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Dear readers, 

We are pleased to send you our Employment Law Newsletter 

in the new design, allowing you to gather the key statements 

of each of the judgments covered even more easily. 

In order for you to maintain an overview of the rapid case law 

developments in employment law, we have included a selection 

of important judgments that are relevant in practice. 

First, Dr. Holger Lüders deals with the question as to when an 

employee may request the removal of a warning, issued for good 

cause, from his personnel file. Kay Jacobsen and Dr. Johan-

Michel Menke deal with professional soccer in their article. They 

clarify whether a coach could be less worthy of protection when 

issuing a notice of dismissal than a “normal” employee. Subse-

quently, Dr. Philip Wenninger clarifies whether the employer is 

obligated to issue the employee a job reference letter, thanking 

the employee for services rendered and wishing him all the best 

for the future. Regina Glaser deals with the question as to when a 

job applicant could successfully make a claim for compensation 

due to discrimination in the application process. Finally, Dr. Judith 

Neu and Astrid Wellhöner address the much-discussed topic 

of temporary employment. Are temporary workers included in 

the application of the Employment Protection Act and are they 

taken into account in the number of employees relevant for the 

size of the works council? 

Finally, we would like to draw your attention already to our annual 

series of seminars on current topics of employment law, which 

will be held at all of Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek’s offices. Also, 

we were very pleased by the appreciation of our clients for the 

work of our “Employment Law” Practice Group expressed with 

the JUVE nomination as “Law Firm of the Year for Employment 

Law.” It is an incentive to us for our future work. We hope you 

enjoy reading this issue.

Regina Glaser Astrid Wellhöner

Editorial

Regina Glaser, LL.M.

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer  

for Employment Law 

Office: Düsseldorf

r.glaser@heuking.de

Astrid Wellhöner, LL.M. Eur.

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer for 

Employment Law 

Office: Munich

a.wellhoener@heuking.de
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An employee can only request the removal of a warning that 

was issued for good cause from his personnel file when the 

admonished behavior has become meaningless in every re-

spect for the employment relationship. 

The legal dispute had as its subject matter the removal of a 

warning from the personnel file. Both lower instance courts had 

sustained the complaint. The Regional Labor Court invoked the 

fact that at the time of the appeal proceedings, held two years 

and seven months later, the warning was no longer in effect and 

therefore should have been removed from the personnel file. 

The Federal Labor Court opposed this and decided that a ma-

terially and formally correct warning may remain in the person-

nel file even after several years if it is not (yet) meaningless for 

the employment relationship. Rather, it is necessary that the 

employer has no interest worthy of protection in the continued 

maintenance of the warning issued for good cause in the person-

nel file. An interest of the employer worthy of protection exists, 

for instance, as long as the legitimate warning can be of impor-

tance for a future decision concerning a transfer or promotion 

and the corresponding suitability of the employee, for the later 

evaluation of conduct and performance in a letter of reference, 

or for the balancing of interests that becomes necessary in con-

nection with a possible later dismissal. Furthermore, it can be in 

the legitimate interest of the employer to continue to document 

the issuance of a reprimand in terms of a clarification of duties 

under an employment agreement. Legitimate warnings may 

remain in the personnel file on a long-term basis.

Legitimate warnings may  
remain in the personnel file  
on a long-term basis  

Dr. Holger Lüders

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer  

for Employment Law 

Office: Düsseldorf

h.lueders@heuking.de

Federal Labor Court,  

Judgment of July 19, 2012, 2 AZR 782/11 

The Employment Law Practice Group consists of a team of lawyers specializing in employment law and certified specialist 

lawyers for employment law. We advise and represent national and international companies in all fields of employment 

law. In our articles, we discuss important new developments, legislative amendments and current case-law in the field 

of employment law. 
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The Federal Labor Court yielded to urgent voices in the litera-

ture, which regard a longer-term right or even a right unlimited 

in time to retain legitimate warnings as required. Prior to giving 

notice of dismissal due to misconduct, a comprehensive bal-

ancing of interests is required, where in particular a long-lasting 

irreproachable employment relationship should have an effect 

in favor of the employee. From this, the need follows for the 

employer to still be able to document warnings issued when 

they have already lost their warning function. Only then can the 

employer carry out a correct balancing of interests and counter 

an assertion that the course of the employment relationship was 

trouble-free with the necessary substantiation.

Conclusion: Even if a statement is still in the personnel file, it must always be examined as part of a possible 

dismissal lawsuit, whether it still served an adequate warning function.
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The clause in the employment contract of a professional soc-

cer coach, according to which his team could dismiss him at 

any time and exclude his right to file an action for protection 

against dismissal, in return for three gross monthly salaries 

as severance payment, is invalid. 

Aachen Labor Court had to decide on the validity of dismissals 

of a professional soccer team, which had released three coaches 

lately. At a dismissal issued on September 3, 2012, the team 

had invoked a clause in the employment contracts, which al-

lows to terminate the employment contract at any time for three 

gross monthly salaries as severance payment. According to the 

same clause, the employee was not entitled to file a protection 

against dismissal suit. On January 9, 2013, the team dismissed 

the coach a second time, this time including a special right of 

dismissal in the employment contract, which was supposed to 

apply in the event that – as occurred – the advancement into 

the 2nd national league was missed. 

Aachen Labor Court considered the dismissals invalid. Both con-

tract clauses, on which the team relied to justify the dismissal, 

are invalid. A clause, that allows the team to terminate the em-

ployment relationship at any time and exclude the employee’s 

right to file an action for protection against dismissal, deprives 

the coach – despite the promised severance payment – of the 

right to oppose unjustified dismissals in an impermissible man-

ner. Therefore, the clause according to which a special right of 

dismissal exists, if the team misses the advancement into the 

2nd national league, violates the mandatory provisions of the 

German Employment Protection Act and is therefore invalid. 

Professional soccer:  
Waiver of pro tection  
against dismissal invalid 

Dr. Johan-Michel Menke, LL.M.

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer  

for Employment Law 

Office: Hamburg

j.menke@heuking.de

Aachen Labor Court,  

Judgment of February 22, 2013, 6 Ca 3662/12 

Kay Jacobsen

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer  

for Employment Law 

Office: Hamburg

k.jacobsen@heuking.de

Conclusion: In the „normal“ working world, unilateral shifting of the employment risk to employees is invalid 

as a rule. According to Aachen Labor Court, this applies also in the area of professional soccer and even where a sev-

erance payment is promised in return. This result is convincing: professional soccer coaches are basically employees 

and consumers within the meaning of Section 13 German Civil Code; their employment contracts are therefore subject 

to strict control in accordance with the provisions applicable to general terms and conditions of Sections 305 et seqq. 

German Civil Code (see Hamm Regional Labor Court of October 11, 2011, 14 Sa 543/11). Soccer teams should take the 

present judgment of Aachen Labor Court as the occasion for putting their standard employment contracts (coaching 

staff) to the test. Instead of a unilateral special right of dismissal providing an automatic extension (only) in the event 

of the advancement should be considered. 
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Employers are not legally obligated to include a closing for-

mulation in the job reference letter, in which they thank the 

employee for the services rendered and wish him all the best 

for the future. 

The plaintiff was working as a DIY market manager. After the 

termination of his employment relationship, the employer wrote 

him a job reference letter with an above-average performance 

and conduct assessment that ended with the sentences: “Mr. 

K leaves our company as of February 28, 2009 for operational 

reasons. We wish him all the best for the future.” The plaintiff 

believed that this wording was insufficient and would devalue the 

antecedent. He therefore filed suit for the inclusion of the follow-

ing closing: “We are grateful for the many years of collaboration 

and wish him all the best for his personal and professional future.” 

The Federal Labor Court denied a claim of the plaintiff to the 

desired closing formula. According to Section 109 German In-

dustrial Code, the employer is only obligated to include infor-

mation on the nature and duration of the work in the letter of 

reference and to supplement this (qualified letter of reference) 

at the request of the employee with information on performance 

and conduct in the employment relationship. A legal obligation 

of the employer to formulate the closing sentences in agreement 

with the overall rating does not exist. Indeed, closing sentences in 

letters of reference, in which the employer in practice frequently 

expresses personal feelings such as thanks and good wishes, 

are basically suited to confirming or to qualifying the objective 

letter of reference statements on the conduct and performance 

of the employee. The expression of such personal feelings by 

the employer, however, is not the content of the legal claim to a 

letter of reference. If the employee does not agree with the con-

cluding formulation, he can merely request from the employer 

a letter of reference with the closing formula. 

No entitlement to thanks and 
 recommendation clause in 

 employment reference letters 

Federal Labor Court,  

Judgment of December 11, 2012, 9 AZR 227/11 

Dr. Philip Wenninger

Lawyer 

Office: Munich 

p.wenninger@heuking.de

Qualified letter of reference 

Closing formula 

Conclusion: The employer is free to decide whether to include a closing formula in the job reference letter. 

In practice, however, they are customary in „good“ letters of reference. In the future, employees will be well advised 

to pay attention to establishing not only the content of the letter of reference, but also the closing formulation since 

employers can be contractually obligated to issue a letter of reference with an appropriate closing formulation. 
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Dr. Philip Wenninger

Lawyer 

Office: Munich 

p.wenninger@heuking.de

Qualified letter of reference 

Closing formula 

Conclusion: The employer is free to decide whether to include a closing formula in the job reference letter. 

In practice, however, they are customary in „good“ letters of reference. In the future, employees will be well advised 

to pay attention to establishing not only the content of the letter of reference, but also the closing formulation since 

employers can be contractually obligated to issue a letter of reference with an appropriate closing formulation. 

A claim for damages due to discrimination in the application 

process is only justified where indications of discrimination 

are present. 

The legal dispute had as its subject matter a claim for com-

pensation due to discrimination according to the General Equal 

Treatment Act. Both lower instance courts had dismissed the 

complaint. The plaintiff is severely disabled and sought com-

pensation for discrimination on the basis of her disability. She 

applied to the German Bundestag (Lower House of the German 

Parliament). The plaintiff provided information on her severe 

disability. Following a job interview, at which a spokeswoman 

for severely disabled persons participated, she received a rejec-

tion without reasons given. In the course of the job interview, 

the plaintiff was explicitly asked about her disability. Only when 

the person concerned threatened a legal action did she receive 

an explanation that the rejection was not connected with her 

disability. 

The Federal Labor Court likewise rejected the complaint for 

compensation of damages since to justify the claim under Sec-

tion 15 II General Equal Treatment Act, the plaintiff would have 

had to submit evidence of the suspicion that she had not been 

hired due to her severe disability. The court examined the facts 

submitted in the process by the plaintiff for their indicative effect 

and subsequently found no evidence of discrimination. Taken 

alone, the fact that the severely disabled person had been asked 

in the job interview about her disability carried no indicative ef-

fect. Furthermore, the rejection without justification did not of 

itself represent evidence of discrimination. From the point of view 

of the Federal Labor Court, these circumstances do not permit 

the conclusion that the rejection occurred due to the plaintiff’s 

disability and that she was therefore discriminated against. The 

fact alone that the plaintiff was asked in the job interview about 

her disability does not suffice as evidence of discrimination. 

This applies irrespective of the fact that the defendant did not 

immediately disclose its reasons for the rejection to the plaintiff 

and failed to state the reasons itself, but rather only after the 

person concerned threatened a legal action. Such a duty to 

Claim for damages due  
to  discrimination in the  
application process? 

Federal Labor Court,  

Judgment of February 21, 2013, 9 AZR 180/12 

Regina Glaser, LL.M.

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer  

for Employment Law 

Office: Düsseldorf

r.glaser@heuking.de
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provide reasons only exists where a defendant has not complied 

with its employment obligations to severely disabled persons. In 

the present case, however, the employer had not fallen below 

the quota for severely disabled persons. 

The decision makes clear that severe disability may be the con-

tent of the discussion if it is clear that the context is legitimate 

concerns for the protection of the severely disabled individual 

or individuals. This was clear here as a result of the participa-

tion of the spokeswoman and the content of the discussion. 

The content of such communications regarding should also be 

documented under the circumstances. The Regional Labor Court 

even pointed out that the question as to the severe disability 

could also be an expression of the intention to preferentially hire 

severely disabled persons.

Conclusion: In practice, in application processes it is important to note what significance and what importance 

the employment quotas of the Disabled Persons Act have. If the employer falls below the quota for the employment 

of severely disabled persons, the non-fulfillment of this quota itself represents factual evidence of discrimination. This 

entails an obligation to state the reason for the applicant’s rejection. 
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Temporary workers employed in a company are taken into 

account for determining the company size relevant for the 

Employment Protection Act, insofar as their employment cor-

responds to the “normal status” of the company. 

The plaintiff had been employed by the defendant since 2007. 

The defendant employed ten of his own employees, includ-

ing the plaintiff, and a few temporary workers. The defendant 

terminated the employment relationship at the due date. The 

plaintiff invoked the application of the Employment Protection 

Act with his lawsuit. 

According to Section 23(1) sentence 3 Employment Protection 

Act, the Employment Protection Act does not apply to employees 

employed after December 31, 2003 in companies, in which ten 

or less employees are employed as a rule. The Federal Labor 

Court was required to clarify whether the temporary employees 

should be taken into account in determining the relevant number 

of persons employed. If considering solely the employees in 

an employment relationship with the defendant, the Employ-

ment Protection Act would not be applicable. The lower instance 

courts had denied the consideration of temporary workers and 

had rejected the request for protection against unlawful dis-

missal. 

The Federal Labor court viewed this differently. According to the 

regulatory purpose of the law, all employees who are actively 

subject to the directives of the company’s owner and are inte-

grated into the company should be included in calculating the 

company size. Temporary workers employed in the company 

can also be included, insofar as their use corresponds to staffing 

needs, which exist “as a rule.” The removal of small businesses 

from the scope of application of the Employment Protection Act 

is supposed to take into account the close personal collaboration 

frequently occurring there, their lack of funding in most cases, 

as well as the fact that administrative costs, which are incurred 

in legal proceedings for protection against unlawful dismissal, 

typically affect the owner of smaller businesses more strongly. 

If employment businesses do not have the features of a small 

business when considered objectively, it is also not justified 

to deny employees employed there the common protection 

Temporary workers are  
included in the protection  
against dismissal 

Federal Labor Court,  

Judgment of January 24, 2013, 2 AZR 140/12 

Dr. Judith Neu

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer  

for Employment Law 

Office: Munich

j.neu@heuking.de

Employed “as a rule”
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against unlawful dismissal. The employment of more than ten 

employees no longer justifies removing the business from the 

scope of application of the law. This applies both in the event 

that more than ten of one’s own employees are employed, as 

well as in the event that the additional regular employment need 

is covered by temporary workers.

Thus, companies with fewer than ten of their own employees 

are also subject to the Employment Protection Act if the com-

pany employs more than ten employees including the regularly 

employed temporary workers.

Conclusion: If jobs are held in the company by temporary workers, they must be included in the determination 

of the company size for the application of the Employment Protection Act. Temporary workers are only not included if 

they are employed to substitute for core workers or to cope with occasional peaks in orders. 
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Temporary workers should always be taken into account in 

determining the number of employees of a company relevant 

to the size of the works council. 

The number of members of the works council is determined by 

the number of employees regularly employed in the company. 

For companies with between 5 and 100 employees, it also 

depends on the right to vote. As of 101 employees, the law no 

longer identifies this requirement. 

The German Works Council Constitution Act expressly grants 

temporary workers the active right to vote for the works council if 

they are employed in the company for longer than three months. 

In 2003, the Federal Labor Court expressed the guideline on this 

matter as follows: “Temporary workers vote, but do not count.” 

The Federal Labor Court has now abandoned this case law and 

decided that the temporary workers employed “as a rule” are 

included in the threshold values for the number of members of 

the works council. This would arise from the interpretation of 

the law that particularly followed the meaning and purpose of 

said threshold values. The number of employees employed “as 

a rule” is the number of employees who are typically employed 

by the company. In any case, starting from a company size of 

more than 100 employees it no longer depends on the right of 

the temporary worker to vote. 

In the case at issue, the challenge to a works council election was 

successful for this reason. 879 core workers and 292 temporary 

workers were regularly employed in the company at the time 

of the issue of the election notice. The election board, however, 

failed to take into account the temporary workers in the election 

and elected a 13-member works council (only). When taking into 

account the temporary workers, however, a 15-member works 

council ought to have been elected. 

Temporary workers count  
and vote for the works council 

Federal Labor Court,  

Order of March 13, 2013, 7 ABR 69/11

Astrid Wellhöner, LL.M. Eur.

Lawyer 

Certified Specialist Lawyer  

for Employment Law 

Office: Munich

a.wellhoener@heuking.de

Change in case-law 

Election challenge successful 

Conclusion: The decision is the logical consequence of the changed general conditions for the use of tempo-

rary workers. Since the elimination of the maximum duration for a hiring, employers can cover a long-term employ-

ment need with temporary workers. With respect to the upcoming regular works council elections in the spring of 

2014, companies should examine whether the use of temporary workers, where applicable, can be reduced in order to 

fall below the specific threshold values for company size. 



14/20 www.heuking.de

Once again, in 2013 the Employment Law Practice Group will 

hold a seminar on current employment law topics at all Ger-

man offices. Each of the lecture events lasts about two hours. 

Afterwards the opportunity exists to ask our speakers further 

questions in a get-together. 

The following topics will be addressed in October and Novem-

ber 2013:

 ■ Current problems of hiring temporary workers 

 ■ Selected questions about the works council election in 

2014 

 ■ Current problems of employee data protection 

 ■ Selected questions of law in the case of competitive be-

havior of employees 

 ■ Current case-law on the dismissal for operational reasons 

 ■ Current questions about variable remuneration 

 ■ Threshold values with regard to applicable laws 

 ■ Sick employees – what to do? 

Should you have any questions, please contact Ms. Ann Carolin 

Endres at 0211 600 55-173 or by email at a.endres@heuking.de.

Event Information 

Series of seminars on employment law 

Dates & Locations

November 5, 2013, 5 p.m.

NH Berlin Friedrichstraße, Berlin

October 10, 2013, 6.30 p.m.

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek Chemnitz

November 12, 2013, 3 p.m.

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek Düsseldorf

November 26, 2013, 5 p.m.

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek Frankfurt (new Adress)

Goetheplatz 5-7, 60313 Frankfurt am Main

November 14, 2013, 3 p.m.

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek Hamburg

November 21, 2013, 2 p.m.

Pullman Cologne, Cologne

November 21, 2013, 5 p.m.

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek Munich

Additional information on our semi-

nars can be found on our website at 

www.heuking.de/veranstaltungen 

From our Practice  
Employment Law 

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek provides you with information on employment law through regular events, as well as lec-

tures and publications by the Employment Law Practice Group on topics of relevance to our clients’ everyday lives. On 

the following pages we would like to give you an overview of the most recent team additions and current awards of our 

Employment Law Practice Group. 
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In the last quarter, Bernd Weller published again on a number 

of topics. Of special note is his article in AuA 2013, p. 264 et 

seqq., in which he deals with the permissibility and the design 

options for the agreement of point systems in connection with 

social selection and social plan design. He also dealt with the 

challenges in compiling a register of voters as well as the conse-

quences of an erroneous register of voters in “Personalmagazin,” 

Issue 08/2013, p. 58. 

In the June edition of “Arbeitsrechtsberater” (06/2013), Dr. 

Sascha Schewiola published an article entitled “The new scope 

of application of the Act on Labor Leasing.” 

Dr. Johan-Michel Menke, LL.M. wrote an article on the topic 

of “A private individual’s power of disposition over soccer players 

on loan” for the journal for sports and law (SpuRt 2013, p. 65 

et seqq.). 

Kay Jacobsen and Dr. Johan-Michel Menke, LL.M. wrote 

a judgment review on the topic of “No employee right to chal-

lenge a severance agreement in insolvency proceedings” in 

EWIR 2013, p. 101 et seq.

Dr. Wilhelm Moll, LL.M. published the commentary on Sec-

tions 322-325 German Transformation of Companies Act in the 

2nd edition 2013 of the volume Company Law (Ed.: Henssler/

Strohn). Dr. Moll published “On the relationship between bal-

ancing of interests and mass dismissal notification procedures” 

in Issue 3 of the professional journal “Recht der Arbeit” (RdA 

2013, pp. 159-166). 

Publications 
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In the next few months, Bernd Weller will again give a number 

of lectures, including his seminar “Works council constitution 

law for beginners “ (BeckAkademie) on September 26, 2013 in 

Frankfurt and on November 28, 2013 in Dortmund; his training 

course “Works council constitution law for pros” (BeckAkademie) 

on September 27, 2013 in Frankfurt and on November 29, 2013 

in Dortmund; the summer course “Employment law” (Beck-

Akademie) from August 7 to 9, 2013 in Munich; and his lecture 

“Whistleblowers in the area of tension between protection and 

penalty” as part of the 6th Munich Compliance Symposium 

(BeckAkademie) on October 24 and 25, 2013 in Munich. Finally, 

in light of the upcoming works council election, Bernd Weller 

will hold full-day seminars on the preparation and implementa-

tion of works council elections (BeckAkademie) on September 

10, 2013 in Leipzig, on November 8, 2013 in Frankfurt and on 

November 21, 2013 in Munich. 

Presentations 
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Dr. Philip Wenninger has been working in the team of Astrid 

Wellhöner, LL.M. Eur. for the Employment Practice Group at 

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek’s Munich office since January 2013. 

He advises and represents clients in all matters of individual 

and collective employment law. Dr. Wenninger studied at the 

universities of Augsburg and San Sebastian. He completed his 

legal training as a junior lawyer at the Nuremberg Higher Regional 

Court and at the Consulate General of the Federal Republic of 

Germany in Miami. After passing the second State examination, 

he earned his doctorate at the University of Augsburg on a topic 

of international employment law. Prior to joining Heuking Kühn 

Lüer Wojtek, Dr. Wenninger worked, while writing his doctoral 

dissertation as a lawyer in employment law, at a renowned 

commercial law firm in Munich since June 2011. 

Since April 2013, Fabienne Grun has strengthened the Employ-

ment Practice Group at Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek’s Frankfurt 

office. She assists the department of Bernd Weller and works 

among other things in the area of individual employment law 

and works council constitution law. She advises primarily na-

tional and international companies on issues related to public 

services law and employment law. Ms. Grun studied at Albert 

Ludwig University in Freiburg and at the University of Glasgow. 

She completed her legal training as a trainee lawyer in Frankfurt. 

Kerstin Maria Deiters has been working in the team of Prof. Dr. 

Martin Reufels for the Practice Groups Employment and Distribu-

tion at Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek’s Cologne office. Previously, she 

had already worked as legal trainee at Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek 

in Cologne. In the time between her first State examination and 

the beginning of her internship, she worked as a scientific staff 

member at Albertus Magnus University in Cologne particularly in 

the areas of European and international commercial law as well 

as in the field of space law. She advises in employment law and 

in national as well as international commercial law. 

Team

Dr. Philip Wenninger

Office: Munich 

Team member since January 2013

p.wenninger@heuking.de

Fabienne Grun 

Office: Frankfurt am Main 

Team member since April 2013

f.grun@heuking.de

Kerstin Maria Deiters

Office: Cologne

Team member since April 2013

k.deiters@heuking.de
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The law firm of Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek has been nomi-

nated at last year’s JUVE Awards as Law Firm of the Year in the 

categories of Employment Law and IP. 

The JUVE Awards are considered one of the most important 

industry awards and are handed out in 14 prize categories with 

five nominated law firms each. 

Even though in the end they remained nominations, we regard 

this as recognition and as an incentive to continue our success-

ful work. 

A total of fifteen partners of Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek were 

selected as the best lawyers in different fields of law in Germany, 

three of them from the field of employment law. 

Awards were received by Dr. Wilhelm Moll, LL.M., Prof. Dr. 

Martin Reufels, both Partners at the Cologne office, and Astrid 

Wellhöner, LL.M. Eur., Partner at Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek’s 

Munich office. 

The New York-based Internet service has published recom-

mendation lists of legal advisers in meanwhile 65 countries for 

more than thirty years. Best Lawyers nominates the lawyers on 

the basis of expert surveys in the market. 

Awards 

JUVE Awards 2012: 

Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek nominated  

for Juve Awards in Employment Law 

15 Heuking Kühn Lüer Wojtek Partners  

recommended by Best Lawyers Germany 
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This Newsletter in no way constitutes professional legal advice. 
While the information contained in this Newsletter has been care-
fully researched, it offers only a partial reflection of the law and 
its developments. It is not a substitute for individual consultation, 
appropriately tailored to the facts of individual cases.
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