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05. Can the employee under investigation bring legal
action to stop the investigation?

Australia
Author: Joydeep Hor , Kirryn West James , Chris Oliver

The respondent has several rights including the right to have the complaint investigated in a fair, impartial
and adequate manner, to hear the allegations in full and to not be victimised. However, there is no avenue
for a respondent to bring legal action to stop a procedurally fair investigation.

In 2014, Australia introduced an anti-bullying jurisdiction which gave the Fair Work Commission (FWC) the
powers to issue a Stop Bullying Order. There have been circumstances where it has been successfully
argued that an investigation itself amounted to bullying and accordingly the respondent applied to the FWC
for a Stop Bullying Order to suspend the investigation.

Last updated on 25/09/2023

Austria
Author: Michaela Gerlach , Sonia Ben Brahim

If the investigated employee believes that individual measures violate his rights, he or she can defend him
or herself against them, but he or she cannot stop the entire investigation.

In principle, the employee has various rights such as access, rectification, erasure and the right to contest
the processing of his or her data (articles 12-17 and 21 GDPR). Should these principles be violated, the
employee has the right to lodge a complaint with the data protection authority.

Last updated on 29/09/2023

Belgium
Author: Nicolas Simon
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This is only possible if the employee claims that his or her rights (eg, the right to privacy) are violated by
the investigation (but this will merely limit the investigation methods) or if he or she finds that the
investigation constitutes an abuse of rights. In any case, it will be very hard for an employee to completely
halt the investigation.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Brazil
Author: Patricia Barboza , Maury Lobo

Employees are not legally prohibited from bringing legal action, but because investigations are within an
employer’s powers, a legal action to broadly stop an investigation (as opposed to an injunction to prevent a
limited measure within an investigation, such as the review of private messages) would likely be deemed
groundless.

Last updated on 14/09/2023

China
Author: Leo Yu , Yvonne Gao , Tracy Liu , Larry Lian

There is no provision in the law which provides the employee the right to suspend or interrupt an
investigation by initiating a lawsuit. However, the employee who is suspended for investigation may
request to terminate the employment contract unilaterally and demand the employer to pay economic
compensation on the ground that the employer has not paid enough remuneration, and may initiate labor
arbitration and litigation accordingly, but such arbitration and litigation will not have the effect of
suspending or interrupting the investigation.
In addition, if the employee's privacy or personal information is improperly disposed of during the
investigation, the relevant evidence obtained during the suspension investigation may be deemed as
illegal evidence by arbitral tribunals and courts, and the employer may also be exposed to relevant legal
liabilities for the infringement of privacy, etc.

Last updated on 29/11/2023

Finland
Author: Anu Waaralinna , Mari Mohsen

The employee does not have a legal right to stop the investigation. The employer must fulfil its obligation
to investigate the alleged misconduct.

Last updated on 15/09/2022
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Author: Pascale Lagesse , Valentino Armillei

An internal investigation is not a police enquiry or a judicial instruction; there is no legal provision enabling
an employee to stop the investigation. At the same time, there is no legal provision enabling the employer
to force an employee to be interviewed. Interviewing an employee within the context of an internal
investigation is also not a disciplinary matter. Therefore, the employee has no right to be assisted by
another employee or an employee representative. The employee could, however, lawfully request the
presence of their lawyer, especially if the company’s lawyer is part of the investigation team.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Germany
Author: Hendrik Bockenheimer , Susanne Walzer , Musa Müjdeci

There is no general legal remedy against the conduct of the investigation itself. However, if individual
measures are carried out in violation of the law (eg, data protection rules), the employee can take legal
action against the specific measure through an interim injunction. In addition, the employee has the right to
complain to the works council and ask for the works council's support if he feels that the employer has
discriminated against him, has treated him unfairly, or that he has been adversely affected in any other
way (section 84 paragraph 1 s 2, German Works Constitution Act (BetrVG)).

Additionally, the works council has the right to take legal action against investigative measures that were
carried out in violation of its co-determination rights (see question 16).

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Greece
Author: Angeliki Tsatsi , Anna Pechlivanidi , Pinelopi Anyfanti , Katerina Basta

Although there is no specific legal provision, access to legal action and judicial proceedings cannot be
obstructed under any circumstances as this is a fundamental right under the Greek constitution. Thus, if an
employee manages to bring legal action to stop the investigation (eg, a prolonged investigation for a
frivolous complaint harms them), then the investigation may have to be temporarily paused or permanently
terminated depending on the court decision.
Last updated on 03/04/2023

Hong Kong
Author: Wynne Mok , Jason Cheng , Audrey Li

If the investigation is conducted in a manner that is contrary to an express term of the employment
contract or the implied obligation of trust and confidence of the employer under common law (please see
question 11), the employee may have a claim for breach of contract and possible remedies may include
declaratory and injunctive relief against the investigation.

Last updated on 15/09/2022
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India
Author: Atul Gupta , Kanishka Maggon , Kopal Kumar

An employee has very limited ability to bring legal action to stop the investigation, as no disciplinary
measure is taken against an individual during the investigation stage. The risk of claims or disputes
generally arises after the employer has taken disciplinary measures against the individual.

An employee could, however, bring claims in some circumstances – for example, if the individual has been
suspended without pay, or if the individual’s assets have been seized as part of the investigation without
following due process. Therefore, it is critical that robust internal guidelines are framed that lay out the
framework to follow in investigations to mitigate the risk of legal claims or disputes.  

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Ireland
Author: Bláthnaid Evans , Mary Gavin

Arguably yes, but it is the exception rather than the rule and it will depend upon the circumstances of the
case. Generally, courts would be slow to intervene in ongoing workplace investigations. However, an
employee may seek injunctive relief to prevent an investigation if they can show that the investigation is
being conducted in breach of a policy or breach of fair procedures to such an extent that there is no
reasonable prospect that the investigation's outcome(s) could be sustainable.

Last updated on 11/10/2023

Italy
Author: Giovanni Muzina , Arianna Colombo

In principle, no. However, if the employee believes that, during the workplace investigation, there is a
breach of his or her rights, he or she could act to protect them before the court (eg, through precautionary
urgency proceedings under Article 700 of the Italian Civil Procedure Code.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Japan
Author: Chisako Takaya

There are very few cases in which an employee subject to an investigation can file a legal proceeding to
have the investigation stopped. Theoretically, an employee may be able to file a lawsuit or a provisional
disposition to stop the investigation if he or she has a legal right to request that the company stop the
investigation, but usually a lawsuit or a petition for a provisional disposition alone will not stop an
investigation from proceeding. Although a provisional injunction would conclude in a relatively short period,
such a provisional injunction would be unlikely to be issued if the investigation is conducted properly.
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Last updated on 15/09/2022

Netherlands
Author: Barbara Kloppert , Mirjam Kerkhof , Roel de Jong

Usually there is some kind of regulation in place as a result of which the employee is obliged to cooperate
with the investigation. Nonetheless, there are examples whereby the employee refuses to cooperate.
Especially in workplace investigations it will be hard to be able to conduct an investigation in such a
situation.

There are, however, no possibilities for an employee to bring legal action in order or with the result to stop
the investigation. 

Last updated on 27/11/2023

Nigeria
Author: Adekunle Obebe

Generally, issues surrounding workplace investigations are usually embedded in either the employee’s
contract or handbook, which is binding on the employee. Thus, an employee cannot validly bring an action
to stop the investigation unless his rights as guaranteed by the Constitution, the Employee’s handbook, and
other laws such as a right to a fair hearing are violated during the investigation.

Consequently, the employee may apply to the National Industrial Court for an order of interim relief against
his or her employer restraining further prejudicial investigation.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Philippines
Author: Rashel Ann C. Pomoy

There is generally no legal remedy for an employee to stop a workplace investigation as it is the
prerogative of management to conduct it. Nevertheless, if the employee alleges violation of any specific
law or contractual provision in the conduct of the investigation, the employee may be able to seek judicial
relief for violation of the law or contract, and ask for interim relief.

Last updated on 26/01/2023

Poland
Author: Wioleta Polak , Aleksandra Stępniewska , Julia Jewgraf

This is unlikely. Theoretically, an employee can file a claim against an employer concerning the
infringement of personal rights in the course of an investigation and a motion to secure his or her claims,
which would consist of an employer being forced to suspend the proceedings, but in practice we have not
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encountered such a situation.

Last updated on 20/04/2023

Portugal
Author: André Pestana Nascimento

The employee under investigation can only bring legal action after the investigation is finished and if the
employer has applied a disciplinary sanction.

According to article 329(7) of the Portuguese Labour Code, the employee may submit a complaint to the
immediate superior officer that applied the sanction or may resort to a dispute resolution procedure as
provided for by the applicable collective bargaining agreements or the law (this is uncommon, however).

Furthermore, should a company dismiss an employee in breach of the legal requirements described above,
the latter may take legal action against the company within 60 days of the date of termination of his or her
employment agreement. The employee may also choose to file a preliminary injunction against the
employer seeking immediate (albeit provisional) reinstatement.

Notwithstanding this, if the employee can prove that they suffered damages as a result of being subject to
an abusive and illegal investigation, they may file a complaint with the Labour Authorities or bring a claim
against the employer and demand the payment of compensation for the damages caused.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Singapore
Author: Jonathan Yuen , Doreen Chia , Tan Ting Ting

The employee under investigation is entitled to apply to the Court to stop the investigation. However, the
employee bears the legal burden of showing that the employer has, for instance:

1. failed to comply with the organisation’s grievance policy;
2. committed a serious breach of natural justice; and/or
3. breached the implied term of mutual trust and confidence when investigating the matter, and that

such a breach will, unless remedied, cause such prejudice to the employee that it would be more just
for the investigation to be stopped than to be allowed to continue.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

South Korea
Author: Hyunjae Park , Paul Cho , Jihay Ellie Kwack , Kyson Keebong Paek

An employee under investigation cannot bring legal action (eg, an injunction) to stop a workplace
investigation. However, there have been instances where an employee under investigation raised legal
challenges concerning the investigation (eg, breach of privacy). Please see question 19. While the company
would not be legally compelled to stop the investigation when legal challenges are raised, they may face
penalties under the relevant laws if it is determined they have committed a violation.
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Last updated on 15/09/2022

Spain
Author: Sergio Ponce , Daniel Cerrutti

No, an employee under investigation has no direct legal option to stop an investigation. This is because
conducting an enquiry is within the employers’ legally acknowledged powers, attached to their capacity to
manage their business and enforce employment contracts and internal policies.
Notwithstanding the above, if the investigation breaches an employee’s rights (privacy, dignity,
remuneration, etc), the individual could:

file a lawsuit aimed at stopping said breach (and potentially seeking an award for damages); or
file a claim with the Labour Inspectorate with the same purpose.

The result, in this case, would stop the enquiry.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Sweden
Author: Henric Diefke , Tobias Normann , Alexandra Baron

No. It should, however, be noted that the employee under investigation may claim a right to rectification
under article 16 of the GDPR and its right to object to processing under article 21 of the GDPR. This may
give the employee under investigation an undesirable opportunity to withhold evidence and obstruct or
impede the investigation. The risk of these rights being exercised is, however, considered to be low.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Switzerland
Author: Laura Widmer , Sandra Schaffner

The accused could theoretically request a court to stop the investigation, for instance, by arguing that
there is no reason for the investigation and that the investigation infringes the employee's personality
rights. However, if the employer can prove that there were grounds for reasonable suspicion and is
conducting the investigation properly, it is unlikely that such a request would be successful.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Thailand
Author: Ratthai Kamolwarin , Norrapat Werajong

There is no mechanism in place to take legal action to halt an investigation. The investigation is an internal
process of the employer.
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Last updated on 15/09/2022

Turkey
Author: Elvan Aziz , Gülce Saydam Pehlivan , Emre Kotil , Osman Pepeoğlu

There is no specific remedy provided under Turkish law to stop the investigation. One may consider
requesting an injunction from a court for this purpose, but it is less likely that such a request would be
successful. This is because investigations are often conducted for fact-finding purposes and to obtain an
injunction the claimant will need to prove that this fact-finding exercise will pose a great risk and cause
irreparable harm to the employee.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

United Kingdom
Author: Phil Linnard , Clare Fletcher

Not usually, unless the investigation is being conducted in breach of a contractual policy (as sometimes
happens in the NHS, for example), or if the investigation is not adjourned pending the outcome of criminal
proceedings, and the employee can show that failure to do so is a breach of either an express term or the
implied term of trust and confidence. The latter would be rare, but possible if the employee can
demonstrate a real danger of a miscarriage of justice (see question 21).

Last updated on 15/09/2022

United States
Author: Rachel G. Skaistis , Eric W. Hilfers , Jenny X. Zhang

In general, private sector employees have considerably fewer rights vis-à-vis a company-led internal
investigation than their public sector counterparts. This is because many US states are “at will”
employment states, which means that, absent an employment contract that provides otherwise, an
employee can be terminated for any reason not prohibited by statute or public policy. Depending on the
specific circumstances, however, an employee who is the subject of an internal investigation could bring or
threaten legal action according to contract or tort principles to stop an investigation. An employee may also
challenge an investigation because it was conducted in violation of certain federal, state or foreign laws, for
example, the use of polygraph tests in violation of the Employee Polygraph Protection Act or foreign data
privacy laws.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Vietnam
Author: Stephen Le , Trang Le

The employee can only bring legal action to stop the investigation if he or she claims that his or her rights
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have been clearly and blatantly violated during the investigation. However, the employee bears a heavy
legal burden of proof to substantiate his or her claims. Based on our experience, most of the time, it is very
difficult for the employee to prove this and successfully stop the investigation.

Last updated on 25/09/2023

23. Should the investigation report be shared in full,
or just the findings?

Australia
Author: Joydeep Hor , Kirryn West James , Chris Oliver

The investigator should prepare a written report setting out whether the allegations are substantiated,
unsubstantiated or cannot be determined due to insufficient evidence. This report should be used for
internal purposes only. Accordingly, the report should not be shared with the complainant, respondent or
witnesses unless required by law, the employer’s policies or another industrial instrument. It is particularly
important not to share the investigation report should the employer wish to maintain privilege in respect of
the report.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Austria
Author: Michaela Gerlach , Sonia Ben Brahim

The employer should determine the intended recipients and format of the report in advance. In many
cases, it may be advisable to publish only the results of the investigation to protect the privacy and
reputation of the individuals concerned, as this may help to minimise any potential negative impact on
them.

However, under certain circumstances or due to legal requirements, full disclosure of the investigation
report may be required, especially if transparency and disclosure are necessary to maintain public or
investor confidence.

Last updated on 29/09/2023

Belgium
Author: Nicolas Simon

It is recommended to limit the communication to the findings and details of the report that are necessary
for the employee to fully understand the outcome. This is especially true if the investigation is bound by a
duty of confidentiality (eg, under the whistleblowing rules), as the employee should not be allowed access
to the full report.

Last updated on 15/09/2022
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Brazil
Author: Patricia Barboza , Maury Lobo

There is no legal requirement or recommendation for the company to share the full or partial report or
findings. It is also not a recommended measure. Therefore, unless the internal rules determine that the
company must do it, any answer to queries should be limited to the fact that the investigation was
concluded, and the company took the appropriate action.

Last updated on 14/09/2023

China
Author: Leo Yu , Yvonne Gao , Tracy Liu , Larry Lian

For the employee: As mentioned in our response to question 22, the relevant laws and regulations in the
PRC do not impose any obligation on an employer to share investigation report (including the findings) with
its employee, unless otherwise expressly provided in its internal rules and regulations that the employer
may share with its employee any investigation report or findings that do not involve trade secrets or
another person's privacy or personal information. Therefore, the employer has the discretion to decide
whether and to what extent to share the investigation report based on its business management needs.
For the police/regulatory authorities: In general, an employer shall provide a complete report according to
the law as required by the authority handling the case. It is recommended that the employer should
conduct a detailed review of the investigation authority and the information contained in the evidence
collection documents issued by the authority, and communicate with the authority to specify the scope of
assistance and evidentiary materials to be provided. Although the employer cannot refuse to provide
relevant evidentiary materials to the investigation authority on the grounds that such evidentiary materials
involve trade secret or personal privacy, it still needs to carefully assess the relevance of the evidentiary
materials to the facts of the case and timely communicate with the authority to confirm and narrow the
scope of providing evidence as much as possible. If necessary, the employer can consult professional
lawyers to provide professional opinions. In addition, we suggest that the employer may also try to require
the investigation officer to sign a confidentiality letter, and file the investigation materials involving trade
secret or personal privacy, the reasons thereof, etc., for the purpose of reducing legal risks faced by the
employer.

Last updated on 29/11/2023

Finland
Author: Anu Waaralinna , Mari Mohsen

The employee under investigation may only be informed of the conclusions.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

France
Author: Pascale Lagesse , Valentino Armillei

at CGM

at Jingtian & Gongcheng

at Roschier

https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/patricia-barboza
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/maury-lobo
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/leo-yu
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/yvonne-gao
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/tracy-liu
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/larry-lian
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/anu-waaralinna
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/mari-mohsen
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/pascale-lagesse
https://www.internationalemploymentlawyer.com/profiles/valentino-armillei


There is no obligation to share the investigation report. The findings, or a summary of them without
revealing any confidential information, may be disclosed, but it is the employer’s responsibility to keep the
identity of every person interviewed confidential.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Germany
Author: Hendrik Bockenheimer , Susanne Walzer , Musa Müjdeci

Generally, general data protection regulations apply. This means that, after the investigation, the
information described in question 22 must only be provided if the employee requests it.

Whether, in the context of such a request, the full report needs to be shared is disputed in Germany. Some
legal scholars and labour courts argue that a summary of the content of the report is sufficient. Others
state that the employee should be presented with the full report, whereby passages that do not concern
him should be redacted. In practice, it is highly uncommon to share the full report with the employee.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Greece
Author: Angeliki Tsatsi , Anna Pechlivanidi , Pinelopi Anyfanti , Katerina Basta

There is no explicit legal provision stating the whole report must be communicated with the employee
under investigation. The legal framework (L.4990/2022 and L.4808/2021) is governed by strict
confidentiality obligations and obligations to protect the complainant’s data. From a data protection
regulation perspective, it could be argued that the right of the person under investigation to know the
identity of the complainant, witnesses or sources of information should be limited to protect the rights of
such persons.
However, if the outcome of the investigation leads to the imposition of disciplinary measures, the right of
the employee under investigation to request the whole investigation report, to aid in their defence is
enhanced. Moreover, if a complaint is made in bad faith or is unfounded, it may be supported that the
employee under investigation is entitled to receive full documentation so he or she can seek adequate legal
protection or file an action before the courts.

Last updated on 03/04/2023

Hong Kong
Author: Wynne Mok , Jason Cheng , Audrey Li

The employer is generally not obliged to share the investigation report or the findings with the employee
under Hong Kong law, absent any express obligations under the employment contract.

However, according to the PDPO, the content of the investigation report or meeting minutes related to the
employee (including any findings and opinions expressed in such documents) are likely to constitute the
personal data of the employee under investigation. In that case, the employee may have a right under the
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PDPO to obtain a copy of such documents by making a statutory data access request after the workplace
investigation is completed. The employer’s obligation to comply with such request is subject to certain
exemptions under Part 8 of the PDPO, which include (among others) an exemption on the provision of
personal data held for the prevention, preclusion or remedying of unlawful or seriously improper conduct,
and the disclosure of which would be likely to prejudice the said purpose or directly or indirectly identify the
person who is the source of the data.[1] Therefore, where there is a parallel criminal proceeding or
investigation that has not been concluded, the employer may reject an employee’s data access request on
the basis that the requested disclosure may prejudice the prevention and remedy of the unlawful conduct.
Further, any information protected by legal privilege is also exempt from disclosure under Part 8 of the
PDPO.[2]

If the requested documents also contain the personal data of any other third parties (such as other co-
workers of the employee who have also participated in the investigation), the employer should always
redact or erase such data before providing the requested documents to the employee under investigation,
unless the relevant third parties have consented to the disclosure of the data.

 

[1] PDPO sections 20 and 58(1)(d).

[2] PDPO sections 20 and 60.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

India
Author: Atul Gupta , Kanishka Maggon , Kopal Kumar

Please see question 22.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Ireland
Author: Bláthnaid Evans , Mary Gavin

The investigation report should be shared in full, unless there is some specific reason for not doing so. One
example is where there is a possibility of a criminal investigation; in that instance, it may be appropriate
not to share the full report. Occasionally, there may be several respondents involved in the complaint, and
each respondent may only be entitled to the report that relates to them.

Last updated on 11/10/2023

Italy
Author: Giovanni Muzina , Arianna Colombo

There is no general obligation of the employee to share an investigation report with the employee: only if
and when disciplinary action is brought against the employee, the latter must be informed precisely of the
allegations (but, once again, without being entitled to review the investigation report). In court, employees
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may ask for an exhibition of documents, including the investigation report, if not already filed by the
employer, to use in its defence (but such request is not necessarily automatically granted by the court, as
certain requirements must be met.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Japan
Author: Chisako Takaya

There is no legal obligation to share reports of findings. Therefore, the company may share only the
summary or the entire report at its discretion.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Netherlands
Author: Barbara Kloppert , Mirjam Kerkhof , Roel de Jong

Employers are typically not required to share the investigation report with implicated persons or other
employees involved in an investigation. Depending on the nature and subject of the investigation, the
principle of due care may require an employer to share (draft) investigative findings before concluding on
such findings.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Nigeria
Author: Adekunle Obebe

The employer needs to balance the interests of the employee investigated, and the interests of other
persons involved in the investigation such as the complainant and witnesses. Thus, the employer may
either share the findings of the investigation or the full investigation report, provided that the identities of
all other persons involved in the investigation are kept confidential.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Philippines
Author: Rashel Ann C. Pomoy

The employer is not compelled to share its investigation report with the employee. However, it would be
ideal for the company to keep in its records a comprehensive report that details the findings of the
investigation. This would be useful during the administrative disciplinary process when the employee
requests to be informed of the substantive grounds for his or her eventual termination.

Last updated on 26/01/2023
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Poland
Author: Wioleta Polak , Aleksandra Stępniewska , Julia Jewgraf

It does not need to be shared with the employees at all. It may be shared only to the extent such a
disclosure will not violate any law, including personal data protection law or personal rights.

Last updated on 20/04/2023

Portugal
Author: André Pestana Nascimento

If the employee is accused by the employer, they will be entitled to consult the entire investigation report
and not just the findings, as well as the witnesses' depositions, which should be in writing, and any other
sources of information that were used by the employer

Even though the law is silent in this respect, courts have ruled that if this is not complied with, the
employee’s right of defence would be deemed to be disrespected.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Singapore
Author: Jonathan Yuen , Doreen Chia , Tan Ting Ting

It would suffice for a summary of the investigation’s findings to be shared with the complainant and the
respondent employees.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

South Korea
Author: Hyunjae Park , Paul Cho , Jihay Ellie Kwack , Kyson Keebong Paek

As discussed in question 22, when taking disciplinary action against an employee based on the outcome of
an investigation, the company would need to disclose sufficient detail on the employee’s wrongdoing.
However, this does not mean that the full investigation report would need to be shared with the employee
to be disciplined. Key details of the investigation findings that apply to the relevant employee due to be
disciplined should be shared, and not other findings concerning other persons.

There is also no requirement under Korean law for a company to disclose the investigation report or
investigation findings to the whistleblower. If the company discloses the personal identity of the target
employees, such disclosure could constitute a violation of the PIPA , libel or defamation under the Criminal
Code. If the whistleblower strongly requests that the company share the investigation report or the
findings, the company may consider providing a summary of the key findings concerning the allegations
that the whistleblower raised, without disclosing personal information.

Last updated on 15/09/2022
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Spain
Author: Sergio Ponce , Daniel Cerrutti

Since workplace investigations are not regulated in Spain, there are no clear rules as to the amount of
information on the investigation that would need to be shared with an employee if the company was
compelled to disclose the enquiry (see questions 11 and 22). A good rule of thumb is that an employee
should have access to all the information that is relevant to be in a position to oppose the alleged
breaches.
Moreover, if the disciplinary measures taken were challenged before a Labour Court – employees in Spain
tend to challenge these types of measures – the plaintiff could request the Labour Court to order the
company to produce all of the investigation details, including the findings and the full investigation report.

Finally, companies will normally have an interest in producing a report that clearly states the moment in
which the fact-finding exercise was concluded and the company had a full picture of the facts. This is
because the statute of limitations to sanction employment breaches, which ranges from 10 to 60 days
depending on the seriousness of the misconduct, starts to count when the company has a comprehensive
view of the events (which would coincide with the date the investigation report was issued).

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Sweden
Author: Henric Diefke , Tobias Normann , Alexandra Baron

There is no obligation to share the investigation report, neither in full nor key findings, with the involved
parties. An assessment needs to be made in each case of what is appropriate to share and with whom.

When sharing an investigation report, certain data protection considerations must be made. A purpose and
legal basis for the sharing must be established and, in principle, documented.

If the Swedish Whistleblowing Act applies, the duty of confidentiality and the restrictions on access to and
disclosure of personal data must be considered (see question 10).

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Switzerland
Author: Laura Widmer , Sandra Schaffner

In principle, there is no obligation to disclose the final investigation report. Disclosure obligations may arise
based on data protection law vis-à-vis the persons concerned (eg, the accused). Likewise, there is no
obligation to disclose other documents, such as the records of interviews. The employee should be fully
informed of the final investigation report, if necessary, with certain redactions (see question 22). The right
of the employee concerned to information is comprehensive (ie, all investigation files must be disclosed to
him).[1] Regarding publication to other bodies outside of criminal proceedings, the employer is bound by its
duty of care (article 328, Swiss Code of Obligations) and must protect the employee as far as is possible
and reasonable.[2]
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[1] Nicolas Facincani/Reto Sutter, Interne Untersuchungen: Rechte und Pflichten von Arbeitgebern und
Angestellten, in: HR Today, to be found on: <Interne Untersuchungen: Rechte und Pflichten von
Arbeitgebern und Angestellten | hrtoday.ch> (last visited on 27 June 2022).

 

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Thailand
Author: Ratthai Kamolwarin , Norrapat Werajong

It depends on with whom the investigation report should be shared. If there is a court case or criminal case
to be further investigated by police, the investigation report should be shared in full as this would be used
as documentary evidence to make a case stronger. On the contrary, if the investigation report is requested
by the employee under investigation, employers are entitled to use their discretion as to what information
to share.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

Turkey
Author: Elvan Aziz , Gülce Saydam Pehlivan , Emre Kotil , Osman Pepeoğlu

There is no legal requirement for the disclosure of the investigation report in full. If the investigation report
needs to be submitted to the court, public institutions or other third parties, measures may need to be
taken to protect confidentiality or to comply with the confidentiality requests of the persons participating in
the investigation.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

United Kingdom
Author: Phil Linnard , Clare Fletcher

The answer to this depends on whether or not privilege attaches to the report, as well as whether criminal
proceedings are contemplated – if so, there may be a danger of waiver of privilege, or witness evidence
being contaminated if they have an opportunity to read each other’s evidence as part of the report. This
could inhibit the fairness of any subsequent criminal trial.

Last updated on 15/09/2022

United States
Author: Rachel G. Skaistis , Eric W. Hilfers , Jenny X. Zhang

Only the findings should be shared with the complainant and the subject of the complaint.
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Last updated on 15/09/2022

Vietnam
Author: Stephen Le , Trang Le

There is no obligation to share the investigation report or the findings unless the employer and employee
agree to do so.

However, under Decree No. 13/2023/ND-CP on personal data protection, the contents of the investigation
report or findings related to the employee are likely to constitute the personal data of the employee under
investigation. In that case, the employee may have a right under the said Decree to obtain copies of such
documents by making a statutory data access request after the workplace investigation is completed.
Where the employer is required to provide such documents to the employee under Decree No. 13/2023/ND-
CP but the requested documents also contain the personal data of any other third parties (such as the
employee’s co-workers who participated in the interview during the investigation), the employer should first
redact or erase such data before providing the requested documents, unless the relevant third parties have
consented to the disclosure of their personal data.

Last updated on 25/09/2023
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