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Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer 

assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which 

Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official 

warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for 

rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never 

received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was 

made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with 

her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this 

manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her 

passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually 

returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract 

cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the 

morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight 

and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily 

and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to 

Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that 

stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. 

Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer 

about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of 

months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This 

was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the 

Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually 

settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience 

unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. 

She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only 

woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most 

difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking 

out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private 

home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During 

her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She 

had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form 

of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. 

Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually 

settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the 

same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-

minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t 

want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the 

Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. 

Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia 

where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten 

hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for 

renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other 

workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of 

complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other 

migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair 

dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as 

the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along 

with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily 

on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her 

permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were 

deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she 

needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation 

he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she 

received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) 

Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial 

lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist 

visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. 

In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured 

a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 

Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare 

lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed 

keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving 

home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. 

Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before 

leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to 

“get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% 

of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the 

apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some 

days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was 

now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms 

of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering 

assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of 

time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff 

in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found 

herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the 

unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She 

arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per 

week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had 

been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she 

had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, 

Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a 

result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 

2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and 

worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking 

information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and 

condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the 

hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and 

agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms 

during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety 

policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She 

came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI 

she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and 

Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, 

Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took 

approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location 

of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an 

interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. After her work permit came up for renewal 

she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers 

from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint 

had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant 

workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her 

legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings 

were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her 

colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, m goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance.



Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer 

assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which 

Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official 

warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for 

rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never 

received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was 

made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with 

her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this 

manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her 

passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually 

returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract 

cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the 

morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight 

and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily 

and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to 

Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that 

stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. 

Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer 

about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of 

months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This 

was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the 

Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually 

settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience 

unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. 

She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only 

woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most 

difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking 

out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private 

home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During 

her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She 

had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form 

of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. 

Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually 

settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the 

same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-

minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t 

want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the 

Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. 

Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia 

where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten 

hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for 

renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other 

workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of 

complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other 

migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair 

dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as 

the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along 

with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily 

on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her 

permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were 

deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she 

needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation 

he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she 

received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) 

Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial 

lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist 

visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. 

In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured 

a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 

Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare 

lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed 

keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving 

home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. 

Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before 

leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to 

“get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% 

of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the 

apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some 

days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was 

now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms 

of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering 

assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of 

time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff 

in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found 

herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the 

unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She 

arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per 

week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had 

been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she 

had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, 

Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a 

result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 

2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and 

worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking 

information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and 

condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the 

hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and 

agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms 

during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety 

policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She 

came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI 

she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and 

Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, 

Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took 

approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location 

of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an 

interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. After her work permit came up for renewal 

she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers 

from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint 

had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant 

workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her 

legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings 

were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her 

colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, m goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance.
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The Migrant Rights Centre Ireland (MRCI) is a national organisation working to promote 
the rights of migrant workers and members of their families. Based in Dublin the MRCI 
provides direct support to migrant workers throughout Ireland. The MRCI supports 
migrant workers themselves to become involved in the debates and decision-making 
process impacting on their lives. We also seek to influence policy, build public awareness 
on migration issues, undertake research and document the experiences of migrant workers. 
The MRCI supports locally-based initiatives and networks at a local, national, European and 
global level. Our vision is of an Ireland where migrant workers and their families participate 
fully and equally in an intercultural society, and our mission is to promote the conditions 
for social and economic inclusion of migrant workers and their families who are in 
situations of vulnerability.
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Foreword

In Ireland, the issue of migration and social integration has risen to the top of the political agenda, 
with landmark disputes such as those involving Gama Construction and Irish Ferries, along with a 
host of more regular conflicts, dominating the recent discussions leading up to the new partnership 
agreement, Towards 2016. 

The National Economic and Social Council (NESC) have also recently published a report on migration highlighting the 
fact of the inevitable pressure for migration being an unavoidable feature of the emerging world order, and one to which 
all societies and states must respond.  The report goes on to examine the range of possible economic and social effects of 
migration and the experience of other countries.  It also looks at uncertainties about some existing elements of migration 
and notes that the employment of migrants has, in some instances, not conformed to acceptable labour standards.  The 
report goes on to say that Migration can enhance economic and social progress & prosperity, but that this is not inevitable, 
and identifies labour market policy as one of the key responses to migration. Success or failure of migration depends on 
how well labour market works for both migrants and Irish.

This publication therefore is a timely one that refocuses our attention on the particularly 
vulnerable position in which many migrant workers find themselves in the Irish labour 
market and the need for extra vigilance and effort to ensure migrant workers employed 
in problematic sectors are protected from exploitation.  It sets out a range of issues for 
migrant workers and presents challenges to all those committed to creating workplaces that 
are free from discrimination: accommodate and value cultural and linguistic diversity in the 
workplace, and communicate a message for greater equality within the wider community.

The current context for migrant workers is one of change. The Employment Permits Act, 
the recently published scheme for an Immigration, Residence and Protection Bill and the 
broad range of commitments agreed in the “Towards 2016” national agreement will create a 
new context for migrant workers with important opportunities to enhance the situation and 
experience of migrant workers in our labour force.  Issues that are highlighted as needing 
immediate action include:

The need to put in place a formal mechanism to protect migrant workers who have become 
undocumented;

The need to move beyond straightforward information provision to advocacy approaches in 
supporting migrant workers. 

It is clear from the report that the level of support necessary to support people through the 
process of ensuring their rights are protected is tremendous.  This provides a challenge 
for trade unions and organisations like the MRCI to work closely together.  Congress has 
enjoyed a good working relationship with the MRCI and looks forward to continuing and 
developing this relationship into the future. 

David Begg
General Secretary Irish Congress of Trade Unions
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“To date MRCI has supported more than 200 
migrant workers to lodge formal cases or access 
support through other means… They were, in 
the main, employed in sectors that are primarily 
non-unionised and poorly regulated”

section 1
 introduction
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1.1 Rationale and purpose of report
Since 2002 the MRCI has been supporting migrant workers 

experiencing exploitation to seek redress on foot of that 

exploitation. MRCI never set out to be involved in this area 

of work but very quickly found that the workers coming 

in contact with MRCI had little or no access to the normal 

channels of securing representation, e.g. private solicitors 

or trade unions. They were in the main, employed in sectors 

that are primarily non unionised and poorly regulated, and 

were coping with multiple problems such as irregular legal 

status, no social protection, fear and so on. Up to recent 

years there was little acknowledgment of the existence and 

depth of exploitation being experienced by some migrant 

workers. Through supporting individual migrant workers 

to make formal complaints, it has been possible to move 

beyond an anecdotal level of discussion to a more formal 

one where the issues and nature of exploitation being 

experienced could be reported and acted on. 

The purpose of this report is to:
a)  Present an analysis of the experience of 89 migrant  

 workers in seeking redress for workplace exploitation;

b)  Identify the barriers and issues for migrant workers in 

 seeking redress;

c)  Formulate recommendations to improve protections 

 from workplace exploitation and access to redress 

 mechanisms for migrant workers. 

To date MRCI has supported more than 200 migrant 

workers to lodge formal cases or access support through 

other means, e.g. trade unions, private legal representatives,

CICs. From our casework it is evident that there are 

common issues and experiences in migrant workers 

attempts to take action in response to the exploitation they 

have experienced. MRCI recognised that it is well placed to 

undertake an analysis of these experiences and through this 

analysis make a useful contribution to the strengthening 

and evolution of employment protections. While this is not 

a comprehensive review of all the problems experienced by 

migrant workers making formal complaints in Ireland, it 

does illustrate the experiences of those workers that came 

to the MRCI seeking assistance with their situation. It is 

also interesting to note that the findings contained in this 

report reinforce work undertaken by the Labour Relations 

Commission ‘Migrant Workers and Access to the Statutory 

Dispute Resolution Agencies’, and Comhairle’s recent 

report ‘Employment Rights from Information to Redress’.

1.2 Methodology
In undertaking this analysis a methodology was sought 

that would capture the full range of issues facing migrant 

workers and recognise the complexity of their experiences. 

The cases chosen for analysis are drawn from MRCI 

casework over the last three years. 89 cases were chosen 

following an initial assessment. Cases were primarily 

selected on the basis of the following criteria: sufficient 

information was available to conduct an in-depth analysis, 

and only cases that had been fully concluded were analysed. 

Case files were reviewed with the support of case workers.

Follow up information was also sought from individual 

migrant workers. A focus group discussion was held with 

7 migrant workers who had been involved in making formal 

complaints for breaches of employment legislation. This 

report also draws on the information contained in MRCI’s 

Case Management Database. All the names of people 

referenced in this report have been changed to protect 

their identity.

1.3 Migrant workers in the labour market
Over the past 15 years Ireland has experienced a dramatic 

change in migration patterns, namely the reversal of 

outward migration trends to a situation of marked inward 

migration. This shift corresponds with significant economic 

growth and the heralding of what has become commonly 

known as the ‘Celtic tiger’. Migrant workers now comprise

over 9% of the Irish labour market (CSO, Quarterly 

National Household Survey, 2005). This is not to suggest 

that Irish people are no longer global economic migrants. 

According to the CSO the estimated number of emigrants 

in the 12 month period to April 2006 was 17,000. 

Inward migration, while largely associated with an increase 

in demand for workers arising from economic expansion, 

is probably more accurately associated with the impact 

of globalisation and fundamental changes in society and 

in the labour market, i.e. a shift to temporary, short term 

contracts, a rise in outsourcing and contract arrangements, 

longer time being spent in education, shorter working life, 

increased life expectancy resulting in increased demand for 

care work, increased participation of women in the labour 

market leading to increased demand for childcare, greater 

demand for services i.e. hospitality and retail, likelihood that 

fertility rates have peaked, reductions in unemployment 

rates and a growing reluctance by native populations to 

engage in certain occupations such as employment in 

Section 1: Introduction



private home, agriculture work, and low-paid service jobs. 

This is a pattern that is evident in all Western nations 

and the trend is likely to continue despite fluctuations 

in economic growth rates.

The FAS Irish Labour Market Review 2005 predicts 

that employment growth rates are likely to continue to 

rise. The total labour force currently stands at just over 

2 million, the highest since the founding of the Irish 

state. The review also states that the number of vacancy 

notifications to FAS in 2005 have exceeded the previous 

years’ levels. Unemployment rates are expected to remain 

relatively stable. Additional employment is projected to 

be concentrated in two sectors, construction and services, 

with the services sector the main source of growth. The 

main source of labour to fill this demand will clearly come 

through inward migration. According to the CSO, in the 

first quarter of 2006 non-Irish nationals accounted for 

23.7% of workers in hotels & restaurants, and around 10% 

of construction, financial and other business services, and 

other production industries sectors. The greatest increase in 

non-Irish workers was in the financial and other business 

services sector where the numbers employed have 

substantially increased. 

Migrant workers in the labour market are broadly defined in 

two main categories – those from within the EEA and those 

from outside the EEA. The majority of non-EEA nationals 

working in Ireland do so on temporary forms of permission 

to work, of which there are two types: the work permit and 

the working visa/work authorisation. There are other types 

of migrant workers in Ireland, for example overseas non-

EEA students who can work up to twenty hours per week, 

but this report is primarily concerned with those on work 

permits and EEA nationals not requiring a visa or permit to 

work in Ireland. 

1.4 Working in Ireland
 1.4.1 Work permit System
 Planned changes to the operation of the work permit 

 system are contained in the Employment Permits Act 

 2006. The current operation of the work permit is that 

 it is issued to an employer, giving them permission to 

 employ a non-EEA national for a vacant position. The 

 permit is issued by the Department of Enterprise 

 Trade and Employment for a period up to one year. 

 An employer has to first identify a vacancy that cannot 

 be filled from within the EEA, and then a non-EEA 

 national may be permitted to fill the vacancy. In some 

 circumstances a person can change jobs if they can find 

 a new employer who is willing to apply for a new work 

 permit and is granted one e.g. in situations of redundancy. 

 Non-EEA nationals with work permits require the 

 permission of the Minister of Justice, Equality and Law 

 Reform to reside in the state and must register with the 

 Garda National Immigration Bureau. Workers must 

 present their documentation, including the work permit, 

 to the immigration authorities to get a residency stamp 

 on their passport and a GNIB identity card. This stamp 

 provides the worker with residency status for the duration 

 of the work permit. The total number of permits issued 

 decreased from 29,594 in 2001 to 15,251 in 2006.

 Proposed changes to the operation of the work permit 

 system include the possibility of the permit being issued 

 for up to a two-year period, the possibility that a worker 

 may be able to apply for the permit in his or her own 

 name, and greater flexibility in ability to move job. It is as 

 yet unclear how these changes will be made operational.

 1.4.2 EEA Nationals
 Since January 2002, arrangements have been put 

 in place to ensure that employers offer first choice of 

 available jobs to Irish or other EEA nationals. In light 

 of the Government’s decision to freely open up the Irish 

 labour market to nationals of the new member states 

 since 1 May 2004, the Department of Enterprise, Trade 

 and Employment has tightened up considerably on 

 the criteria for issuing work permits. 251,023 PPS 

 numbers were issued to migrant workers from the 10 

 new EU member states over the period May 2004 to 

 August 2006 (CSO). This number does not take account  

 of those who applied for numbers but never took up the 

 job offer, or of workers who worked for a short period of 

 time and then left the country. Ireland was one of three 

 EU states that did not place restrictions for workers in 

 accessing the labour market from new member states. 

 Ireland did, however, introduce the Habitual Residency 

 Test which restricts access to the social protection system. 

 This is discussed in further detail in Section 3.

Accessing redress for workplace exploitation: The experience of migrant workers
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Section 2: Profile of Complainants

“…many migrant workers approaching 
MRCI for assistance with workplace 
exploitation are either undocumented, 
or about to become undocumented, 
which has serious implications for 
the provision of supports…”
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2.1 Country of Origin
For the purposes of this report, the cases of 89 

migrant workers alleging workplace exploitation, racism, 

discrimination and unfair dismissal were selected. Most of 

the cases involved migrant women from the Philippines. 

The next most prominent country groups were Ukraine, 

Romania and Latvia and Russia (Fig 1). The majority of 

the migrant workers were in the 25-65 age group and 

most were employed outside of Dublin city.

Table 1: Country of origin

2.2 Employment Sector 
As Table 2 and 3 illustrate, the predominant employment 

sectors within which migrant workers in the study were 

located are the private home and the agri–food and fishing 

industries. 27 women were employed in the private home 

and 26 people in the agri-food industry. 17 migrant workers 

were employed in the hotel, catering and tourism sector 

followed by services, retail, security, cleaning and 

maintenance sector, with 10 people employed above 

all as security officer or offices cleaner. 6 people were 

employed in the construction industry.

As indicated in Table 2, within the agri–food and fishing 

sector most migrant workers alleging exploitation and 

lodging complaints were working in mushroom production. 

Within the domestic sector most of the work being conducted 

related to childminding and housekeeping.

Table 3: Type of work undertaken. 

Country of Origin No. of Individuals

Philippines 39

Ukraine 15

Latvia 9

Romania 9

Russia 5

India 3

Malaysia 2

China 1

Croatia 1

Czechoslovakia 1

Egypt 1

Lithuania 1

Sri Lanka 1

Taiwan 1

TOTAL 89

Type of Work No. of workers %

Domestic work, Child minding, 

Housekeeper, Cleaner 27 30

Mushroom Industry 18 20

Restaurants, Pubs, Take away, Coffee 

bar, bakery, Hotels, Bar, Catering 16 18

Security Officer 6 7

Farmer, forestry 5 6

Construction, General assistant, 

Road construction 4 5

Cleaner, Shop/Sales Assistant 3 3

Seaman, Fisherman 3 3

Office Cleaner, House Cleaner 3 3

Care work, Nurse 1 1

Mechanic 1 1

Machine Operator 1 1

General Worker 1 1

TOTAL 89 100
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Table 5: Immigrant status on first contact with MRCI2.3 Length of time in employment
In relation to the length of time in employment, 49 

(55 %) workers in this study reported difficulties after being 

employed less than one year while 36 (40%) were employed 

for between one to three years (see Table 4).

Table 4: Length of time in employment.

Most of the migrant workers in this study arrived in Ireland 

on a work permit, see Fig.1. Two people were EU citizens 

and came here on a study visa and tourist visa respectively.

 

2.4 Immigration Status on First Contact with MRCI
Only 4 people in this study were still in their original job 

when they first sought assistance from the MRCI. As 

shown in Table 5, 31 people were undocumented and a 

further 21 had a Residency Stamp expiring within 3 months. 

This indicates that many migrant workers approaching 

MRCI for assistance with workplace exploitation are either 

undocumented, or about to become undocumented, 

which has serious implications for the provision of 

supports, and in the correlation between exploitation and 

becoming undocumented. It also highlights interesting 

information in relation to the wider issue of irregular 

migration in particular that most of the individuals in 

this study, who were either undocumented or working 

irregularly, first entered the state legally.

Section 2: Profile of Complainants

Length of time in Employment No of cases %

< 1 year 49 55

1-3 years 36 40

3+ years 4 5

Immigrant Status No of cases %

Residency stamp expired 31 35

Residency Stamp expiring 

within 3 months 21 24

Residency Stamp Valid 34 38

Study visa 2 2

EU Citizen 1 1
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section 3
 experiences in the workplace

“(my agent) was getting a cut of my wages. 
When I told him about the complaint he 
said my boss will deport me”
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This section sets out an analysis of the situation of the 89 
migrant workers who reported workplace exploitation. It 
also draws on the general experience of the MRCI Drop In 
Centre casework and the data contained in our Case Man-
agement System. 

3.1 Problematic work sectors
The MRCI Drop In Centre (DIC) provides information, 
advice and advocacy to migrant workers focusing particularly 
on people in situations of vulnerability. The vast majority 
of migrant workers who come to the DIC are employed in 
lower paid, poorly regulated sectors known for short-term 
contracts and poor working conditions. These sectors 
include construction, the agri-food industry, hotel and 
catering, employment in the domestic home, cleaning and 
maintenance, retail and security. MRCI’s day-to-day work and 
data analysis from the Case Management System indicates
that there are many migrant workers alleging workplace 
exploitation in these particular sectors. This exploitation 
can take many forms and degrees and can include: 

• Irregularities with regard to pay

• Health and safety violations

• Bullying and harassment

• Breaches of the terms of employment contracts

• No contracts

• Non-payment of social contributions

• Racism and discrimination

• Not applying for or renewing the work permit

• Non-adherence to breaks or leave entitlements

• Unfair dismissal

• Paying for own work permit 

The cases analysed in this report highlighted that the areas 
most commonly reported as problematic include domestic 
employment (27 cases), agri-food and fishing (26 cases), 
hotel, catering and tourism (17 cases), services, retail and 
security, cleaning and maintenance (10 cases), construction
(6 cases), medical, health care (2 cases), industry (1 case). 
Migrant workers report particular difficulties when 
employed in certain jobs and under certain conditions. 
There can also be difficulties for migrant workers employed 
by members of their own community. Workplaces such as 
the private home or where living arrangements are also 
provided by the employer are particularly problematic. One 
woman described her frustration with not knowing who 
exactly her boss was and how she was being given orders by 
everyone associated with the household. She was told 

by one person “if I ask you to work you must work”. A 
common theme in the cases profiled here is this issue of 
being expected to be very flexible with time, duties etc.

3.2 Employment under the work permit
85 out of the 89 people whose cases were analysed in this 
report initially came to Ireland on a work permit. A recent 
analysis of the MRCI Case Management System from 
January to June 2006 revealed that those who contacted 
our Drop In Centre came from 63 countries. The highest 
proportion of cases was from Asia, and particularly the 
Philippines, Pakistan, Bangladesh and India, with a marked 
increase in cases from the new EU member states and 
countries on the periphery of Europe. Of the 801 people 
served, 309 came to Ireland on a work permit of whom 
158, more than 50%, were undocumented by the time they 
contacted the MRCI. 20% of cases related to allegations of 
workplace exploitation. 

We have consistently found that an exploitative employer 
is able to manipulate the work permit system to his/her 
own means to the detriment of an employee primarily 
because s/he is in ownership of the work permit. Migrant 
workers are acutely aware of the vulnerable situation this 
places them in. Exploitation is further facilitated by the lack 
of knowledge of rights and entitlements and poor or little 
English language skills. This can be further exacerbated 
where a migrant worker works in an isolated geographical 
area or employment sector with no family or community 
support. On occasion employers compound the vulnerability 
and sense of powerlessness experienced by the worker by 
retaining passports and legal documents. Sonia described in 
detail how powerless she felt when her employer held her 
passport and work permit. She was told that if she went to 
the Gardai she would be raped by them. 

To date there has been a less than satisfactory level of 
monitoring of employment rights legislation, including 
the Employment Permits Legislation. There are many 
reasons for this situation, including under-resourcing and 
understaffing. Whatever the reasons, the result is that an 
employer knows s/he can violate national laws with virtual 
impunity. A former construction worker described how the 
Labour Inspectorate visited his place of employment on two 
occasions. The first time they just spoke with the manager 
and the second time they asked the workers if they were 
happy with the company. No action was taken despite the 
fact that the company did not have insurance and there were 
clear breaches of legislation including health and safety.
Speaking about the inspection that took place in his former 
workplace he said “they have no power”.

Section 3: experiences in the workplace
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Sonia
Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work 
as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed 
on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her 
employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer 
assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per 
week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, 
from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation 
which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made 
which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip.

After reminding her employer that the work permit had 
not been renewed and that she needed some days off in 
order to travel home to see her young daughter she was 
given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she 
again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she 
had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately 
dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and 
requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken 
English at this time.

Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours 
she worked, the payment she received for this work and 
the general treatment she received by her employer. She 
never received written terms of employment or any written 
statement with her pay details. A complaint under the 
Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation 
of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair 
Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act 
were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case 
took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the 
complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and 
live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her.

3.3 Undocumented status and irregular work
It is the experience of the MRCI that many migrant workers 
become undocumented through the false promises of their 
employers that they will apply for or renew their work permit.
 The analysis of the MRCI Case Management System 
previously referred to revealed that workplace exploitation 
was among the most common presenting issue, featuring 
in 20% of our cases. Included under the title workplace 
exploitation were such issues as the work permit not being 
applied for or renewed. 

A common scenario is that the migrant worker regularly 
asks for an update on their work permit application. The 
employer usually makes excuses until finally informing 
the migrant worker that the permit cannot be renewed or 

applied for. At that stage the migrant worker can be 
undocumented for over 6 months. 52 out of 89 of the 
migrant workers whose cases were analysed for this 
report were either undocumented or about to become 
undocumented (within three months) when they first 
approached the MRCI for assistance. Many decide to 
stay working for the same employer as they have a 
genuine fear of no alternative work being available for 
them. They also stay in exploitative jobs and do not attempt 
to seek assistance because of the threat of deportation. In 
addition many migrant workers are paying debts, supporting 
families, sometimes communities and are not in a position 
to return home nor can they afford to be out of work for 
too long. Workers described how difficult it was to leave if 
their residency stamp had expired, as stated by one person 
who said “it’s hard to look for a new job if my visa expired”. 
In summary they feel that they are powerless and have no 
choice to remain. In these circumstances it is not uncommon 
for working conditions to deteriorate even further.

Another regularly cited reason for remaining in an 
irregular work situation is lack of knowledge of rights 
and entitlements. For example, a migrant worker comes 
to Ireland on a work permit and the company he has been 
employed to work with closes down soon after s/he arrives. 
This is a straightforward redundancy situation and the 
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment generally 
takes a flexible and humane approach to these scenarios. 
However many migrant workers are not aware of this and 
end up working for another employer thinking that their 
first permit also covers this new employer. It is only when 
the permit comes up for renewal that they discover that it is 
not the case and the downward spiral into undocumented 
status has already begun.

3.4 Remaining in exploitative jobs
It has often been commented that although people 
are sympathetic to the reasons why a person becomes 
undocumented it is difficult to comprehend why they wait 
such a long time in their attempt to come forward to seek 
assistance. There are a myriad of reasons why a person 
delays remedying their situation and here the most common 
are presented: Because of a many different factors, including 
the nature of the work permit system itself, a rogue 
employer can exploit and intimidate a migrant worker. 
Employers of migrant workers have a unique social control 
over a migrant worker that is markedly different to the control 
he can exert over indigenous employees. Often migrant 
workers do not have any community or family support 
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and can feel very isolated, especially if they cannot speak 
English. Often their employer provides accommodation and 
food so a migrant worker feels that if they left the job they 
would be left hungry and homeless. In some situations they 
have been told they have no access to social protection. In 
reality they may not be able to access social protection due 
to failure in passing the Habitual Residency Condition test 
or because of an irregular legal status (see Section 3.5). 
The employer can also often exert a high level of control 
with migrant workers instructed not to speak their own 
language, or engage with the local community or fellow 
Irish workers. Rukayah spoke about the difficulty in 
speaking out. She was told at one stage “who will believe 
and listen to you?” She also spoke about being made feel 
that she was the one who was at fault. Migrant workers 
also described their fear in approaching the immigration 
authorities. “Back home the policeman is always a big man; 
he can beat you with his words. If you are poor you have to 
bow your head. If you are rich you can bribe the policeman.” 
Fear of corruption was a common thread when it was 
discussed why they were afraid to go to the authorities. 

A migrant worker may realise at some level that the working 
conditions are exploitative and not in accordance with law. 
Yet he or she possibly does not have sufficient knowledge 
of Irish employment rights and the ways of seeking redress 
against the violation of those rights. It has been reported to 
the MRCI that some employers and recruitment agencies 
erroneously inform migrant workers that Irish employment 
law does not apply to them. It has also been the case that 
once a migrant worker decides to bring a case against his/
her former employer; s/he must be prepared for the possibility 
of victimisation by this employer to withdraw the case.

3.5 Absence of social protection
Migrant workers tend to stay and tolerate exploitative 
working conditions because of the fear of homelessness 
and destitution in a country not their own. Access to social 
protection is a crucial issue for migrant workers seeking 
assistance. The Habitual Residence Condition is a test 
that excludes non-EEA nationals from all forms of social 
protection including emergency accommodation and 
payments unless they have been legally resident in Ireland 
for two years and can demonstrate that they intend to 
remain in Ireland in the long term. In order to access any 
social welfare payment even if a person satisfies the two-
year residency requirement, they will need their residency 
stamp to be in date. There are additional tests that a person 
needs to pass in order to qualify for any social payment. The 

lack of a safety net for people who have been exploited and 
who have become undocumented as a result is a significant 
barrier in bringing a case to one of the employment c
omplaint bodies. The HRC was amended in the past 
year to allow easier access to a range of social welfare/
benefit payments for citizens of the EU. Problems remain 
and migrant workers from outside the EU continue to 
experience difficulties in accessing any form of payment, 
including emergency payments and accommodation. For 
more information on the impact of the HRC see MRCI: 
Social Protection Denied: The Impact of the Habitual 
Residence Condition on Migrant Workers (December 2005).

All the people included in the report who became 
undocumented were automatically denied access to social 
protection. This would have been the case for even those 
workers employed for a number of years and where sufficient 
social contributions had been made. Not being able to access 
any form of financial assistance has obvious implications 
for anyone attempting to make a complaint or leave an 
exploitative situation. One person whose case is included 
in this report paid social insurance contributions for nearly 
5 years and was refused access to social protection as he 
could not prove that he intended to remain in Ireland, 
despite the fact that his wife and family live here, he had 
been approved for a mortgage, and they had no intention 
of returning to his home country.

Sintija
Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She 
came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. 
Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an 
employer. Sintija paid this man approximately 500 Euro 
for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a 
tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work 
permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer 
succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport 
that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted 
in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, 
her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. 
The employer also held her passport which he eventually 
returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita 
worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per 
week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per 
week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While 
working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private 
cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was 
not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare 
lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s 
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work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was 
sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house 
she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not 
allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this 
place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term 
health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija 
eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell 
asleep while driving home from work. With the support of 
a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a 
Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. 
She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was 
eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment 
and is happy in her new situation.

3.6 Role of recruitment agencies
The majority of migrant workers find jobs in Ireland 
through formal or informal contacts, agents and agencies. 
The further away the person comes from, the higher the 
fees paid, sometimes in excess of 30,000. While many 
recruitment agencies operating within and outside of 
Ireland exhibit good practice and provide a valuable service, 
the practices of some agencies are a cause for, in many cases 
creating the conditions for exploitation and discrimination 
to occur. In some cases the jobs being offered are non-
existent and the agency simply takes a substantial fee from 
the worker. Migrant workers can then arrive in Ireland 
without sufficient start-up money or without having 
accommodation lined up as they are expecting to commence 
work immediately upon arrival. MRCI has come across 
agencies that take a portion of the migrant worker’s salary 
each week with the consent of the employer. We have also 
dealt with situations where the agent has actively colluded 
with exploitative employers in securing the return of the 
worker to the country of origin before it is possible for 
the migrant worker to seek support and advice. Maria
spoke about her agent’s role in holding her in the 
exploitative position. “He was getting a cut of my wages. 
When I told my agent about the complaint he said my 
boss will deport me.”

Like the experience of Irish emigrants the recruitment 
process frequently occurs through a family member or 
friend. This generally occurs through word of mouth rather 
than any formal process. The person securing the job may 
have to borrow money to manage the process i.e. travel 
costs, visa requirements, pay for arrangers and so on. If 
the job in Ireland turns out to be exploitative, the migrant 
worker can feel trapped and forced into enduring these 
conditions in order to pay off the debt incurred. It is not 

uncommon for recruiters, generally of the informal kind, 
to give incorrect or misleading information about rights 
and entitlements and working conditions to the people 
being recruited. This of course forces the migrant worker 
into a situation where they have little or no ability to 
question or clarify their circumstances.

Doris
Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work 
in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as 
had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. 
In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract 
that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. 
When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the 
agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, 
with the promise that the contract would be amended in 
time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract 
giving her job description as a care-giver.

As her employment progressed Doris found that over 
50% of her time was spent performing household duties. 
She complained to her employer about this but nothing 
changed. After complaining, the relationship with her 
employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was 
attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her 
actual job description was. Following a number of months 
she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. 
Following a conversation with the employer during which 
he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent 
to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented 
when her employer told her by phone not to return to work 
because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told 
her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed 
and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration 
authorities who would deport her. With the support of the 
MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and 
breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment 
of Wages Legislation. The case was eventually settled in 
her favour.

3.7 Racism and discrimination
Manifestations of racism and discrimination in the 
workplace can take many forms. Racism can be described 
as a continuum ranging from explicit or overt actions, from 
name-calling, assaults, threatening behavior and incitement 
to hatred through to more subtle forms such as demoting 
migrant workers to do certain jobs, being passed over 
continuously for promotion or being treated less favorably 
than colleagues. Institutional forms of racism are often 
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invisible to the naked eye but result in severe 
disadvantage and discrimination, e.g. failure of 
employers to accommodate diversity through lack of 
thought or planning. The Employment Equality Act 
1998 outlaws racism and discrimination in the workplace. 
See the Irish Government’s National Action Plan Against 
Racism 2005 – 2008 and MRCI’s ‘Realising Integration’ 
for elaboration of these issues. For migrant women there 
is the additional concern of gender discrimination such as 
unequal pay, sexism in the workplace, sexual harassment 
and pregnancy-related discrimination, with some migrant 
women having been unfairly dismissed as a result of 
becoming pregnant. This intersection between racism 
and sexism is complex and has very serious impacts on 
the lives of migrant women workers. Rukayah described 
her experience as a migrant woman in the workplace and 
how she had to cope with both racial harassment and sex 
discrimination “there are hidden issues between migrant 
women and migrant men”. She spoke about the difficulty 
in naming these issues and the vulnerability of migrant 
women in the workplace.

The connection between exploitation and racism is 
complex. In essence some of the key distinguishing 
elements include the extent of control exerted by the 
employer such as not being allowed associate with the 
local community; conditions being established that 
facilitate exploitation such as withholding legal documents, 
being denied opportunities to learn English, not being 
allowed speak their native language; evidence that migrant 
workers are being actively targeted to fill certain jobs with 
exploitative working conditions.

Exploitation in the workplace can happen to both indigenous 
and migrant workers yet it is clear that migrant workers are 
increasingly vulnerable to the additional dimension of racism. 
Migrant workers’ vulnerability to racism is reinforced by a 
number of factors e.g. living in an environment that is 
relatively different in terms of language, culture, customs, 
and economic and social context. These factors can easily 
be manipulated by exploitative employers, for example 
where they offer rates of pay that are an improvement on 
the country of origin rates of pay but not equal to rates of 
pay in an Irish context. There is also the expectation that 
migrant workers will fit perceived stereotypical behavioral 
patterns, e.g. be compliant, caring and so on. Racism is also 
evident in the attitude of some employers that they control 
not only the labour of the person but the person him/her-
self. This is then evident in the many scenarios 
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identified here, i.e. being expected to work at all hours, in 
all situations, for multiple people, all aspects of the workers 
life open to question and control, etc. It is also evident 
when there is a dispute and the employer is shocked and 
outraged that their employee dares to question or complain. 
Statements such as “I was doing her a favour in giving her 
the job” are not uncommon in employment disputes, the 
subtext clearly indicating that the worker should be grateful 
for the opportunity to work in Ireland. Employers are also 
aware that an irregular immigration status may frustrate a 
worker’s ability to obtain legal redress and therefore they 
can act with virtual impunity.

Rukayah
Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in 
November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked 
as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her 
employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual 
harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, 
verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. 
After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he 
became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made 
a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment 
decreased her working environment became very difficult 
with the male staff in her section being hostile and 
uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman 
in the team. She made complaints a number of times about 
her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a 
new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks 
that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. 
These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff 
but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to 
undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining 
she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and 
for complaining about the working conditions, including 
the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed.

Rukayah then submitted a complaint of discrimination and 
victimisation under the Employment Equality Act 1998. She 
also submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal. Through 
the MRCI and with the support of a trade union Rukayah 
eventually settled her case with her former employer.
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section 4
 taking a complaint

“Without someone’s help, no matter how 
badly they are treated (most) migrant 
workers will not take a case”
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This section sets out the general process and procedures 
involved in making a complaint for workplace exploitation 
and in seeking redress from a range of statutory bodies. It 
also gives further detail on the actual complaints made by 
the 89 migrant workers profiled in this report.

4.1 Complaint process and procedures
An employee has a number of options open to them when 
contemplating legal action in relation to employment 
difficulties. The traditional avenue was to seek the enforcement 
of their contract in the civil courts. However from the late 
1970s onwards much legislation has been enacted which 
provides for an alternative course of action for an aggrieved 
employee. These various pieces of legislation provide 
employees with additional protections in relation to 
dismissal, pay and conditions as well as protection against 
discrimination. These rights as outlined in the legislation 
are implied in an employee’s contract whether a written 
contract exists or not. 

In order to provide a less expensive and more efficient 
means of enforcing these protections a number of quasi-
judicial bodies were designated for the role. These include 
the Employment Appeals Tribunal (EAT), The Labour 
Relations Commission (LRC), The Labour Court and The 
Equality Tribunal. In order to enforce their rights or seek 

redress before these bodies a claimant/complainant or 
appellant must fill a pre-prescribed form detailing their 
case and send this to the relevant body. It should be noted 
that the different bodies deal with complaints under 
different pieces of legislation. Once a complaint is lodged 
the complainant receives an acknowledgement of receipt 
and on average would expect notification of a hearing date 
for three to five months after the initial complaint is lodged. 
This wait can be significantly longer for the Equality Tribunal. 
At the hearing a complainant is entitled to be represented 
if they choose, and although less formal than the civil 
courts the hearings are conducted in accordance with the 
established norms of procedural justice. These statutory 
bodies thus aim to provide an accessible and inexpensive 
means for employees to enforce their rights and entitlements 
as enshrined in various legislative provisions.

4.2  Employment rights legislation and statutory 
  complaint bodies
The following table has been adapted from ‘Employment 
Rights, From Information to Redress’ Comhairle, August 
2006. It provides a summary of the main employment 
related Acts and the bodies to which they can be referred 
to, appealed to and who has responsibility for ensuring 
enforcement. 
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Legislation Complaint submitted to Decision appealed to Enforcement

Terms of Employment 
(Information Act) 
1994 and 2001

Rights Commissioner Employment Appeals 
Tribunal (EAT)

Employee/trade union or Minister applies to 
District Court for Order directing compliance 
with EAT determination (whether affirming 
Rights Commissioners recommendation 
from Rights Commissioner

Unfair Dismissal 
Acts 1977 to 2001

Employment Appeals 
Tribunal (EAT)

Minister may refer 
doubtful claim to EAT

Rights Commissioner

Circuit Court

None

EAT

Employee or Minister applies to Circuit 
Court for Order directing compliance with 
EAT Determination (whether affirming 
Rights Commissioners recommendation or 
on appeal from RC) or with Circuit Court 
order (on appeal from EAT)

Employment Equality 
Act 1998 and 2004

Office of the Director of 
Equality Investigations 
(ODEI – the Equality 
Tribunal) 

Circuit Court(gender 
cases – as alternative to 
ODEI/Labour Court)

Labour Court

Circuit Cases

High Court

Complainant or, with the consent of the 
complainant, the Equality Authority (where 
the Authority considers that the settlement, 
decision or determination is unlikely to 
be implemented without its intervention) 
applies to Circuit Court for Order 
directing compliance.
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4.3 Process of making a complaint

Making a complaint
The process of lodging a complaint and seeing it through to 
its conclusion can be a long and complex one. While many 
cases are concluded quickly others require much work and 
perseverance on the part of the claimant and representative 
alike. In a typical case of exploitation a claimant may be 
making a claim or complaint under five Acts or more. Each 
Act may relate to a different area and have different purposes. 
It is possible for a claimant who is seeking redress for 
exploitation to end up fighting a case in three separate for 
a, e.g. the LRC, the EAT and the Equality Tribunal. This can 
put severe strain on a claimant where they may end up 
attending multiple hearings. 

To initiate a claim or complaint an appropriate form must 
be completed and lodged with the relevant body. These 
forms require specific information relating to the correct 
legal name of their employer, their employer’s registered 

number, and gross and net pay among other things. 
Needless to say, many in exploitative employment are 
without such information and a written contract, payslips or 
P60 may not exist. It is also the case that the claimant may 
not know the legal name of the company. These are crucial 
details that need to be correctly provided in the relevant 
forms. There are further requirements under certain Acts. 
Under the Minimum Wage legislation a written request 
must be sent to an employer requesting the claimant’s 
average hourly rate of pay. A claimant must allow 2 weeks 
for an employer to respond before any claim can be lodged. 
If this procedure is not followed the claim cannot go ahead. 
In addition there is a six-month limit within which a 
complainant must lodge their complaint. This can be 
extended to twelve months in exceptional circumstances, 
such as is the case under the Unfair Dismissals Acts. 
This is a very onerous test for a complainant to meet. It 
can be extremely difficult for a complainant to have this 
time limit extended. Prior to the actual hearing of the 
claim there are often attempts by the respondent (employer) 

Legislation Complaint submitted to Decision appealed to Enforcement

Minimum Notice and 
Terms of Employment 
Acts 1973 - 2001

Employment Appeals 
Tribunal

Voluntry compliance 
expected

Trade Union or Minister institutes proceed-
ings in District Court for compensation 
awarded by EAT/Employees sues employer in 
relevant Court for debt

National Minimum 
Wage Act 2000

Rights Commissioner

Employment Rights 
Labour Inspectorate

Labour Court

Voluntary Compli-
ance expected

Employee/Trade Union or Minister applies to 
Circuit Court for Order directing compliance 
with Labour Court Determination (whether 
affirming Rights Commissioners decision or 
on appeal from Rights Commissioner)

Civil/criminal proceedings by Minister

Organisation of 
Working Time Act 
1997

Rights Commissioner

EAT in certain circum-
stances

Labour Court

Similar appeal 
procedures to EAT 
linked case

Employee/trade union or Minister applies to 
Circuit Court for Order directing compliance 
with Labour Court Determination (whether 
affirming Rights Commissioners decision or 
on appeal from Rights Commissioner)

Enforced in same way as EAT linked case

Payment of Wages 
Act 1991

Rights Commissioner

Employment Rights 
Labour Inspectorate

Employment Appeals 
Tribunal

Voluntary compliance 
expected

Rights Commissioner Decision (unless 
appealed)/EAT Determination enforced by 
party in civil proceedings as if order of Circuit 
Court.

Criminal proceedings by Minister
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4.4 Complaints made
This report details the experience of 89 migrant workers. 
In total 226 complaints under a range of employment laws 
were submitted. The majority of complaints were brought 
to the Labour Relation Commission. This is indicative 
of the relative accessibility of the Rights Commissioner 
Service. It offers a quick and informal method of having a 
dispute dealt with and is generally the most direct method 
of seeking redress or resolving a dispute. 19 complaints 
were brought to the Employment Appeals Tribunal and 9 
complaints were brought to the Equality Tribunal.
This data shows that a significant number of complaints 
were made under the Unfair Dismissal Act, highlighting 
that the complainant’s employment had ended in a situation 
of acrimony and/or was forced. We also know that almost all 
the people in this study were not employed in their original 
job when the complaint was made.

Table 6: Type of complaint made

Of the 89 complaints made, 20 were disposed of at a very 
early stage in the process. The reasons for this include an 
early resolution of the issues such as a reconciliation or 
settlement between the parties. These agreements would 
have been between the parties and would not have involved 
the MRCI. A small number of people simply withdrew their 
case and returned to their country of origin or decided not 
to pursue the case because of the stress involved and/or fear 
of repercussions. Out of the 69 cases that proceeded to an 
advanced stage a substantial number were settled. An 
agreement was signed by both parties which in all cases 
included a confidentiality clause. The cases settled 

or the respondent’s representatives to contact a claimant 
in order to initiate settlement negotiations. A claimant 
increases their chances of achieving a fair settlement 
where represented and when their representative is adept 
at negotiations and able to accurately value their claim. 
Where a claim is not settled it will proceed to hearing. 
There can often be delays surrounding a hearing where 
either party may seek an adjournment on 
acceptable grounds.

Preparation
At a hearing a claim is strengthened where witnesses 
and/or supporting documents can be produced. 
Unwilling witnesses can be compelled to attend at the 
EAT or compelled to attend with certain documentation. 
Indeed there may be much preparatory work and research 
before the actual hearing to source relevant documentation 
and/or witnesses. 

The hearing
Hearings before the LRC, the EAT and the Equality Tribunal 
are designed to be accessible and informal and there is no 
requirement for a claimant to have legal representation. 
However the issues involved may be complex and legalistic 
to a layperson and should a respondent be legally represented 
this puts a claimant at a severe disadvantage. Thus where 
a claimant is represented by a solicitor or trade union or 
otherwise, they significantly increase their chances of a fair 
result. This is an important finding in the LRC’s own study 
‘Migrant Workers & Access to the Statutory Dispute 
Resolutions Agencies’, 2005. 

Post hearing
After a hearing a claimant must await the decision or 
recommendation of the relevant body. When this is received 
either party may appeal it to the next level. If the decision is 
not appealed within the allowed time then the claimant can 
seek to have it enforced. In certain cases this may involve 
seeking a court order from the circuit court. 

It is therefore evident that from the date of lodging a claim 
to point of enforcement the claimant has to negotiate a long 
and arduous process. The conclusion to be drawn from this 
is that while some claims can be concluded quickly and 
efficiently other, often more serious claims, involve complex 
and protracted litigation. In such cases a claimant requires 
various supports. These should assist a claimant to negotiate 
what can amount to significant barriers to redress. In the 
context of a vulnerable migrant worker these barriers can 
prove to be insurmountable without the necessary support.

Section 4: Taking a Complaint

Type of Complaint Frequency %

Organisation of Working Time 
Act 1997

53 24

Unfair Dismissals Act 1977-2001 47 21

National Minimum Wage Act(2000) 41 18

Terms of Employment (Information) 
Act, 1994

37 16

Payment of Wages Act 1991 27 12

Employment Equality Act 
1998 and 2004

9 4

Minimum Notice and Terms of 
Employment Acts 1973-2001

7 3

Industrial Relations Act 1946 - 2004 5 2

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
COMPLAINTS MADE

226 100



represented a positive outcome for all the migrant workers 
involved despite a formal decision not being made. Settling 
the case generally involved an offer of money being made 
by the employer. In many of the cases this happened within 
a few days or the day of the case being held. In addition a 
small number cases were appealed; both by the employer 
and the employee. Each complaint appealed was successful 
for the migrant worker. In 16 cases, the complaint was 
formally heard, and a favourable judgement made in the 
migrant worker’s favour. Favourable judgements involve 
a written decision and/or determination accompanied with 
a compensatory monetary award.

 
 
 

 

In 17 out of 69 cases it took from 6 months to 1 year to 
reach a final decision. 30 cases took in excess of one year 
to reach a conclusion. A small number took over 2 years. 
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“I was doing my Leaving Certificate and had 
to leave the exam to translate for my father and 
then go back to do another exam. I didn’t have 
enough money to buy a bottle of water”.
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This section identifies some of the key issues, concerns and 
barriers for migrant workers experiencing exploitation in 
coming forward to take action. The issues have been identified 
through our discussions with migrant workers who have 
made formal complaints. It also draws on the experience 
of casework carried out in the MRCI Drop In Centre.

5.1 Difficulties in accessing support and representation
Accessing support and representation when attempting 
to seek redress for workplace exploitation is an extremely 
difficult process for any worker. For migrant workers not 
familiar with the basic avenues for accessing advice, who 
are not in a trade union, or who cannot speak English, it 
is extremely difficult. In this situation, combined with 
not having a valid residency visa, having no access to 
social protection, or a family relying on remittances and 
significant loan repayments, it is understandable why 
most migrant workers believe that they are in a hopeless 
situation. Equally for many information providers, union 
officials and legal practitioners these complex and unusual 
scenarios prove very challenging and many are unsure 
what the correct course of action is, e.g. if the person is 
undocumented, understanding work permit and social 
protection restrictions, interpreting requirements and so 
on. The migrant workers profiled in this report and with 
whom the MRCI more generally works are most likely to 
be working in sectors that are poorly organised in terms 
of union membership, e.g. the private home, catering, and 
agriculture. Access to legal advice is generally costly and 
beyond the bounds of possibility for most people, especially 
workers employed in low pay work. 

A small number of migrant workers in this study were 
referred to the MRCI by Citizens Information Centres 
(CIC’s). CIC’s have also reported difficulties in negotiating 
the complex and unclear status of migrant workers reporting
exploitation and determining precisely their rights and 
entitlements. It must nevertheless be acknowledged that 
the Citizens Information Service is increasingly becoming 
an important actor in supporting migrant workers to access 
redress channels. At least two of the workers were union 
members but due to their very complex situation including 
legal status they were not able to access the support of their 
union in addressing their situation. Immigration officials 
were also consulted for advice on these cases, with mixed 
reactions and results. There are some positive reports of 
immigration officers actively supporting exploited migrant 
workers and there are negative experiences where workers 
have had their documents confiscated and were told to leave 
the country as soon as possible. Ion who features in this 
report stated that “without someone’s help 97% of workers 

no matter how badly they are treated will not take a case”. 
He also spoke about his experiences in seeking assistance 
from the local immigration officer when he experienced 
exploitation arising from a workplace injury. He was told 
“this country is not concerned with your illness”. Ion 
went on to say “I had to leave, the wages were a misery, 
immigration does not know about these issues”. 

The support provided by the MRCI was the most significant 
factor in giving strength to the workers who participated in 
the focus group discussion. A crucial element of this support 
involved being enabled to recognise the person had the 
“right to take a stand against their exploitation”. In addition, 
the importance of being believed was cited as critical to 
gaining the courage to speak out.

5.2 Lack of knowledge of rights 
All the migrant workers profiled in this report were 
employed in low-pay, poorly-regulated jobs in sectors not 
known for their efforts to enlighten employees about their 
rights and entitlements. Most of the workers were in the 
first year of their employment in Ireland and were relatively 
unfamiliar about employment rights in Ireland and how 
systems and information channels work in generally. As is 
the usual pattern in the migration process information is 
circulated principally through colleagues and friends. While 
there are written and Internet sources of information on 
rights and entitlements, there remains an over reliance on 
oral methods of accessing information. It is also common 
for migrant workers to be told at recruitment stage or by 
employers that Irish labour law does not apply to them. 
This lack of information impacts on a person’s ability to 
question, to challenge or to take the ultimate step of making 
a formal complaint. One man who features in this report 
spoke about the sense of hopelessness and helplessness he 
felt: “I didn’t know anything about my entitlements; I didn’t 
know anyone, I had no friends because of the different 
culture, no social support”. Another person spoke about 
the importance of having access to support: “It is important 
to have a place in which you can find information”. While 
information on its own does not address the situation in 
which the person finds themselves, it can be an important 
first step in that person’s journey towards justice.

5.3 Social protection 
In many instances migrant workers who approach the 
MRCI for support are effectively in a destitute position. It is 
often the case that they have been summarily dismissed or 
have fled their employment after persistent exploitation and 
mistreatment. A common feature of many migrant workers’ 
experience featured in this report, and in those employment 
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sectors discussed here, is that the employer also provides 
or arranges the person’s accommodation. Therefore, if the 
worker is dismissed or is forced to leave the job, s/he also 
loses their home.

Social protection becomes essential at times of sudden 
illness, unemployment and homelessness. Emergency 
support schemes such as the Supplementary Welfare 
Allowance and Exceptional Needs Payment were introduced 
to address such sudden scenarios. They are also often 
the first step in enabling a worker to begin the process of 
seeking redress against those who are responsible for their 
exploitation. Many of the migrant workers profiled in this 
report found themselves in need of emergency support, 
but many were not successful in receiving it. One man 
interviewed described not having any money when he was 
dismissed. He and his family relied on friends for financial 
support and shelter. Despite having paid social insurance 
for four and a half years he was initially refused any social 
benefit and emergency payments. Another person described 
what happened after being dismissed: “We were sleeping 
here and there”. For migrant workers who find themselves 
homeless and destitute their first priority is survival. It 
may take months before they can re-establish themselves 
and get to a place where they may get useful information 
and support. Unfortunately, as was the experience of many 
people in this report, they were initially met with rejection 
and barriers in accessing even the most basic of protections. 
An additional barrier is that of legal status. Once a person’s 
residency status has expired, even if this was through no 
fault of his/her own, all entitlements to state support cease 
including access to social benefit. The issue of legal status is 
addressed in Section 5.9. 

5.4 The fear factor
Making a complaint against an existing or former employer 
is a daunting and formidable step for any person to take, 
irrespective of their nationality. One migrant worker who 
contributed to this report spoke about the fact that Irish 
workers are also fearful of making a complaint for fear that 
they will be blacklisted . The experience of exploitation is 
fundamentally about the abuse and misuse of power. The 
victims of exploitation speak about the sense of powerlessness 
felt, and a common outcome from this experience is one of 
reduced self esteem, lack of self belief, reduced confidence 
and feeling of disempowerment. One woman spoke about 
her sense of powerlessness: “my employer said you can do 
nothing because you are a slave”. Rukayah spoke about 
the fear of not being believed: “I didn’t want to be called 
paranoid”. The process of exploitation is complex and fre-
quently involves blaming the worker for situations 

and difficulties that arise in the workplace. This in effect 
covers up the real causes of the exploitation and seeks to 
place responsibility onto the shoulders of the worker. A 
common concern was being told that the person was not 
a good worker and that those who complained were made 
feel that they were bad workers.

As outlined above there are complex reasons why any 
worker finds it difficult to make a complaint. These reasons, 
combined with differing cultural understandings and/or 
experiences depending where in the world a person comes 
from, contribute to the difficulties for a migrant worker 
seeking redress. The experience of the MRCI is that it is 
common for many migrant workers to feel that they could 
not possibly bring a case against a former employer. Many 
come from societies where it is unusual to bring complaints 
against those of perceived superior social status. Rukayah 
spoke about differing cultural approaches to dealing with 
situations: “The traditional norm is to compromise”; Ion 
said that where he comes from, “if we lose they can take 
over your life, take everything. There is a high risk in 
taking a case”. Maria spoke about her reluctance to take 
a case because in the Philippines employers have a lot of 
power, and she was fearful that her employer would in turn 
take a case against her if she complained. However it should 
be noted that this attitude is common to many societies to 
varying degrees. Consequently a worker may feel that there 
is no recourse for ill treatment or exploitation and will not 
even contemplate taking action in the absence of facilitation 
and support. Reluctance to pursue redress mechanisms 
can also arise from a sense of indebtedness to the employer 
for providing the job in the first place, and to the recruiter 
or person who set up the job. Maria also spoke about her 
reluctance to seek assistance. “I was hesitant to go because 
it would be like letting down my agent, I kept indoors and 
out of sight”. This is further complicated if the recruiter 
is a family member, friend or community contact. Family 
members at home can put pressure on the worker to stay 
quiet and not complain. They may be totally reliant on the 
remittances being sent home and or because of distance 
from the situation not fully understand the emotional and 
psychological trauma being experienced by the worker.

5.5 Intimidation 
An important issue that arises in many of these 
circumstances is the existence of intimidation of the 
worker and sometimes their families. This may take 
various forms, from intimidating letters to threats of 
deportation, and in some cases pressure is put on an 
individual’s family in their home country. Also where a 
worker still lives in the locality of their former employment 

Section 5: Barriers in seeking access to redress mechanisms
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they may feel a heightened sense of intimidation. This is 
especially true of rural areas where the workers are easily 
identified and local employers are held in positions of high 
social status. The main purpose of this type of intimidation 
is generally an attempt to get the worker to abandon a 
complaint lodged or indeed to ensure a complaint is not 
made in the first place. One person stated that he was told 
by his employer “I will take you to the airport and send you 
home” Ion spoke about the intimidation he experienced. 
His employer’s son told his friends “I have a gun and I 
will shoot someone”. The employer also told his friends 
“we have a big politician who we are talking to”. In the past 
MRCI staff have also received threatening calls and letters 
designed to intimidate and force us to withdraw support 
for individuals making complaints. 

Yolanda
Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 
on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private 
home. This involved childcare and carrying out household 
jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average 
working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this 
she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a 
payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her 
work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found 
and read this information she was dismissed. She had been 
paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the 
house immediately. She had been employed for one year 
and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered 
at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status 
she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither 
was she able to access any form of social protection. With 
the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the 
Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum 
Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working 
Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement 
of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous 
employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable 
stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime 
she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the 
employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland 
with her family.

5.6 Lack of documentation
A common feature of the many cases supported by the 
MRCI is the scarcity, or complete lack of, documentation. 
Such documentation as normally pertains to an employment 
arrangement may be completely absent. For example a 
worker may lack a written contract or terms and conditions 
of employment, payslips, P60 and P45, copy of work permit, 
copy of formal record of hours worked, holidays taken and 
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so on. In the absence of documentation there is a heavy 
emphasis on oral evidence and the word of the migrant 
worker against that of his employer. This generates many 
difficulties given the unequal power relationship that exists 
in the first place, the difficulty in verifying the information 
being provided and basic communication barriers impacting 
on the ability of a migrant worker to clearly articulate the 
details of their employment. This becomes a major issue 
where in the absence of interpretating or where there are 
concerns in the quality of the interpretation being provided. 

In addition, it is not uncommon for employers to 
produce complete sets of falsified employment records, or 
records that have been altered to appear to meet statutory 
responsibilities, e.g. the number of hours worked have 
been reduced, thereby appearing to increase the rate of pay 
per hour. In one such case the migrant worker making the 
allegation had secured documentation prior to leaving his 
employment that told a very different story to that told by 
his employer. This greatly enabled the true facts of the case 
emerging during the course of the hearing. In addition 
where a worker had maintained a personal diary detailing 
worthwhile information such as hours worked, pay received, 
breaks and holidays, the experience of representing the 
workers experience was made easier and more credible. 
In the absence of payslips, bank statements indicating 
regular lodgings are also helpful. 

A common scenario in the cycle of exploitation of migrant 
workers is the withholding of documents including passport 
and work permit information. This serves to create a situation
of ‘bonded labour’ and in a very stark way to maintain a high 
level of control over the worker. Not being in possession of 
legal documents makes it extremely difficult to leave the 
situation, seek assistance, or provide essential information 
such as legal residency dates and ensures that anyone 
attempting to assist is disrupted in this process.

Roman
Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 
to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had 
been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found 
that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.
He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and 
worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract 
of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record 
of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit 
and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information 
and advice he had just returned from a break at home and 
had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any 
longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to 
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his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition 
of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour 
Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, 
Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, 
and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the 
hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that 
applied for new work permit for him. 

5.7 Language barriers
Where a migrant worker has little or no spoken English the 
process of making and proceeding with a complaint can 
be further complicated. An interpreter is essential whether 
at consultation stage or at the hearing itself. Where not 
provided by the body to which a complaint is made, the 
sourcing of an independent competent interpreter can be 
a difficult and a costly exercise. In proceedings before the 
Equality Tribunal an independent interpreter is provided. 
This is not the case in hearings before the LRC and the EAT. 
Where an interpreter is required, the costs are generally 
borne by the parties requiring the service. In some cases 
the costs of interpreting have been shared by both parties. 
It is our experience that interpreting is generally provided 
through community contacts of the complainant or organised 
through the MRCI. Many people, where allowed, will use a 
friend from their own community to translate for them at 
the initial stages of a hearing. It can be imagined how 
difficult it must be for those with no such community 
support. In one of the cases profiled for this report, the son 
of a person pursuing a case interpreted at the LRC hearing. 
When asked about this experience he said, “I was doing my 
Leaving Cert and had to leave the exam to translate for my 
father and then go back to do another exam. I didn’t have 
enough money to buy a bottle of water”. 

Rose
Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom 
farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a 
landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 
years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in 
Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for information
about the job and for recruitment services. Her work 
involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly 
picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in 
excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven 
days per week. She never saw a contract of employment 
and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to 
the handling of chemicals explained to her.

After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the 
employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. 
After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She 

came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow 
Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers 
from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also 
reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When 
Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, 
unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter 
of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and 
the company was being investigated by the Department of 
Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of 
Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten 
other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the 
employer in the Labour Relation Commission under 
Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, 
and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a 
complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was 
regularised through a temporary permission to remain 
stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took 
approximately one and a half years and involved several 
long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings 
were mainly conducted in the area in which the 
employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 
for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually 
settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, 
along with her colleagues, had minimal English and 
required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and 
for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the 
region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to 
relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other 
migrant workers offering assistance.

5.8 Delays
From the initial lodging of a complaint to the date of the 
first hearing, three to five months will often have elapsed. 
This can further be extended by adjournments and other 
unforeseen delays. After an initial hearing additional 
hearings may be scheduled if the matter requires more 
time or is of an especially complicated nature. When the 
process is complete, a decision will be sent out after a period 
of six weeks or so. Following this decision the matter may 
be appealed to the next forum. It may take up to another 
five months before the appeal stage is concluded. In sum, 
a contentious complaint may take in excess of one year to 
come to conclusion. This presents many difficulties for 
the migrant worker who has to support themselves during 
this period, usually without social assistance. This will be 
the case where a complainant has not been successful in 
securing alternative employment, which may happen as a 
result of the restrictive nature of the work permit system or 
the unwillingness of potential employers to offer work to an 
undocumented person or offer a contract until they see the 
outcome of the complainant’s case. In the case where 
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alternative employment has been secured, protracted 
litigation can be very disruptive in relation to work. 

When asked what was the most stressful part of making a 
complaint, Rukayah spoke about the length of time it took 
to be processed. “I went through several stages where I 
wanted to give up, there was so much emotional trauma”. 
For people taking complaints in the Equality Tribunal the 
delay can take up to two years which adds tremendously to 
the stress being experienced. Rukayah spoke about this 
issue and said, “the most stressful thing in taking a 
complaint was the length of time of the legal process. 
We really need counselling when we take a case because 
we experience a psychological trauma”. MRCI’s experience 
is that such delays are a factor in migrant workers 
withdrawing their complaint.

5.9 Legal status
A migrant worker from outside the EU requires a work 
permit in order to work fulltime in Ireland. With the issuing 
of a permit a worker is in a position to get a residency stamp 
in his/her passport that corresponds with the date of expiry 
of their work permit. Therefore, if a worker is dismissed 
and their permit is due to expire a month later they are also 
faced with the expiration of their residency status on the 
same date. Through no fault of their own, a worker can thus 
loose any legal right to live in Ireland, resulting in much 
associated difficulty. The workers who find themselves in 
such a situation will be under great stress and anxiety as 
they feel they have no formal right to remain in the country 
and have in the process been criminalised despite being 
the one who has experienced ill treatment. This was clearly 
articulated in the statements made by a number of people 
interviewed who talked about being afraid to answer the 
door, afraid they would be deported, afraid to leave their 
accommodation. 

Another issue pertaining to legal status is the situation 
where an employer fails to renew a worker’s permit or apply 
for a permit in the first place. There have been numerous 
cases where an employer has told an employee that a permit 
has been issued or that an application is being processed 
when no such thing has happened. While welcoming the 
proposed changes in the Employment Permits Act 2006 it 
is evident from the cases profiled in this report that many 
migrant workers employed in situations of vulnerability will 
continue to have significant difficulties with their employers 
in relation to obtaining accurate information about the 
application/renewal of the work permit. Many such workers 
are not only in a situation where they have little or no access 
to interpretation, information and support but may also 

be in a situation where they have no private access to their 
mail, etc. 

In a growing number of cases where an employee has 
become undocumented and is therefore not legally resident 
in the country, employers have sought to rely on the defence 
of illegality of contract. This stems from the traditional 
position that where the employee is not legally entitled 
to work, their contract of work is illegal and therefore 
unenforceable. This presents obvious difficulties for an 
employee who has become undocumented through the 
negligence of their employer. There has been case law 
which seeks to put some onus on the employer in such 
situations and allow a complainant to seek statutory 
protection, namely enforcing their employment rights. 

Vera
Vera came to Ireland from Ukraine in 2002. She worked as 
a cleaner and was dismissed after her employer had failed to 
obtain an employment permit in respect of her. Her original 
employer (and holder of her permit) when she came into 
the state had let her go due to a lack of work. A second 
employer hired her on a part-time basis, eventually taking 
her on full time. Despite assurances to the contrary, an 
application for a new work permit was delayed and 
eventually withdrawn. She was employed in May 2002 
and was dismissed after fifteen months service. Vera 
believed she was constructively dismissed and lodged a 
claim in the Labour Relation Commition under The Unfair 
Dismissal Act and The Terms of Employment Act. The 
Rights Commissioner found that she left the employment 
on external advice without discussing the detail of it with 
the respondent while she was awarded with 800 Euro under 
The Terms of Employment (information) Act. Vera decided 
to appeal the LRC decision under Unfair Dismissal to the 
Employment Appeals Tribunal. She was made an awarded 
in excess of 30,000 Euro.

5.10 Location of hearing
The practice of the Rights Commissioners Service and 
The Employment Appeals Tribunal is that a hearing will 
be conducted in a location convenient to the place of 
employment pertaining to a particular case. This, however, 
ignores the reality that in most cases a migrant worker will 
follow work to anywhere in the country it can be found. 
Thus when the hearing of a complaint is scheduled the 
complainant may be settled in new employment or seeking 
new employment in a completely different part of the country. 
Thus where some hearings can be lengthy and protracted 
affairs, this presents difficulties relating to travel, time off 
work and expense for a complainant. It is also worth noting 
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that these factors can contribute to the logistical difficulties 
of preparing for these hearings, not to mention adding to an 
already stressful procedure. 

5.11 Operation of the work permit system
The majority of the people whose cases feature in this 
report were initially employed under the work permit 
system. In the past number of years there has been 
considerable publicity of the difficulties for migrant 
workers employed under this scheme. The issue of 
exploitation and bonded labour is a dominant theme in 
many of these discussions. In effect the concern centres 
on the degree of control in the hands of the employer and 
the high level of powerlessness experienced by migrant 
workers dependent on the employer for the work permit. 
This can result in the worker staying longer in an exploitative 
situation than is believable to those who do not understand 
how the work permit system exists. It also can result in 
workers agreeing to work in conditions that are clearly in 
breach of employment law. It is vital that adjudicators in the 
employment referral bodies take account of the realities of 
the work permit system when considering complaints of 
this nature before them.

As stated previously the changes to be made to the Work 
Permit System are to be welcomed. However it is important 
to stress that the changes proposed i.e. allowing the migrant 
worker to apply for the work permit will not automatically 
protect and prevent exploitation, for example they must still 
find a new employer willing to take them on and this can be 
very difficult. We also know from experience that the cycle 
of powerlessness stems from many other factors including 
the manner in which the person was initially recruited, the 
level of debt incurred, access to independent and accurate 
information, the absence of support structures, the degree 
of isolation and fear being experienced. Therefore the 
issues raised in this report for migrant workers, the vast 
majority of whom came to Ireland on a work permit, 
should not be ignored in light of the proposed changes 
to the operation of the work permit system. 

5.12 Mental stress
In general the process of making a complaint and following 
it through to completion stage is stressful and complex. A 
number of people said that the most stressful thing was 
coming face to face with the employer. One person spoke 
about the stress of hearing the employer blatantly lie about 
the number of hours worked. Another person said his 
greatest fear was the thought of losing the case and the 
fact that the employer had so much money while he had 
nothing. Fears associated with becoming homeless were 

a common thread, along with not having any money. The 
hearings are generally based on presentation of a migrant 
worker’s oral testimonies and a heavy reliance on word 
of mouth information. In hearings, a positive outcome is 
helped by the complainant’s ability to recall, present clearly 
and remain calm. In such difficult and stressful situations 
migrant workers who already feel in a powerless position 
are frequently very distressed and suffer much mental 
nguish. As outlined elsewhere in this report migrant 
workers spoke about the stress of not being believed. In 
addition a number of people reported receiving threats 
before hearings were held, placing the individuals in a 
high state of anguish and fear. 

On the other hand, the process of seeking justice can be an 
empowering experience. After the initial fear and reluctance 
to stand up to an exploitative employer, some workers who 
have been supported to recognise that they have the right 
to take action and seek redress find themselves gaining 
confidence and regaining some of the dignity lost through 
exploitation. This is an important element of the process 
as this message can be quickly communicated within their 
community and work sectors. Experience in the MRCI 
suggests that fellow workers and community members 
are often more likely to question their working conditions 
when familiar with the actions of others who have taken 
a stand. They are also more likely to join a trade union 
and become interested in advocating for improved 
employment standards.

Section 5: Barriers in seeking access to redress mechanisms
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section 6
 recommendations

“The Immigration, Residency and Protection 
Bill should make provisions for the Bridging 
Visa as one important way to ensure that 
those migrant workers who are in situations 
of vulnerability are not further victimised and 
left without protection”
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This section presents a number of recommendations 
that MRCI believes would substantially improve access 
to redress for migrant workers experiencing and reporting 
workplace exploitation. The recommendations are compiled 
under the following headings
 

• Preventing and minimising exploitation 

• Strengthening legislation and institutional arrangements

• Improving enforcement of rights and decisions

• Improving the process

• Facilitating access to redress for the most vulnerable

6.1. Preventing and minimising exploitation 
  6.1.1 Renewal of Employment Contract 
  A person who has been working for a period of a few 
  years should have a reasonable expectation of renewal
   of the work permit. We refer to the protections similar 
  to the provisions of The Protection Of Employees 
  (Fixed Term Work) Act 2003. Measures are also 
  required that protect an employee in a situation where 
  their fear of an employer’s non-renewal of their work 
  permit prevents them from taking any action against 
  an exploitative employer. This could be looked at in the 
  context of the Unfair Dismissals Acts.

  6.1.2 Access to information and advocacy supports
  Towards 2016, the new social partnership agreement 
  contains a commitment for a “more intensive 
  promotion of employment rights”. In developing 
  actions there should be consideration of the MRCI’s 
  proposal for a series of pilot initiatives both  
  geographically-based and sector- based that would 
  seek to target migrant workers most distanced from 
  mainstream information channels. It would also 
  involve outreach activities and advocacy work to 
  support workers to take action on foot of learning  
  about their rights. The advocacy work of the MRCI 
  and similar organisations requires statutory support 
  and resources. This should be a priority in developing 
  an effective information and advocacy infrastructure 
  reaching out to migrant workers in situations of 
  greatest vulnerability. Employers should also be 
  actively encouraged by the Government to provide 
  employment rights information to all their employees 
  in a language that they understand. 

  6.1.3 Changes in the work permit system
  The Employment Permits Act 2006, states that an 
  employee may apply for a work permit. This is a 
  welcome development in that it ensures greater 

  autonomy for the migrant worker. However there 
  is a concern emerging that the employer may be 
  considered devoid of responsibility in ensuring a 
  permit is obtained for an employee. The potentially 
  negative consequence is that an exploitative employer 
  who has agreed to apply for a permit may mislead the 
  employee that the permit is being applied for. In the 
  event of a case for unfair dismissal, the employer could 
  deny responsibility for the application of the work 
  permit and an employee’s case would be undermined. 
  This needs to be carefully monitored and clarification 
  is required so that migrant workers will not find 
  themselves in situations where they can become 
  inadvertently responsible for becoming undocumented 
  and without a work permit.

  6.1.4 Recruitment agencies
  As can be seen from the case studies and experiences 
  of migrant workers detailed in this report, the manner 
  in which the person is recruited, the degree of control 
  exerted, and the level of misinformation and deception 
  involved impacts greatly on the person’s ability to 
  address his or her situation. The state has a crucial role 
  in monitoring the activities of recruitment agencies. 
  MRCI welcomes the commitment in Towards 2016 
  to put in place a statutory Code of Practice in relation 
  to the operation of recruitment agencies. In developing 
  this Code it will be important to consult with a range 
  of stakeholders including organisations working 
  directly with migrant workers who have experience 
  of negative recruitment practices. In relation to who 
  bears responsibility for the employment situation, 
  MRCI recommends that the onus must always be on 
  the employer to ensure all aspects of employment are 
  in full compliance with Irish employment law.

  6.1.5 Ensuring access to statutory protection
  Towards 2016 states that “the government will provide 
  statutory protection to an employee who, in good faith, 
  has a complaint to an appropriate authority”. This is a 
  very welcome commitment and highly relevant to 
  the situation of migrant workers seeking access to 
  redress for workplace exploitation. From this report 
  it is evident that many migrant workers at the time 
  of making a formal complaint are either in an 
  undocumented situation or about to become 
  undocumented. Statutory protection must be extended 
  to these employees as they form one of the most 
  vulnerable categories of workers and are frequently  
  without even the most basic level of protection.

Section �: Recommendations
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6. 2 Strengthening legislation and 
  institutional arrangements
  6.2.1 Streamlining employment legislation
  The existing employment legislation and its 
  associated enforcement bodies would benefit greatly 
  from streamlining and consolidation. This would 
  greatly facilitate both individuals seeking justice and 
  their advocates/representatives in the successful 
  pursuit of remedies under employment legislation. 
  Much of the current legislative procedures are 
  disjointed and unnecessarily confusing. As highlighted 
  in this report, a single case of exploitation/discrimination 
  can run in 3 different fora.

  6.2.2 Unfair Dismissal Act
  MRCI fully supports the recommendation made by 
  Comhairle in their recent publication ‘Employment 
  Rights, From Information to Redress’ August 2006 
  in relation to The Unfair Dismissals Acts 1977-2001. 
  This should be amended to remove the one-year 
  service requirement in cases where an employee 
  is dismissed for seeking to avail of or enforce 
  employment legislation. 49 out of 89 of the cases 
  profiled in this report were in employment less than 
  one year. The current operation of the one-year rule 
  seriously impedes their right to seek redress for 
  unfair dismissal.

  6.2.3 Coordination of state agencies and remits
  MRCI welcomes the proposed establishment of the 
  Office of Director for Employment Rights Compliance.  
  This presents a new opportunity to strengthen and 
  enhance the state’s ability to bring about more 
  effective enforcement of employment rights. A key 
  challenge for the future will be the coordination of a 
  range of enforcement bodies all relevant to the theme 
  of employment rights, e.g. Labour Inspectorate, Health 
  and Safety Authority, Social Welfare Inspectorate,  
  Revenue Commissioners.

6.3 Improving enforcement of rights and decisions
  6.3.1 Sanctions
  It is clearly evident that the effect of sanctions plays 
  a significant role in deterring potential exploiters. 
  Sanctions are required that are proportionate, 
  dissuasive and effective. This should apply to all 
  areas of enforcement of employment legislation. 
  The experience of the MRCI suggests that many 
  exploitative employers simply see the process of 

  paying out a relatively small sum of money as an easily 
  affordable cost to incur, and frequently there is little 
  impact on future employment practice. The possibility 
  of aggravated sanctions and/or increased compensation 
  if there was an instance of intimidation/harassment 
  or emotional trauma of complainant should also be 
  considered. Many of the migrant workers who featured 
  in this report reported serious levels of intimidation 
  and harassment. MRCI regularly supports people 
  trying to cope with such situations and the emotional 
  trauma can be extreme. We point to the practice in the 
  Equality Tribunal where awards are made on the basis 
  of what is just and equitable in any particular case.

  6.3.2 Enforcement of judgements
  The majority of the people in this study received 
  favourable results in taking their cases. Where cases 
  were settled, the amount offered and the timeframe 
  for delivery of the payment was agreed and in all cases 
  upheld. However where awards were made by a Rights 
  Commissioner or Tribunal the issue of payment was a 
  protracted and difficult process. In a number of cases 
  payment had to be actively pursued and took up to 2 
  years. In the review of legislation promised in Towards 
  2016, the issue of more effective and speedy mechanisms 
  for enforcing decisions should be considered

6.4 Improving the process
  6.4.1 Prioritisation of cases and improving 
  the time factor
  In situations where there is clear evidence that a 
  person is under serious threat or intimidation a 
  mechanism for fast tracking such cases should be 
  considered. The delay involved in such cases may 
  result in the person being forced to leave the country 
  or withdraw the case under duress. Time delays in 
  particularly difficult cases should be actively addressed 
  in light of the vulnerability the complainant and 
  inevitable costs involved, ie disruption in existing 
  work, logistical arrangements, etc.

  6.4.2 Securing representation
  When a person has access to representation a positive 
  outcome is far more likely. Unfortunately for many 
  migrant workers who experience exploitation access 
  to support is a luxury. Many are working in sectors 
  with poor trade union representation and most will not 
  be able to afford the services of a private solicitor. 
  The role of Citizens Information Centres is vital and 
  they require ongoing support to develop their capacity 
  and remit in this area. Specialist voluntary sector 
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  organisations undertaking legal advocacy work should 
  also be resourced and supported to target those in 
  greatest need.

  6.4.3 Documentation
  It is very common for migrant workers in the types 
  of jobs included in this study to be without written 
  documentation such as payslips and contracts. This 
  places a tremendous burden on individuals taking a 
  case as it effectively means the only evidence that can 
  be presented is the individuals oral testimony. There 
  needs to be greater use of existing provisions and 
  expansion of provisions for penalisation of employers 
  where documentation is not provided or is proven to 
  be falsified.

  6.4.4 Interpreting and translation
  Access to quality interpreting is an area of growing 
  concern. The right to interpreting in legal proceedings 
  and/or the right of litigants to understand legal 
  proceedings is broadly recognised. It draws support 
  from the Constitution, the European Convention of 
  Human Rights and established procedural justice. 
  For example the Irish court system provides access 
  to interpreting services for individuals coming before 
  the court. This service does not extend to the LRC or 
  EAT and is a serious barrier for migrant workers who 
  do not have a good standard of spoken English. This 
  should be an automatic right and resourced by the state.

  6.4.5 Geographical location
  For many of the migrant workers in this study 
  the stress of returning to the area in which they had 
  worked to attend the hearing and the difficulties and 
  costs involved in making logistical arrangements was 
  a significant barrier and issue. When a person has 
  moved to a different region, hearings should be held 
  in a neutral location. This would allow for a sharing 
  of the burden and responsibility between the former 
  employer and the complainant.

  6.4.6 Time limits
  In the context of litigating a case of exploitation the 
  time limits built into the relevant statutes can work 
  against a complainant by restricting the extent of a 
  claim and/or exclude some claims completely. In the 
  cases discussed in this report 36 workers had been 
  in their positions between one and three years, with 
  an additional one employed longer than three years. 
  In these circumstances a substantial period of their 
  employment could not be considered in relation to 

  calculating loss because the Rights Commissioner 
  could only look at a period of six to twelve months 
  prior to lodging the complaint. In relation to the 
  Unfair Dismissals Act, a complainant is invariably 
  excluded if they do not make their complaint within 
  six months of dismissal. This report highlights the 
  many barriers and difficulties for migrant workers in 
  both leaving exploitative situations and in obtaining 
  support to make a formal complaint. In these 
  situations the current time limits should be reviewed 
  so that they extend to the entirety of the employment, 
  and the test under the Unfair Dismissals Act to extend 
  the time limit for making a complaint should be relaxed.

6.5 Facilitating access to redress for the most vulnerable
  6.5.1 Access to social protection
  An important theme that has emerged in this report is 
  the extent to which access to financial and other forms 
  of social protection are central to a person’s ability to 
  seek redress. In situations where a person has made a 
  formal complaint, automatic qualification for social 
  protection should also be granted, irrespective of that 
  person’s legal status. 

  6.5.2 Bridging visa
  52 out of 89 people whose cases feature in this 
  report were either undocumented or about to become 
  undocumented when they first approached the MRCI 
  for support. This is the single greatest barrier for 
  migrant workers seeking redress. The introduction of 
  a Bridging Visa would provide a practical and realistic 
  solution in such situations. A Bridging Visa is a 
  temporary residency stamp granted by an immigration 
  officer when a migrant worker meets a number of clearly 
  defined criteria, includingworkplace exploitation. Failure 
  to address this current anomaly means that the state is 
  in effect colluding with exploitative employers who force 
  a person into an undocumented situation, making them 
  invisible and unable to seek justice. There is a welcome 
  reference in the recent NESC Report on Migration 
  Policy to the introduction of a ‘temporary visa for those 
  who become undocumented through no fault of their 
  own’. The Immigration, Residency and Protection Bill 
  should make provisions for the Bridging Visa as one 
  important way to ensure that those migrant workers 
  who are in situations of vulnerability are not further 
  victimised and left without protection. 
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Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other 

deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, 

gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) 

Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from 

Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, 

despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child 

minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term 

health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris 

came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the 

contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion 

as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that 

she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university 

graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased 

her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all 

the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare 

and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She 

had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working 

Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a 

labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking 

information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The 

case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for 

recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new 

work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had 

been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint 

for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it 

reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a 

mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never 

received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for 

rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage 

and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was 

put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work 

permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise 

at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, 

following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She 

understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she 

signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of 

months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social 

Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after 

commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male 

staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected 

to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing 

clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status 

had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of 

these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same 

farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and 

had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective 

employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day 

and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was 

let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by 

the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary 

permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal 

English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed 

she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being 

investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a 

temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had 

minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, m goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per 

week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the 

MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never 

received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to 

work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her 

employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 

Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without 

eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case 

with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris 

objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After 

complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented 

when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The 

case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he 

became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself 

constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from 

Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and 

read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a 

complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. 

Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-

minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour 

Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. 

She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in 

relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When 

Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation 

Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which 

the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and 

voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were 

deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to 

someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A 

complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young 

widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply 

to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract 

cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she 

became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new 

employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to 

“get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris 

believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were 

unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who 

came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to 

her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. 

These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a 

‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for 

holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages 

Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine 

national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work 

permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, 

Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in 

excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit 

came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had 

no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and 

Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of 

hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. After her work permit 

came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had 



Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other 

deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, 

gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) 

Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from 

Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, 

despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child 

minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term 

health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris 

came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the 

contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion 

as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that 

she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university 

graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased 

her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all 

the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare 

and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She 

had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working 

Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a 

labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking 

information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The 

case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for 

recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new 

work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had 

been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint 

for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it 

reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a 

mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never 

received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for 

rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage 

and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was 

put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work 

permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise 

at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, 

following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She 

understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she 

signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of 

months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social 

Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after 

commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male 

staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected 

to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing 

clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status 

had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of 

these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same 

farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and 

had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective 

employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day 

and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was 

let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by 

the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary 

permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal 

English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed 

she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being 

investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a 

temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had 

minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, m goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per 

week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the 

MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never 

received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to 

work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her 

employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 

Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without 

eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case 

with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris 

objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to “get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After 

complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented 

when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The 

case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he 

became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself 

constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from 

Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a ‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and 

read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a 

complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. 

Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-

minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour 

Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. 

She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in 

relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When 

Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation 

Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which 

the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and 

voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. Sonia came to Ireland from Latvia in January 2002 to work as a mushroom picker in the midlands. She was employed on a work permit. When her permit expired she asked her employer if he was going to renew her permit. The employer assured her that he was. At the time she worked 7 days per week, 12 hours per day. She was paid 220 Euro per week, from which 20 Euro were 

deducted for her accommodation which was a caravan. Other deductions were also made which Sonia assumed was tax. She never received a payslip. After reminding her employer that the work permit had not been renewed and that she needed some days off in order to travel home to see her young daughter she was given an official warning. After a visit to the MRCI she again spoke to her employer and when he heard that she had spoken to 

someone about her situation he immediately dismissed her, gave her 48 hours to leave the caravan and requested 45 Euro for rent. Sonia had very little spoken English at this time. Sonia reported serious exploitation in terms of the hours she worked, the payment she received for this work and the general treatment she received by her employer. She never received written terms of employment or any written statement with her pay details. A 

complaint under the Terms of Employment (Information) Act, Organisation of Working Time, National Minimum Wage and Unfair Dismissal was made. Sonia’s complaints under each Act were upheld and she was awarded compensation. The case took 1 year and 3 months from the initial lodging of the complaint to the final decision. Sonia continues to work and live in Ireland with her daughter who has since joined her. Sinjita is a young 

widow with two small children. She came to Ireland from Latvia in 2002 on a tourist visa. Through a Latvian agent she was put in contact with an employer. Sintija paid this manapproximately 500 Euro for setting up the contact. As she had arrived here on a tourist visa her employer was unable to apply for a work permit. In unexplained circumstances her employer succeeded in getting a residency stamp in her passport that allowed him apply 

to for a work permit. This resulted in a situation where, despite her being illegally resident, her employer had secured a work permit to employ her. The employer also held her passport which he eventually returned to her after she paid him 1000 Euro. Sinjita worked on overage 16-18 hours per day, seven days per week. Her averageweekly pay was initially 160 Euro per week and then increased to 220 Euro per week. While working as a contract 

cleaner she also worked as a private cleaner and child minder for her employer’s family. It was not uncommon for Sintija to rise at 6.30am to prepare lunches, clean the house, etc. before leaving for her day’s work, returning at 1 am in the morning. Because she was sleeping in a caravan at the back of her employer’s house she often had to go to bed without eating as she was not allowed keep food in the caravan. While working in this place she 

became ill, was underweight and has long-term health problems as a result of her experience. Sintija eventually left this job, following an accident when she fell asleep while driving home from work. With the support of a friend she had a place to sleep temporarily and through a Citizens Information Centre made contact with the MRCI. She lodged a case with the Equality Tribunal which was eventually settled. Sintija has since found new 

employment and is happy in her new situation. Doris came to Ireland from the Philippines and began work in Cork. She understood that her job was as a care-giver, as had been agreed with the agency before leaving the Philippines. In the Philippines she had been initially given a contract that stated she was to be employed as a household worker. When Doris objected to this she was encouraged by the agency to sign the contract in order to 

“get the ball rolling”, with the promise that the contract would be amended in time. Before leaving the Philippines she signed a contract giving her job description as a care-giver. As her employment progressed Doris found that over 50% of her time was spent performing household duties. She complained to her employer about this but nothing changed. After complaining, the relationship with her employer became strained. This, Doris 

believes, was attributable to the apparent confusion as to what her actual job description was. Following a number of months she was informed that she was on notice by her employer. Following a conversation with the employer during which he told her to take some days off to reflect it became apparent to Doris that she was effectively dismissed. This was cemented when her employer told her by phone not to return to work because they were 

unhappy with her work. The agency told her that she was now “illegal” as she had been dismissed and that Social Welfare would report her to the Immigration authorities who would deport her. With the support of the MRCI she submitted a complaint of unfair dismissal, and breach of the Terms of Employment Act and Non Payment of Wages Legislation.  The case was eventually settled in her favour. Rukayah is a Malaysian national who 

came to Ireland in November 2001. She is a university graduate. She worked as a catering assistant. Not long after commencing her employment Rukayah began to experience unwanted sexual harassment from a co-worker which included harassment, verbal sexual suggestions/requests and physical touching. After a period of time rejecting the unwanted advances he became hostile and threatening towards her. She then made a complaint to 

her manager. While the sexual harassment decreased her working environment became very difficult with the male staff in her section being hostile and uncooperative towards her. Rukayah was the only woman in the team. She made complaints a number of times about her treatment. After a period of time she was moved to a new section. Here she found herself constantly given tasks that were considered the least desirable and most difficult. 

These tasks were generally spread out amongst all the staff but in this situation Rukayah felt that she was expected to undertake most of the unpopular tasks. After complaining she felt that she was being punished for speaking out and for complaining about the working conditions, including the sexual harassment. She was eventually dismissed. Yolanda is from Philippines. She arrived in Ireland in 2002 on a work permit to work as a 

‘mother’s aid’ in a private home. This involved childcare and carrying out household jobs such as cleaning and ironing clothes. Her average working day was 7am to 7pm, six days per week. For this she received 180 Euro per week. She did not receive a payslip. During her employment she kept a diary of her work, time of work, duties etc. When the employer found and read this information she was dismissed. She had been paid 1000 Euro for 

holiday pay and was told to leave the house immediately. She had been employed for one year and her immigration status had expired. She also discovered at this stage she was pregnant. Because of her legal status she had difficult in accessing maternity services. Neither was she able to access any form of social protection. With the support of the MRCI she lodged a complaint in the Labour Relations Commission under National Minimum Wages 

Act, Payment of Wages act, Organisation of Working Time act and for Unfair Dismissal. Following the lodgement of these complaints she was pressurised by her previous employer to withdraw the case. She was under considerable stress as a result of the threats she received. In the meantime she had her baby. She eventually settled her case with the employer. Yolanda continues to work and live in Ireland with her family. Roman is a Ukraine 

national who came to Ireland in 2004 to work as a labourer on a farm in the midlands. He had been working for the same farmer for over a year. He found that his employment conditions were abusive and intolerable.He was regularly verbally abused by his employer and worked 80 hours per week. Roman never saw his contract of employment. He had a 30-minute break per day. A record of hours was not kept. All Roman had was his work 

permit and GNIB card. When he came to MRCI seeking information and advice he had just returned from a break at home and had decided that he didn’t want to return to work there any longer. He believed he was constructively dismissed due to his employer’s persistent breach of terms and condition of employment. He lodged a complaint in the Labour Relation Commission under the Unfair Dismissal Act, Non Payment of Wages, 

Organisation of Working Time, and Terms of Employment. The case was settled before the hearing. Meanwhile he found a prospective employer that applied for new work permit for him. Rose came to Ireland from Russia to work on a mushroom farm. She is a qualified horticulturist and worked as a landscape gardener and agronomist in Russia for over 15 years. She came to Ireland through a recruitment agency in Russia where she paid in 

excess of 1750 Euro for informationabout the job and for recruitment services. Her work involved packing mushrooms during the day and regularly picking mushrooms in the evenings. She often worked in excess of ten hours per day, six days to occasionally seven days per week. She never saw a contract of employment and neither was a health and safety policy in relation to the handling of chemicals explained to her. After her work permit 

came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had 

no money or accommodation. A letter of complaint had been sent to the Labour Inspectorate and the company was being investigated by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform and the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Rose, along with ten other migrant workers, decided to take a case against the employer in the Labour Relation Commission under Organisation of Working Time, Terms of Employment, and 

Minimum Wages legislation. She also lodged a complaint for unfair dismissal. Her legal status was regularised through a temporary permission to remain stamp from the GNIB. The complaint process took approximately one and a half years and involved several long trips from her new place of residence as the hearings were mainly conducted in the area in which the employment was situated (see Sections 5.10 and 6.4.5 for more on location of 

hearing). The case was eventually settled before it reached a conclusion in the LRC. Rose, along with her colleagues, had minimal English and required interpreting for every discussion, meeting and for all the hearings. In all an interpreter was required in the region of 40 hours. MRCI paid for this service in addition to relying heavily on the goodwill and voluntary efforts of other migrant workers offering assistance. After her work permit 

came up for renewal she asked the employer about her new work permit on a weekly basis. After a number of months had lapsed she was let go. She came to MRCI seeking support and help with a fellow Russian woman who knew of the MRCI. Other workers from the same mushroom farm came to MRCI also reporting serious exploitation in their workplace. When Rose came to MRCI she was almost a year undocumented, unemployed and had 
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