WTO Genaral Council Review of the Trade
Policies of Georgia, Geneva, 7 and § December, 2009

t5 Commitles on the Elimination of Dizcrminalion against Women, Thity-sikih sesalon, Conclirng cormments of e
Commiftes on the Elfmination of Disciminalion against Women! Georgia, 25 August 2006




We thank you in advance for taking action to implement our reguest and look forward to

hearing fron: you.

Yours sincerely,

Sharan Bunrow

General Secretary
ITUC

Bernadette Ségot
General Secretary
HETUC




