SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC INSTANCES HANDLED BY NEW ZEALAND’S NATIONAL CONTACT POINT
	No.
	Status
	Case
	Chapters
	Received
	Outcome
	Summary of complaint 

	SI014
	Closed
	SOUL v Fletchers Building
	Human Rights
	2019
	Mediation offered – settled independently
	Alleged the purchase of land and active involvement in its rezoning contributed to historical injustices, intergenerational trauma and the contemporary impacts of forced confiscation, landlessness and poverty of mana whenua causing breaches to human rights under the OECD Guidelines and related UN human rights instruments covering indigenous peoples. Mediation was offered but not taken up by the parties. The parties pursued an alternate resolution. In December 2020, the Government announced an agreement had been reached on the future of the land at Ihumātao. A Memorandum of Understanding (He Pūmautanga) was signed by the Kīngitanga, the Crown and Auckland Council setting out how parties will work together to decide the future of the land. (Final statement link here)

	SI013
	Closed
	Mr & Mrs P v MNE F 

	Human Rights
	2016
	Complaint not substantiated and/or no further action
	Alleged MNE F failed to be sufficiently involved in the work carried out by the contractor or to correct work resulting in breach of the OECD Guidelines to their rights to adequate housing, education, health and to an adequate standard of living. The NCP considered the context of the particular situation and nature of the business relationships that applied and what could be reasonably be expected of a party concerned. The NCP noted that MNE F was in the process of developing a human rights policy. The NCP concluded that all the issues raised against MNE F had not been substantiated and/or did not merit further action under the Guidelines. 
(Final statement link here).

	SI012
	Closed
	Ms N v MNE F  

	Human Rights
	2015
	Complaint not substantiated and/or no further action
	Alleged inadequate repair strategy and project management of house repairs by MNE F (including those of EQC’s contractor) caused or contributed to adverse human rights impacts on the complainant. MNE F did not act to anticipate, prevent or mitigate them and therefore was in breach of the OECD Guidelines. The NCP considered the context of the particular situation and nature of the business relationships that applied and what could be reasonably be expected of a party concerned. The NCP concluded that all the issues raised against MNE F had not been substantiated and/or did not merit further action under the Guidelines. This was due to insufficient information, consideration of the context of the particular situation, and MNE F actively developing human rights policy. (Final statement link here).

	SI011
	Closed
	Mr & Mrs T v MNE F

	Human Rights
	2015
	Mediation offered - Abandoned
	MNE F’s management of the complainant’s repairs (including the actions of contractors) was alleged to have caused or contributed to adverse human rights impacts on the complainant. The NCP considered that most of the issues raised in the T’ specific instance complaint, alleging breaches of their human rights by MNE F pursuant to the Guidelines, have not been substantiated and merit further examination. On the issue raised by the Mr & Mrs T on failure by MNE F to obtain asbestos checks on the property and the lack of a specific human rights policy, the NCP considered it could usefully engage. The NCP offered mediation on the issue of failing to obtain asbestos checks on the property. The NCP did not receive communications from either party involved in the specific instance for some time following the offer of good offices and concluded this specific instance due to the parties being unresponsive. (Final statement link here)

	SI010
	Closed
	Ms C v MNE I 

	Human Rights
	2015
	Complaint not substantiated and/or no further action 
	Alleged long delays and inadequate investigations and repair strategies by MNE I and its handling of an insurance claim for damage to the complainant’s property had caused or contributed to adverse human rights impacts on the. 
The NCP concluded that all the issues raised against MNE I had not been substantiated and/or did not merit further action under the Guidelines. This is due to some issues being resolved during the initial assessment and claims being investigated in a timely manner within context, and the absence of a business relationship with EQC, a crown entity. Also, the NCP considered that timeliness as an obligation must be seen in the context of the particular situation and what can reasonably be expected of a party. (Final statement link here)

	SI009
	Closed
	Mr C v MNE A 

	Human Rights
	2015
	Complaint not substantiated and no further action 
	Alleged actions and inaction by MNE A impacted the complainant’s rights to health, the right to respect of privacy, family, home and correspondence, and protection of honour and reputation. The complainant had many serious health concerns and was vulnerable. The NCP concluded that all the issues raised against MNE A had not been substantiated and did not merit further action under the Guidelines. This was due to the impact of external factors on MNE A’s ability to undertake timely and adequate action, and aspects of the complaint being beyond the scope of the Guidelines or not substantiated. The NCP considered that its further involvement would not contribute to the effectiveness of the Guidelines. (Final statement link here)

	SI008
	Closed
	Mr & Mrs G V MNE I 

	Human Rights
	2015
	Complaint not substantiated and no further action
	Alleged failure by MNE I to conduct adequate and timely damage assessments, formulate appropriate repair strategies or to communicate adequately, and mitigate the actions of EQC, had negatively impacted the complainant’s rights to health, housing and livelihood. In doing so, the MNE I was alleged to have been in breach of the Guidelines. The NCP concluded that all issues raised had not been substantiated and did not merit further action under the Guidelines. This was due to the impact of external factors on MNE I’s ability to undertake timely and adequate action, insufficient information and the absence of MNE I having a business relationship with EQC, a crown entity. (Final statement link here)

	SI007
	Closed
	Mr and Mrs C v. Southern Response -NZ Permanent Trustees Ltd

	Human Rights
	2015
	Complaint out of scope
	Alleged that long delays, disputes overassessments, and unnecessarily complications in managing claims by Southern Response breached the complainant’s rights under the OECD Guidelines to health, property, adequate housing and the rights of children and persons with disabilities. The NCP considered that the claim did not fall within the scope of the Guidelines because Southern Response was not a multinational enterprise. (Final Statement link here)

	SI006
	Closed
	Mr & Mrs B v MNE II

	Human Rights
	2015
	Complaint not substantiated and no further action
	Alleged that through action and inactions adversely affected the B’s access to housing and health. These concerns alleged delays by MNE II in repairing earthquake damage due to non-earthquake related damage and the ability of MNE II to influence the domestic insurer’s decision-making over coverage of the claim. The NCP concluded that most of the issues raised against MNE II had not been substantiated and did not merit further action under the Guidelines.  The NCP considered that the actions sought by the B’s was not within MNE II’s ability to achieve or was reasonably demanded by the Guidelines. This was due to MNE II being an agent and not the principal determining on whether work proceeded, nor did MNE II have a legitimate role in subsequent disputes between the B’s domestic insurer and private insurer.
(Final statement link here)

	SI005
	Closed
	Mr & Mrs B v MNE I

	Human Rights
	2015
	Mediation offered – not accepted
	Alleged that MNE I should have remedied or exerted influence over EQC, a domestic insurer, to remedy disputes over the causes of damage to the Mr & Mrs B’s property by EQC’s contractor, and MNE I should have provided adequate temporary accommodation. The NCP concluded that most of the issues raised against MNE I had not been substantiated and did not merit further action under the Guidelines due to the ability of MNE I to exert influence over EQC. However, the issues raised over the adequacy of the temporary accommodation in the context of a policy entitlement to an accommodation allowance merited further involvement. (Final Statement link here)

	SI004
	Closed
	Messrs R&J v Arrow Intl
	Human rights
	2014
	Mediation offered – not accepted
	Alleged that inadequate damage assessments and repair or rebuild strategies by Arrow International affected the complainants right to adequate housing. Additional delays affected their right to housing and health and dignity and lack of human rights and due diligence policy that was in breach of the Guidelines. Mediation was offered but did not proceed due to irreconcilable differences in views.  Arrow International introduced a social responsibility and due diligence policy. (Final statement linked here)

	SI003
	Closed
	Mr & Mrs Y v X
	Human rights
	2013
	Mediation offered – Abandoned
	Alleged that long delays, disputes over assessments, unnecessarily complications and issues of conduct by X’s representatives in the settlement of their claim breached the complainants right to the highest attainable standard of health. Mediation resulted in an initial agreement to settle the issues between the parties, however, this was ultimately not able to be sustained and further mediation was abandoned. (Final Statement link here)

	In late 2013, almost 50 specific instance complaints were made to the NCP arising from claimants’ experiences with insurers, construction firms and government agencies in the aftermath of the Canterbury earthquakes. All complaints alleged breaches of the human rights provisions of the Guidelines and were coordinated by a Christchurch NGO, the Wider Earthquake Community Action Network (WeCAN). In 2014, the total number of complaints received rose to 67.  Following initial screening, this number was substantially scaled back to two substantive cases that the NCP proceeded to investigate. Most complaints were rejected because of a lack of supporting information or because the entities complained about were not Multinational Enterprises. In 2015, further complaints were lodged and by 2016 the NCP had 11 specific instance complaints in play at varying stages of the complaints process related to the aftermath of the Canterbury earthquakes (Refer Cases SI003 through to SI013 below).

	SI002
	Closed
	EPMU v Visionstream 

	Employment
	2009
	No further action taken 
	Alleged the activities of Visionstream Pty Ltd, an Australian owned telecommunication services company operating a ‘dependent contractor’ model, undermined workers’ rights and was in breach of the Guidelines. The NCP determined that the submission did not merit further examination as the Guidelines contracting service providers as used by the MNEs was a legitimate model and does not in itself breach the principles embodied in Chapter IV of the Guidelines and the MNE was operating within the framework of applicable law and regulations of NZ. (No final statement required by the Guidelines prior to 2011).


	SI001
	Closed
	Green Party v ANZ bank
	Human rights 
	2007
	No further action taken
	Alleged ANZ Bank’s support, through financing and provision of other financial services, of forestry businesses in PNG which were engaging in systemic serious human rights abuses, environmentally devastating logging practices and illegal conduct, was in breach of the Guidelines. 
The NZ NCP conducted an initial assessment and concluded that there was not a sufficient link to New Zealand in the request and that the specific instance did not merit further examination by the NZ NCP. The complaint concerned ANZ National Bank Ltd which is a subsidiary of the ANZ Banking Group Ltd multinational enterprise, headquartered in Melbourne, Australia. The NZ NCP viewed the Australian NCP was better placed to handle the specific instance and alerted it of the complaint. In 2006, the Australian NCP had examined a similar specific instance described in the complaint to the NZ NCP, and officials understand that there was ongoing contact between the Australian complainants, ANZ Banking Group Ltd and the ANCP. (No final statement required by the Guidelines prior to 2011.)
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