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1. Introduction

[bookmark: _Toc228180509]1.1 	Focus of the evaluation
Directive (EU) 2019/1937 on the protection of persons who report breaches of Union law (hereafter ‘the Directive’) entered into force in December 2019. It was introduced in response to growing concerns that the existing legal framework across the EU was inadequate, due to being fragmented at national level and limited to specific EU-level sectors. 
The European Commission is currently performing an evaluation of Directive 2019/1937 on the protection of persons who report breaches of Union law. This Directive is an instrument to ‘enhance the enforcement of Union Law and policies in specific areas’ in a wide range of areas, as described in Article 2[footnoteRef:1].  [1:  Namely: public procurement; financial services, products and markets, and prevention of money laundering and terrorist financing; product safety and compliance; transport safety; protection of the environment; radiation protection and nuclear safety; food and feed safety, animal health and welfare; public health; consumer protection; protection of privacy and personal data, and security of network and information systems; breaches affecting the financial interests of the Union; and, finally, breaches relating to the internal market, including breaches of EU competition and State aid rules, as well as breaches rules of corporate tax. ] 


The European Commission has invited the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) to contribute to this evaluation from the point of view of national social partners and civil society organisations, which the EESC represents at EU level. To this end, the EESC conducted an online questionnaire and carried out physical and virtual fact-finding visits to five selected EU countries to collect information and views from the mentioned stakeholders.

In its Evaluation Report, the EESC examines whether, how, and to what extent Directive 2019/1937 has strengthened the enforcement of European Union (EU) law and policies while respecting the fundamental rights guaranteed by the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. Fundamental rights are, on the one hand, a core component of EU law; on the other hand, breaches of these rights affect the public interest and therefore can merit protection under the Directive. 
[bookmark: _Toc65094376]It is also important to remember that the Charter does not expand EU law beyond the EU’s existing powers, and it does not create new powers or tasks for the EU or change those already defined in the Treaties. 

[bookmark: _Toc228180510]1.2 	Methodology and study group
The EESC’s methodology for its evaluation reports is guided by the Commission’s Better Regulation Guidelines[footnoteRef:2], with its reports using two of the three criteria mentioned in Tool 47 of the Better Regulation Toolbox[footnoteRef:3]: effectiveness and relevance. In addition, the EESC’s evaluation reports also consider the added value of civil society involvement in the policy at hand.  [2:  	https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/d0bbd77f-bee5-4ee5-b5c4-6110c7605476_en?filename=swd2021_305_en.pdf.]  [3:  	https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/88ebf8bb-79c1-4cf2-975b-c643dcc766f8_en?filename=BRT-2023-	Chapter%206-How%20to%20carry%20out%20an%20evaluation%20and%20a%20fitness%20check_0.pdf.] 


The three criteria can be understood as follows: 
· Effectiveness: considers how successful EU action has been in achieving (or progressing towards) its objectives.
· Relevance: looks at the relationship between the needs and problems in society and the objectives of the intervention; relevance analysis requires consideration of how the objectives of an EU intervention correspond to wider EU policy goals and priorities. 
· Added value of civil society involvement: assesses the level of involvement of civil society in the design, monitoring, implementation and evaluation of the EU legislation in question.

In practice, the EESC’s evaluation reports provide organised civil society’s input into an ongoing evaluation by the European Commission.
A study group of 12 EESC members collected the views of civil society organisations, public authorities and social partners’ representatives through two channels: five fact-finding visits in selected Member States and a targeted online questionnaire.
The group conducted a series of virtual and in-person visits to five countries, chosen with a view to geographical and political diversity and the composition of the study group itself. The countries selected reflected a diverse range of legal and institutional arrangements concerning market surveillance and the protection of consumer rights. 

The study group was comprised of the following members: 
· Mira-Maria Danisman – Employers’ Group. Head of EU office, Federation of Finnish Enterprises
· Jean-Michel Pottier – Employers’ Group. Employment and training officer of the Confederation of Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises (Confédération des Petites et Moyennes Entreprises, CPME)
· Isabel Yglesias – Employers’ Group. EU Affairs Director, CEOE
· Marie Zvolská – Employers’ Group. European affairs advisor of the Confederation of Employers and Entrepreneurs Associations of the Czech Republic (KZPS)
· Giulia Barbucci – Workers’ Group. European and international policy department of the CGIL (Italian General Confederation of Labour). Rapporteur
· Pascal Debay – Workers’ Group. Special Educator at the Association for Integration and Social Reintegration in Nancy, General Confederation of Labour (CGT)
· Ellen Nygren – Workers’ Group. Trade Union Official, Swedish Trade Union Confederation (LO)
· Zoi Tzotze-Lanara – Workers’ Group. Head of the international relations department of the Greek General Confederation Of Labour (GSEE)
· Elena-Alexandra Calistru – Civil Society Organisations’ Group. President of Funky Citizens
· Maciej Dawid Kunysz – Civil Society Organisations’ Group. Vice-Chair of the EKOSKOP Association, President of the Podkarpackie Federation of Citizens’ Organisations PARASOL, Vice-Chair of the Council for Public Benefit Activities
· Christian Moos – Civil Society Organisations’ Group. Divisional Director (European and International Affairs), German Civil Service Association (dbb); Secretary-General of Europa-Union Deutschland; representative of the German National Network for Civil Society at European level; board member of the European Movement Germany (EBD)
· Juliane Marie Neiiendam – Civil Society Organisations’ Group. Member of the Board of the Women’s Council in Denmark; President of VIRKSOMME kvinder (Female SMEs); Regional chair of IDA Copenhagen; MSc in Engineering and MBA with emphasis in marketing and leadership. President of the Study Group
· Silvia Borelli – advisor to the rapporteur
Additionally, secondary data (gathered from the EESC’s past work on the subject) was also analysed.

[bookmark: _Toc228180511]1.3 	Fact-finding meetings

The fact-finding meetings included semi-structured interviews with local civil society organisations, representatives of public authorities and representatives of social partners, generally following the thematic structure of the questionnaire. 
The sample of Member States selected by the study group was based on criteria adopted by the EESC Bureau on 13 December 2022. The European Commission was also informed about the sample.
The evaluation report focused on five selected Member States – Denmark, France, Latvia, Italy and Romania.
The countries were selected with a view to:
· a political spread, to reflect recent EU enlargement, the diversity of national enforcement models and stakeholder involvement; and 
· a geographical spread.
The EU Member States selected for this evaluation report, in which in-person or virtual fact-finding meetings took place, were the following: 
· Latvia (13 February 2026);
· Romania (2 March 2026); 
· Italy (2 March 2026);
· Denmark (5 March 2026);
· France (5 March 2026).

Out of the total of 84 organisations consulted throughout this evaluation, 67 were consulted in the five country visits.

[bookmark: _Toc228180512]1.4 	Questionnaire
The questionnaire was created on the EU Survey online portal using a combination of question formats (filter questions, closed and open-ended questions, grids, etc.). The questionnaire was open from 13 January 2026 to 16 March 2026.
The aim of the questionnaire was to complement the information obtained from the fact-finding meetings. Composed of 27 questions (and additional sub-questions), the questionnaire was sent to organisations in the Member States that had been selected for the fact-finding meetings (and not only to the organisations participating in those meetings, but also to other relevant organisations).

The questionnaire was completed by 40 organisations. Public authorities constituted the largest group, accounting for 33% of respondents (13 out of 40), followed by civil society organisations at 25% (10). Workers’ organisations represented 18% of respondents (7). Business and employer organisations were the least represented among the questionnaire respondents at 10% (4 answers). Some respondents classified themselves in the ‘Other’ category, representing 15% (6 answers). This group included a diverse mix of stakeholders such as independent administrative authorities, sector associations, volunteer organisations, private companies, media with an associative status, and government bodies under ministries.



The survey captured perspectives from five EU Member States. Denmark accounted for the largest share, with 30% of respondents (12 out of 40), followed by France at 23% (9) and Italy at 20% (8). Latvia contributed 18% (7), while Romania represented the smallest share at 10% (4).

Regarding the profile and expertise of respondents, 26 out of 40 (65%) reported having experience working on cases of whistleblowing which have developed after the transposition of the Directive. 



Those who had experience with whistleblowing cases which have developed after the transposition of the Directive reported broad and cross-sectoral experience, often covering multiple legal and policy areas simultaneously. Several highlighted working either as national authorities, external reporting bodies, advisors or CSOs, dealing with whistleblowing cases across both public and private sectors. The most common area mentioned was labour law and employment-related issues, including workplace safety and social security. Many cases also involved corruption, integrity breaches and misconduct in both public and private sectors. Other frequently cited fields include taxation and financial misconduct, environmental protection and public sector governance. Additional areas mentioned are human rights, discrimination, data protection, competition law and sector-specific fields such as banking, energy and food safety. 






[bookmark: _Toc228180513]2.	Policy overview

[bookmark: _Toc228180514]2.1. General overview

Background and context
Directive (EU) 2019/1937 on the protection of persons who report breaches of Union law (hereafter ‘the Directive’) entered into force in December 2019. It was introduced in response to growing concerns that the existing legal framework across the EU was inadequate, due to being fragmented at national level and limited to specific EU-level sectors. Civil society organisations and trade unions[footnoteRef:4] have consistently called for EU-wide legislation on the protection of whistleblowers acting in the public interest. Moreover, recent whistleblowing cases[footnoteRef:5] have attracted significant public attention, which underscored the need for a harmonised legal framework at EU level.  [4:  Such as Transparency International, Eurocadres, the European Public Service Union and the European Federation of Journalists.]  [5:  See the cases of the Panama Papers, Dieselgate, Wikileaks, Luxleaks and Cambridge Analytica.] 

In 2017, a special Eurobarometer survey found that although 5% of Europeans experienced or witnessed corruption, 81% did not report it, mainly due to fear of retaliation. The same year, the Commission’s public consultation reported that 85% of respondents believed that workers very rarely or rarely report concerns about threat or harm to the public because of fear of legal and financial consequences. This has created a twofold issue of infringement on freedom of expression, as well as an impairment to the enforcement of EU law. 
This Directive is the first overarching piece of legislation to introduce common minimum standards in the EU, although it is not the first European legal text relating to whistleblowers. It builds on previous EU sector-specific legislation[footnoteRef:6], the European Court of Human Rights case law[footnoteRef:7] and Council of Europe standards, namely the PACE Resolution 1729(2010)[footnoteRef:8] and the 2014 Recommendation[footnoteRef:9]. The text also situates whistleblower protection within the broader human rights framework, affirming the right to freedom of expression as guaranteed by the EU Charter and the European Convention on Human Rights.  [6:  See Commission Implementing Directive on Regulation No 596/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council as regards reporting to competent authorities of actual or potential infringements of that Regulation [2015] OJ L332/12; Directive 2016/943 on the protection of undisclosed know-how and business information (trade secrets) against their unlawful acquisition, use and disclosure [2016] OJ L157/1; Directive (EU) 2016/1164 of 12 July 2016 laying down rules against tax avoidance practices that directly affect the functioning of the internal market.]  [7:  See Halet v. Luxembourg, Gawlik v. Liechtenstein, Guja v. Moldova.]  [8:  The Resolution invites all Member States to review their legislation concerning the protection of whistleblowers.]  [9:  Outlines 29 principles on confidentiality, protection from retaliation, and reporting procedures.] 

Overall, the Directive was well received by the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union[footnoteRef:10], as well as the Council of Europe. [10:  The European Parliament adopted the provisional agreement on 16 April 2019 with 591 votes in favour, 29 against and 33 abstentions. As for the Council of the European Union, 26 members voted in favour and two abstained.] 


EESC opinion on whistleblowing (SOC/593)
The 2018 EESC opinion Strengthening whistleblower protection at EU level (SOC/593) recognises whistleblower protection as a crucial tool not only for safeguarding individuals but also for helping companies address unlawful and unethical practices. It stresses that the Directive’s scope should be broad and regularly evaluated to ensure it effectively protects the general interest. The EESC encourages Member States to go beyond the minimum standards set by the Directive.
The EESC urges the Commission to revise the legal basis of the Directive to explicitly include workers’ rights under Article 153 TFEU. The Committee also advocates extending protection to former employees, trade union representatives and legal persons, and recommends their explicit inclusion in the Directive. It emphasises the role of trade unions throughout the reporting process, both in supporting whistleblowers and negotiating internal procedures through social dialogue. The Committee also calls for robust protections against retaliation, including full compensation for damages without national variability, and urges Member States to include social issues like workplace harassment under whistleblower protection. 
The EESC called for clearer wording regarding the burden of proof, stating that it should suffice for whistleblowers to show they have made a report. It strongly recommends including an explicit non-regression clause to prevent any weakening of existing national protections because of the Directive’s implementation.
Overall, it can be assessed that the final text of the Directive (see below) is in line with many of the EESC’s core recommendations (personal scope, anti-retaliation measures, burden of proof, non-regression). However, the Directive has remained limited to breaches of EU law, no worker-rights legal basis under Article 153 TFEU was added, and the trade unions’ structural role was not anchored.

Presentation of the text of the Directive
As per Article 1[footnoteRef:11] of the Directive, its purpose is to ‘enhance the enforcement of Union law and policies’ and establish minimum common standards to protect individuals who report breaches of EU law. In terms of the material scope as set out in Article 2(1)[footnoteRef:12], the Directive covers breaches falling within the competence of the EU in the following areas:  [11:  Directive (EU) 2019/1937 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2019 on the protection of persons who report breaches of Union law, p.18.]  [12:  IBID, pp.18-19.] 

(i) public procurement;
(ii) financial services, products and markets, and prevention of money laundering and terrorist financing;
(iii) product safety and compliance;
(iv) transport safety;
(v) protection of the environment;
(vi) radiation protection and nuclear safety;
(vii) food and feed safety, animal health and welfare;
(viii) public health;
(ix) consumer protection;
(x) protection of privacy and personal data, and security of network and information systems.

The Directive also applies to breaches affecting the financial interests of the EU as referred to in Article 325 TFEU[footnoteRef:13] and those relating to the internal market, as referred to in Article 26(2) TFEU[footnoteRef:14]. The latter includes breaches of EU competition and State aid laws, as well as internal market violations involving corporate tax abuses. Articles 3(2) and 3(3) clearly state that the Directive does not interfere with the application of EU or national laws concerning the protection of classified information, legal and medical professional privilege, the secrecy of judicial deliberations, or rules on criminal procedure. [13:  Consolidated versions of the Treaty on European Union (‘TEU’) and of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (‘TFEU’), pp.190-191.]  [14:  IBID, p.61.] 

While the Directive does not refer to nor define what a ‘whistleblower’ would be, it defines a ‘reporting person’ in Article 5(7) as anyone who reports breaches learned through work-related activities. It covers a broad range of individuals, including public and private sector workers (full-time, part-time, fixed-term), civil servants, shareholders, management, self-employed persons, volunteers, trainees, subcontractors and suppliers. Protection also extends to anonymous reporting persons who are later identified and retaliated against, those who have ended or not yet started their working relationship, and to third persons who are connected with the reporting persons.
To qualify for protection, reporting persons must have reasonable grounds to believe the reported information is true and falls within the Directive’s material scope, and they must report it internally, externally or publicly[footnoteRef:15]. While Article 7(2) ‘encourages’ internal reporting ‘before reporting through external reporting channels’, Articles 10, 11 and 12 allow for external reports. Thus, the Directive avoids a ‘mandatory internal reporting first’ rule, in line with what the EESC recommended. Public disclosures are protected only if no action follows internal and external reports, or if the breach poses an imminent danger to the public interest. Private sector organisations with over 50 employees must establish internal reporting channels, and Member States must ensure designated authorities are in place for external reporting. [15:  In accordance with Article 7, Article 10 and Article 15, respectively.] 

The Directive obliges Member States to implement strong safeguards against retaliation, which includes a broad list of retaliatory actions such as dismissal, demotion or harassment. They are also required to offer support measures, including legal advice and financial assistance, and to uphold whistleblowers’ rights to a fair trial.
The text states that Member States may adopt or maintain more protective provisions for reporting persons and that the Directive must not reduce existing safeguards in areas covered. In the explanatory memorandum accompanying its initial proposal for the Directive, the Commission had emphasised that whistleblower protection will raise the overall level of protection of workers, in line with the aims of the European Pillar of Social Rights and in particular its principles 5 (fair working conditions) and 7b (protection in case of dismissals). It also recognised the key role of social partners in promoting good governance, shaping reporting procedures and supporting whistleblowers.

State of play of implementation
Member States had until 17 December 2021 to transpose the Directive, with an optional extension until 17 December 2023 for private sector entities with 50-249 employees. According to the European Commission[footnoteRef:16], all Member States have completed the transposition, with most having done so in 2023. Estonia and Poland were the last to complete the transposition in 2024. By the first deadline, only Malta, Portugal and Sweden had adopted and notified complete transposition measures. The Commission issued 24 letters of formal notice[footnoteRef:17] in January 2022 due to delays in implementing national measures. In March 2023, the Commission referred six Member States[footnoteRef:18] to the Court of Justice of the European Union for failure to transpose the Directive and failure to notify transposition measures, asking the Court to impose financial penalties. [16:  European Commission (2024), Report on the implementation and application of Directive (EU) 2019/1937,https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/7cc63350-88c9-4c0b-a46e-04fc11e673e7_en?filename=COM_2024_269_1_EN_ACT_part1_v6.pdf.]  [17:  All other Member States except for Malta, Portugal and Sweden.]  [18:  Czechia, Germany, Estonia, Luxembourg, Hungary and Poland all received financial penalties.] 

In its 2024 Report, the Commission has stressed “that the lack of confidential reporting channels and appropriate protection has a chilling effect on potential whistleblowers, with negative impacts far beyond the Directive itself”[footnoteRef:19]. The Commission’s Report shows as well “that the transposition of the Directive needs to be improved on certain key areas, such as the material scope, the conditions for protection and the measures of protection against retaliation, in particular the exemptions from liability and the penalties”[footnoteRef:20]. [19:  European Commission (2024), Report on the implementation and application of Directive (EU) 2019/1937, p. 10.]  [20:  European Commission (2024), Report on the implementation and application of Directive (EU) 2019/1937, p. 10.] 

The Commission has also noted widespread delays and gaps in transposition, particularly regarding the material scope, protection conditions and liability exemptions. As stated in the Commission’s 2024 report on the implementation and application of the Directive, some Member States have failed to include the protection of certain groups, such as trainees, volunteers, contractors or suppliers, in their national law. Many also limited the definitions of ‘workers’ and ‘self-employed’ by not referencing EU Treaty provisions, undermining consistent application across the EU. The Commission warns that inadequate implementation weakens both whistleblower protections and broader enforcement of EU law.
As part of its continuous monitoring, the Commission led a consultation from 21 August 2025 to 18 September 2025 to gather stakeholders’ views about the Directive. This will be used to inform the full evaluation, which is due by 2026.

[bookmark: _Toc228180515][bookmark: _Toc172878352]2.2. Implementation in the selected Member States
The following section presents a brief overview of the implementation of the Directive in each of the selected Member States.

[bookmark: _Toc228180516]Denmark
The EU Whistleblowing Directive was implemented in Denmark by the Act on the Protection of Whistleblowers (APW) which was adopted on 24 June 2021, and which came into force on 17 December 2021. It represents Denmark’s first comprehensive and cross-sector framework governing whistleblowing systems and the legal protection of whistleblowers. Before the adoption of this Act, Denmark did not have a unified or general statutory regime dedicated specifically to whistleblower protection. Denmark was the first EU country to transpose the EU Whistleblowing Directive into national law[footnoteRef:21]. [21:  https://www.fieldfisher.com/en/insights/the-eu-whistleblowing-directive-a-danish-perspecti.] 


Reporting matters covered
The APW has a broader material scope than the Directive, and in addition to the reporting matters covered in the EU Whistleblowing Directive, the APW allows for reporting of any serious violations of Danish law and other serious matters[footnoteRef:22]. [22:  https://www.whispli.com/eu-directive-whistleblowing/denmark/.] 

Under the APW, protected disclosures may also concern:
1. other serious offences; and 
2. other serious matters
For these ‘other serious offences’ or ‘other serious matters’, the APW requires that the wrongdoing be significant in nature to fall within its protection. In practice, companies and organisations may assess whether the disclosure would be in the public interest when determining if the seriousness threshold is met.
Examples of conduct that will generally be covered under the APW include:
· Criminal offences, such as breaches of statutory confidentiality, misappropriation of funds, theft, fraud, embezzlement or bribery;
· Serious or repeated breaches of other laws, for example, violations of the Public Administration Act, the Freedom of Information Act, or data protection legislation;
· Serious or repeated violations of administrative law principles, including the principles of inquiry, equality, objectivity and proportionality;
· Non-compliance with professional standards that may pose a risk to health or safety;
· Sexual harassment and other forms of serious workplace harassment;
· Severe interpersonal conflicts at work, such as prolonged or grave harassment between colleagues.
Conversely, reports that concern minor or trivial violations, or matters relating solely to the whistleblower’s own employment conditions, are generally not covered under the scope of the Whistleblower Act. This framing emphasises that the law targets serious wrongdoing affecting the public interest, rather than ordinary workplace grievances[footnoteRef:23]. [23:  https://clemenslaw.dk/en/aktuelt/hvilke-forhold-kan-en-whistleblower-indberette-om/.] 


Legally required channels of reporting
According to the APW, whistleblowers have access to various reporting methods: 
1. Internal whistleblowing mechanisms
Employers with 50 or more employees are required to establish an internal whistleblowing system. This system allows employees to report matters covered by the APW section 1(1), cf. section 9(1) of the APW.   

2. External whistleblowing mechanisms
Denmark has established three independent and autonomous external reporting mechanisms, which operate under the supervision of the competent authorities to receive and handle whistleblower reports:
· The Danish Data Protection Agency (Datatilsynet) operates an external channel for reports under section 17(1) APW;
· The Danish Police Intelligence Unit and the Danish Defence Intelligence Service each operate separate external channels for reporting breaches within their respective areas of responsibility, pursuant to sections 17(2) and 17(3) APW;
· Additional sector-specific external mechanisms have also been established for certain regulated industries.
All internal and external channels must allow whistleblowers to submit reports either in writing or orally, or both. Where requested by the reporting individual, oral reporting must be possible through a physical meeting arranged within a reasonable timeframe, as stipulated in sections 10 and 18(1) APW[footnoteRef:24]. [24:  Microsoft Word – ENG international study whistleblower protection Questionnaire (Denmark), p.10.] 


Mandatory procedure
Under the APW, employers falling within the scope of the legislation are required to establish secure internal reporting mechanisms for handling whistleblower disclosures. These mechanisms must be designed and operated in a way that safeguards the confidentiality of the whistleblower’s identity, as well as the identity of any third parties mentioned in the report and must prevent access by unauthorised personnel. The system must also allow for anonymous reporting[footnoteRef:25]. [25:  https://clemenslaw.dk/en/aktuelt/whistleblowerloven-a-z/.] 

Internal reporting channels must enable submissions either in writing, orally or through a combination of both. Where requested by the reporting person, oral reporting must be facilitated through a physical meeting within a reasonable timeframe (section 10 APW).
Employers are required to appoint an impartial individual or department responsible for managing the whistleblowing process (section 11(1) APW). This designated party must receive reports, maintain communication with the whistleblower, ensure appropriate follow-up and provide feedback.
Procedurally, the employer must acknowledge receipt of a report within seven days (section 12(2) APW). Reports must be handled diligently, and feedback must be provided as soon as possible and no later than three months from the acknowledgement of receipt.
In addition, employers must make clear and easily accessible information available to employees regarding both internal and external reporting procedures (section 13(1) APW). This includes guidance on when internal reporting is encouraged, particularly where the issue can be effectively addressed internally and where there is no perceived risk of retaliation, as well as information on how to report externally, including to relevant EU institutions where applicable[footnoteRef:26]. [26:  Microsoft Word – ENG international study whistleblower protection Questionnaire (Denmark), p.9.] 


Protection measures for whistleblowers
The APW grants protection to individuals who submit reports in good faith. Whistleblowers are safeguarded against retaliatory actions, meaning any adverse or disadvantageous treatment that occurs because they made a disclosure.
If a whistleblower demonstrates that they have submitted a report and subsequently experienced negative treatment, the burden shifts to the employer. In such cases, it is the employer who must establish that the measures taken were unrelated to the whistleblowing and did not constitute retaliation[footnoteRef:27]. [27:  https://www.mofo.com/gdpr-european-privacy/whistleblowing/whistleblower-qa.] 


Penalties and sanctions
The APW establishes financial penalties for both individuals and legal entities in cases of non-compliance. Individuals who violate the confidentiality obligations under the Act or who intentionally submit false information may be subject to a fine, unless more severe sanctions apply under other relevant Danish legislation.
Legal entities may also incur fines if they fail to establish and properly operate internal whistleblowing channels in accordance with the statutory requirements. This includes situations where organisations do not adequately handle or investigate reports or fail to provide the required follow-up and feedback to whistleblowers.
Any fines are imposed by the Danish courts. Furthermore, legal entities may, in certain circumstances, incur criminal liability under the Danish Criminal Code for non-compliance with the obligations set out in the Act[footnoteRef:28]. [28:  IBID.] 


Publicity campaign activity
The Ministry of Justice has provided official guidance and explanatory materials on the application of the Act[footnoteRef:29]. According to the OECD, ‘Denmark has also taken steps to enhance its efforts to raise public awareness of the available reporting channels, protections, confidentiality guarantees and the scope of misconduct that can be reported. The National Whistleblower Scheme conducted an advertisement campaign in 2023 in three trade journals, emphasising that employees can anonymously make reports or direct questions to this agency. The campaign contained a link and a QR code directing to the National Whistleblower Scheme’s website. This website provides information on the whistleblower protection framework[footnoteRef:30].’ Furthermore, the authorities expressed willingness to take an OECD recommendation into account in future initiatives to further raise awareness of the whistleblower protection framework.  [29:  https://www.justitsministeriet.dk/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Vejledning-for-whistleblowere.pdf.]  [30:  OECD Anti-Bribery Convention Phase 4 Follow-Up Report on Denmark (EN).] 

The Danish authorities operate a National Whistleblower Scheme under the Danish Data Protection Authority. The scheme has been promoted through its website and a rebranding and clarification of its broader mandate in 2023 was followed by a significant rise in reports in 2024, which the reporting authority links to increased public awareness of where and how to report concerns[footnoteRef:31]. Section 9 of the APW embeds mandatory internal awareness‑raising within organisations, which could also be a source of increased awareness.  [31:  Denmark’s National Whistleblower Scheme Sees Significant Growth in 2024.] 
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Legal background
The Waserman Law: extension of the Sapin II Law (2016) and alignment with Directive (EU) 2019/1937
The French system for the protection of whistleblowers was established, in particular, by Law No 2016-1691 of 9 December 2016, known as the Sapin II Law, which defined the concept of whistleblower and established internal, external and public reporting channels, accompanied by guarantees of protection.
Law No 2022-401 of 21 March 2022, known as the Waserman Law, amended and strengthened that regime in order to transpose Directive (EU) 2019/1937 on the protection of persons who report breaches of Union law, by aligning French law with European standards while preserving certain more protective characteristics of national law (in particular beyond breaches of EU law alone, including breaches of the general interest).

General evaluation in the light of Directive (EU) 2019/1937
France enshrined whistleblower protection in its legal order as early as 2016, i.e. before the adoption of the 2019 Directive. The Waserman Law of 2022 thus illustrates a transposition without regression, preserving and strengthening pre-existing national safeguards, and going beyond the minimum requirements laid down by the Directive.

The main features of French law in relation to the Directive include[footnoteRef:32]: [32:  EU Whistleblowing Monitor, France adopts new whistleblowing law, https://whistleblowingmonitor.eu/france-adopts-new-whistleblowing-law/.] 

· An extended material scope: protection shall also apply to reports that harm the public interest, including in the absence of a breach of EU or national law;
· Protection of reporting facilitators, including non-governmental organisations assisting the whistleblower;
· Civil and criminal immunities granted to the whistleblower;
· Support measures, including financial and psychological assistance and legal costs;
· Dissuasive sanctions, including personal liability of perpetrators of retaliation, punishable by fines of up to EUR 60 000 and imprisonment of up to three years.

Definition of ‘whistleblower’ and material scope
French law adopts a broad definition[footnoteRef:33] of whistleblower, leading to a broad material scope. Unlike the Directive (Article 2), French legislation is not based on an exhaustive list of areas covered. [33:  Article 6.-I. – A whistleblower is a natural person who reports or discloses, without direct financial consideration and in good faith, information relating to a crime, offence, threat or harm to the public interest, a breach or an attempt to conceal a breach of an international commitment duly ratified or approved by France, a unilateral act of an international organisation taken on the basis of such a commitment, European Union law, law or regulation. Where the information has not been obtained in the course of the professional activities referred to in Article 8 (I), the whistleblower must have had personal knowledge of it. Law No 2022-401 of 21 March 2022 (Waserman Law).] 

Under French law, a whistleblower is any natural person who reports or discloses, in good faith and without direct financial consideration, information relating to:
· a crime or an offence;
· a threat or harm to the public interest (beyond breaches of EU law only – broader than the scope of the Directive);
· a breach (same scope as the Directive), or an attempt to conceal a breach (broader scope than the Directive), of:
· an international commitment regularly ratified or approved by France (beyond EU law alone);
· a unilateral act of an international organisation taken on the basis of such an undertaking;
· European Union law;
· French law or regulation (extension allowed by the Directive).

Protected persons
The transposition of the Directive through the Waserman Law of 2022 (amending the Sapin II Law of 2016) has significantly extended the categories of protected persons, beyond the whistleblower in the strict sense:
· Facilitators, natural or legal persons assisting the whistleblower in reporting (trade unions, CSOs, colleagues, legal advisors);
· Persons related to the whistleblower who may suffer retaliation in a work-related context;
· Legal persons controlled by the whistleblower, where retaliation is indirectly directed at those entities.
This extension takes into account indirect or collective forms of retaliation.

Reporting channels and procedures
French law maintains the architecture at three levels resulting from the Sapin II Law, specified by the Waserman Law:
1) Internal reporting:
Reporting to the employer or via a dedicated internal system.
2) External reporting:
Reporting to a competent authority or the Defender of Rights, who plays a central role of guidance and protection.
3) Public disclosure:
Disclosure to the public or to the media authorised in particular in the event of:
· lack of appropriate treatment following an alert;
· serious and imminent danger to the public interest;
· the risk of retaliation or concealment of evidence.

The reform removed the requirement for a strict order between internal and external reporting, increasing flexibility and legal certainty. Anonymous reporting shall be permitted, subject to confidentiality and data protection safeguards.

Protection against retaliation

(a) Safeguards against retaliation
Any form of retaliation, whether direct or indirect, shall be prohibited, in particular:
· dismissal or disciplinary action;
· discrimination, harassment or intimidation;
· unfavourable contractual measures or professional blacklisting.
The protection covers a wide range of employment situations (employees, public employees, self-employed persons, job applicants, trainees, shareholders, subcontractors).
The burden of proof is reversed: Once the allegation of retaliation has been made, it is for the employer or authority to demonstrate that the contested measure has no connection with the report.

(b) Exemption from civil and criminal liability
The whistleblower shall enjoy civil and criminal immunity if:
· the person had reasonable grounds to believe that the information was true;
· the disclosure was necessary for the protection of the public interest;
· the legal conditions for reporting were met.

The Waserman Law specifies that this immunity also covers access, removal or transmission of documents strictly necessary for the alert.

Enforcement and redress
(a) Judicial and provisional measures
The courts may order:
· the payment of a provision for costs;
· the suspension of retaliatory measures;
· compensation for material and non-material damage.


(b) Role of the Defender of Rights
The Defender of Rights:
· refers whistleblowers to the appropriate channels;
· certifies their status;
· assists them in the event of a dispute or retaliation;
· publishes annual reports to Parliament.

It is a central, independent and institutionalised protection hub.
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Directive (EU) 2019/1937 was transposed into Italian law by Legislative Decree No 24 of 10 March 2023 (‘Whistleblowing Decree’) as part of Italy’s implementation of EU law on whistleblower protection. 
· The Decree was published in Gazzetta Ufficiale No 63 on 15 March 2023 and entered into force on 30 March 2023. 
· It implements Directive (EU) 2019/1937 on the protection of persons reporting breaches of Union law and applies to reporting of violations of both EU and national law. 
Prior to the Directive’s implementation, whistleblowing was already regulated in Italy:
· In the public sector by Law No 179/2017;
· In the private sector under Legislative Decree No 231/2001 (corporate criminal liability framework).
Legislative Decree 24/2023 repealed and replaced these fragmented provisions, introducing a unified system aligned with EU standards. Therefore, whistleblowing was not a new concept in Italy, but the Directive significantly broadened and harmonised the framework[footnoteRef:34]. [34:  https://www.ibanet.org/origin-and-legislative-evolution-of-whistleblowing-in-italy.] 


Key elements of the implementation
The Italian implementing law establishes procedures for reporting violations and incorporates the Directive’s minimum standards for protecting persons making reports. It aligns Italian law with the EU requirements for confidential reporting channels, protection from retaliation, and obligations on organisations to act on reports[footnoteRef:35]. [35: https://portolano.it/en/newsletter/portolano-cavallo-inform-compliance/italy-transposed-european-directive-whistleblowing-main-requirements-developments. ] 

However, civil society and expert commentators have raised concerns[footnoteRef:36] [footnoteRef:37] that certain parts of Italy’s implementation may not fully respect all aspects of the Directive, possibly undermining the level of protection or not fully meeting EU requirements, notably on scope and certain protections, and potentially violating the Directive’s non-regression clause (which prevents backsliding relative to existing national protections)[footnoteRef:38].  [36:  https://www.transparency.it/analisi-whistleblowing. ]  [37:  https://www.cms.hr/wp-content/uploads/Liberties_Rule_of_Law_Report_2025.pdf. ]  [38:  https://www.transparency.it/images/whistleblowing/2024_Letter_Transparency_International_Italy_to_European_Commission.pdf. ] 


While the implementing law is now in force, the European Commission’s 2024 report on the application of the Directive (covering all Member States) highlighted remaining implementation challenges across the EU, and similar concerns may exist in Italy regarding effective compliance and enforcement[footnoteRef:39]. The issue of whistleblower protection remains important in Italy not only from a regulatory standpoint, but also in public debates about transparency and accountability in both public and private sectors. [39:  https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/96bd2f63-3937-11ef-b441-01aa75ed71a1/language-en. ] 


Scope and covered matters[footnoteRef:40] [40:  https://www.ice.it/en/whistleblowing. ] 

Under the Whistleblowing Decree, reportable matters include breaches of:
· EU law and national law that harm public interest or the integrity of public or private bodies;
· Acts or omissions damaging safety, public health, environmental protection, financial or product market integrity, public procurement, consumer protection, etc. 
Italy’s language mirrors the Directive’s goals, which cover EU law violations in fields like public procurement, financial services, transport safety, environmental protection, data protection, consumer protection, etc. (as set out in the Directive text). 
The Decree protects a broad range of persons who report breaches in a work-related context, including[footnoteRef:41]: [41:  https://www.enav.it/en/sites/public/en/Governance/Traduzione-di-FAQ--Whistleblowing.html. ] 

· Employees (public and private), consultants, freelancers;
· Volunteers, interns, shareholders, administrators and persons holding governing or supervisory roles. 
This closely aligns with the Directive’s definitions of protected reporting persons (which include employees and other persons in work-related relationships reporting breaches of EU law). (Directive text reference: Art. 4).

Exclusions
Italy’s whistleblowing regime does not protect:
· Reports involving classified state secrets or national security issues;
· Disclosures that breach specific confidentiality regimes (e.g., professional legal secrecy).
While not explicitly detailed in the main sources above, national practice follows the Directive’s allowance for Member States to exclude matters affecting national security. (Directive text reference: Art. 3(2)).

Mandatory reporting channels[footnoteRef:42] [footnoteRef:43] [footnoteRef:44] [42:  https://www.slc.it/post/whistleblowing.]  [43:  https://www.mimit.gov.it/it/amministrazione-trasparente/altri-contenuti/corruzione/whistleblowing.]  [44:  https://www.salute.gov.it/new/it/amministrazione-trasparente/whistleblowing/.] 

Legislative Decree 24/2023 requires at least three levels of reporting:
1. Internal reporting channels established by obligated entities;
2. External reporting to a designated authority;
3. Public disclosure, under limited circumstances. 

Internal channels
Organisations (public bodies and private entities with 50+ employees) must establish internal reporting mechanisms that:
· Allow written reports (e.g., encrypted platforms) or oral reports;
· Safeguard the confidentiality of whistleblower identities using secure methods. 
Outsourcing of channel operation can be permitted so long as confidentiality and independence are assured.

External reporting
Italy designates the Autorità Nazionale Anticorruzione (ANAC) as the authority to receive and handle external whistleblower reports. 
· ANAC’s role includes handling reports from those who prefer to report outside internal systems and supervising compliance. 
ANAC also represents Italy in European cooperation networks on integrity and whistleblower protection.

Public disclosure
Whistleblowers may publicly disclose breaches where internal/external channels are ineffective, or when there is imminent danger or risk of retaliation, in line with provisions from the Directive.

Protections against retaliation[footnoteRef:45] [45:  https://www.enav.it/en/sites/public/en/Governance/Traduzione-di-FAQ--Whistleblowing.html.] 

Italian law adopts the Directive’s core protections against retaliation:
· Employment sanctions, dismissals, harassment, discrimination and other adverse retaliation are prohibited;
· Confidentiality of the whistleblower’s identity is maintained;
· Reverse burden of proof applies when retaliation is alleged. (Directive text reference: Art. 19-22; reflected in Italy through ANAC policies and protections.)
External resources note that ANAC actively handles whistleblower retaliation cases and enforces related sanctions. 

Penalties and sanctions[footnoteRef:46] [46:  https://www.lcalex.it/en/the-decree-implementing-the-directive-on-whistleblowing-published-in-the-official-gazette/.] 

ANAC may impose administrative sanctions on entities that fail to:
· establish required internal channels;
· protect reporting persons;
· maintain reporting confidentiality;
· manage reports in accordance with legal requirements. 
False reporting with wilful misconduct may result in disciplinary or ancillary legal consequences.
Administrative fines may range (depending on the violation) from approximately EUR 10 000 up to EUR 50 000.

Institutional implementation and awareness
· ANAC issued whistleblowing Guidelines under Resolution No 311 on 12 July 2023, laying out detailed procedures for reporting and protections[footnoteRef:47].  [47:  https://www.mim.gov.it/web/basilicata/whistleblowing.] 

· Public sector bodies (e.g., Presidency of the Council) have established internal reporting channels in compliance with the Decree[footnoteRef:48].  [48:  https://presidenza.governo.it/AmministrazioneTrasparente/AltriContenuti/Whistleblowing/index.html. ] 
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The EU Whistleblowing Directive was implemented in Latvia by the new Whistleblowing Law, which was adopted on 20 January 2022 and came into legal effect on 4 February 2022. The new Whistleblowing Law replaced the previous one, which was adopted on 11 November 2018 and was effective between 1 May 2019 and 3 February 2022. Therefore, whistleblowing as a mechanism was known in Latvia before the official implementation of the EU Whistleblowing Directive[footnoteRef:49]. [49:  https://ellex.legal/eu-whistleblowing-directive-latvia/.] 


Reporting matters covered
Article 3 of the Whistleblowing Law describes reporting matters more broadly, making it possible to report any violations related to the public interest. In addition to the reporting matters covered in the EU Whistleblowing Directive, the Whistleblowing Law highlights other reporting matters, including:
1. omission, negligence of officials, abuse of the official position by them, or any other wrongful act;
2. corruption as well as violations of the provisions for financing of political organisations (parties) and their alliances and of the restrictions on pre-election campaigning;
3. squandering of financial resources or property of a public person;
4. tax evasion;
5. public health threat;
6. construction safety threat;
7. environmental safety threat, including actions affecting climate change;
8. radiation protection and nuclear safety;
9. labour safety threat;
10. public order threat;
11. infringements of human rights;
12.  violations of competition law and the regulations regarding aid for commercial activity;
13.  violations in the field of provision of goods and services, including in relation to safety and conformity;
14.  violations in relation to the internal market.
In Latvia, lawmakers have decided to exclude state secrets from the scope of the Whistleblowing Law, meaning that the disclosure of classified information is not considered whistleblowing under the law, and individuals remain legally responsible for such disclosures. While the EU Whistleblowing Directive and the Council of Europe’s Recommendation on Whistleblower Protection provide some discretion regarding reporting violations related to national security, this should not create significant obstacles to exposing wrongdoing in such areas or protecting whistleblowers[footnoteRef:50]. [50:  https://delna.lv/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Final_English-Whistleblowing-Law-Evaluation-Report.pdf, p. 16.] 


Legally required channels of reporting
According to Article 4 of the Whistleblowing Law, whistleblowers have access to various reporting methods, allowing them to choose the most suitable option. The availability of multiple reporting mechanisms expands whistleblowing opportunities, thereby facilitating the detection and prevention of violations. A whistleblower can use the following mechanisms: 
3. Internal whistleblowing system (internal reporting); 
4. Reporting to a competent authority (external reporting); 
5. Intermediary reporting through the whistleblower contact point or an association, foundation, trade union, or trade union federation. 
The Whistleblowing Law also provides the possibility of public disclosure under certain circumstances, such as reporting to the media. The law also clarifies that a failure to recognise a whistleblower’s report as such or a refusal to process it does not constitute a valid reason for leaving a violation unaddressed. Pursuant to Article 5(1) of the Whistleblowing Law, private entities can use the services of third parties to ensure operation of the internal whistleblowing system and handling of whistleblowers’ reports. Outsourcing can be ensured by law offices, auditors or other reliable external parties[footnoteRef:51]. State/municipal authorities and companies are not allowed to use outsourcing for internal reporting. [51:  https://ellex.legal/eu-whistleblowing-directive-latvia/.] 


Competent authorities
Since 1 May 2019, the State Chancellery has been the contact point for whistleblowers. Its role is to coordinate the establishment of whistleblowing mechanisms in the country and to promote whistleblowing and public awareness. Each year, data on whistleblowing and the protection of whistleblowers is compiled in annual reports.
The whistleblower contact point at the State Chancellery represents Latvia at the Network of European Integrity and Whistleblowing Authorities.

Mandatory procedure
Generally, the procedure for review and investigation of the reports is left to the companies’ discretion. However, the Whistleblowing Law provides that a company must observe some statutory procedures and deadlines when handling whistleblowing reports.
Pursuant to Article 7(2) of the Whistleblowing Law, companies must provide notification of the receipt of the report immediately, but no later than within seven days after the receipt of the report. Also, notification of acknowledgement must be provided to the whistleblower within three days after a decision to acknowledge the report as a whistleblower’s report is adopted.
Article 11(1) of the Whistleblowing Law provides that a whistleblower’s data must be pseudonymised immediately after the report is qualified as a whistleblower’s report. 

Protection measures for whistleblowers
The Latvian Whistleblowing Law has set up measures so that a whistleblower is afforded protection of identity, protection against adverse consequences resulting from whistleblowing and exemption from legal liability[footnoteRef:52]. [52:  https://delna.lv/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Final_English-Whistleblowing-Law-Evaluation-Report.pdf, p. 42-45.] 

Additional protective measures that facilitate the rights of the whistleblower include[footnoteRef:53]: [53:  https://ellex.legal/eu-whistleblowing-directive-latvia/.] 

· legal aid provided by the government;
· exemption from the payment of court costs in civil proceedings and from the payment of a state fee in administrative proceedings before a court;
· interim relief in civil proceedings and in administrative proceedings before the courts;
· appropriate compensation for damages for loss or personal injury, including moral injury;
· advice on the protection of their rights;
· exemption from the obligation to comply with the out-of-court procedure in administrative proceedings.
The Whistleblowing Law does not currently allow for anonymous whistleblowing, nor does it require institutions to review anonymous reports. The current legal framework requires whistleblowers to disclose their identity; a whistleblower must include their name, surname, address and other relevant contact details in the report[footnoteRef:54]. In case an anonymous whistleblower is subsequently identified as the whistleblower, he or she is subject to the statutory protection guarantees, including protection against adverse consequences. [54:  https://delna.lv/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/Final_English-Whistleblowing-Law-Evaluation-Report.pdf, p. 47.
EU Whistleblowing Directive: Latvia – Ellex,, Paragraph 12.] 

It is prohibited to create adverse consequences for a whistleblower, their relatives or any related persons due to whistleblowing. From the moment a whistleblower reports a concern in accordance with the law, they, their relatives, and related persons are entitled to the protection guarantees outlined in Article 10 of the law. If adverse consequences do occur, the burden of proof lies with the party responsible for causing them to demonstrate that the adverse effects experienced by the whistleblower, their relative, or related person are not connected to the whistleblower’s report[footnoteRef:55]. [55:  Ibid., p. 54; https://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/329680-whistleblowing-law, Article 13(3).] 


Penalties and sanctions
The Whistleblowing Law establishes administrative liability for the following offences:
· Creating adverse consequences for a whistleblower, their relative or an associated person;
· Knowingly providing false information through the whistleblowing mechanism or by disclosing such information publicly;
· Obstructing or attempting to obstruct whistleblowing, including interfering with the submission or review of a whistleblower report[footnoteRef:56]. [56:  https://likumi.lv/ta/en/en/id/329680-whistleblowing-law, Article 18.] 

Articles 200, 329 and 330 of the Criminal Act provide that a criminal liability may be imposed for breach of the duty of maintaining the confidentiality of the identity of reporting persons. Pursuant to Article 731 of the Civil Procedure Act, a procedural fine may be applied for bringing vexatious proceedings against whistleblowers, their family members, related parties or colleagues in relation to reporting. Article 298 of the Criminal Act provides that criminal liability may be imposed if retaliation results in filing a malicious report with the intention to initiate criminal proceedings against a whistleblower, family members or related parties in relation to reporting[footnoteRef:57]. [57:  EU Whistleblowing Directive: Latvia – Ellex, Paragraph 16.] 


Publicity campaign activity
Latvia’s government has run several coordinated public awareness efforts to explain and normalise the use of its national Whistleblowing Law, especially around and after the law’s first entry into force in 2019, and has continued to do so after introducing the new version of the Whistleblower Law as a consequence of the EU Directive[footnoteRef:58]. The aim of these campaigns was to inform the public as to what qualifies as whistleblowing, how to report and what legal protections exist and to change attitudes towards seeing whistleblowing as a public service, stressing its role in fighting corruption and protecting the public interest[footnoteRef:59]. These campaigns are part of a broader strategy in Latvia’s open government and anti‑corruption agenda, which links legal reforms with social change so that people feel safer and more motivated to report wrongdoing. Notable examples include See. Hear. Speak. (2019) and The Employee is not a Trifle (2021), aiming to educate citizens on reporting misconduct, combat corruption and build trust in the system, highlighting that it protects public interest violations like fraud, health risks and abuse of power, despite ongoing challenges in awareness and fear of retaliation, leading to calls for continued efforts, especially targeting specific groups.  [58:  ‘The Employee is not a Trifle’ campaign will raise citizens’ awareness of whistleblowing in the workplace | Ministru kabinets.]  [59:  Protecting Whistleblowers in the Fight Against Corruption – OpenStories.] 
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Overview: legal framework
Law No 361/2022: delayed transposition of the EU Directive
Romania transposed Directive (EU) 2019/1937 through Law No 361/2022 on the protection of whistleblowers in the public interest, which entered into force in December 2022. 

Romania failed to transpose the Directive within the required deadline (17 December 2021), leading the European Commission to initiate infringement proceedings for non-transposition. The first adopted version of the law was widely criticised by civil society[footnoteRef:60] and international observers for undermining core Directive safeguards, particularly regarding anonymous reporting and reporting channels. Following sustained pressure, including from EU institutions and CSOs, Romania amended the law through Law No 67/2023, notably relaxing restrictive provisions on anonymous reporting. [60:  EU Whistleblowing Monitor, New report highlights challenges in implementing whistleblower protection in Romania, 31 October 2023, https://whistleblowingmonitor.eu/new-report-highlights-challenges-in-implementing-whistleblower-protection-in-romania. ] 

Unlike a few other Member States, Romania did not have a comprehensive whistleblower protection framework prior to the Directive, although it had a law specifically focusing on whistleblowing in the public sector. The 2022 law therefore represents Romania’s first horizontal, cross-sectoral whistleblowing regime.

Overall assessment regarding Directive (EU) 2019/1937
Romania’s transposition ultimately resulted in a framework that is formally aligned with the Directive, but only after corrective amendments and under EU pressure. The Romanian approach can be characterised as minimal and compliance-driven, rather than anticipatory or more protective (‘gold plating’).
Key features of the Romanian law compared to the EU Directive include:
· A material scope largely aligned with the Directive’s minimum requirements;
· Protection for facilitators and related persons, as required by the Directive;
· Anti-retaliation safeguards broadly mirroring the Directive;
· More limited support measures than in Member States with higher standards;
· Initial regression risks (notably on anonymity), partially corrected in 2023.



Definition of ‘whistleblower’ and material scope
Under Law 361/2022, a whistleblower is defined as a natural person who reports or publicly discloses information on violations of the law obtained in a professional context, acting in good faith and having reasonable grounds to believe the information is true.
The Romanian law’s material scope covers:
· Violations of EU law in the areas listed in the Directive (public procurement, financial services, environment, public health, data protection, etc.);
· Violations affecting the financial interests of the EU;
· Violations relating to the internal market.
The law also extends protection to:
· Violations of national law, where these fall within the professional context defined by the statute.
However, Romanian law does not explicitly protect reports of ‘threats or harm to the public interest’ as a standalone category, nor does it broadly cover international commitments beyond EU law.

Protected persons
Law 361/2022 extends protection beyond the whistleblower to include:
· Facilitators, such as colleagues, trade unions or CSOs assisting the whistleblower;
· Persons connected to the whistleblower who may suffer retaliation (e.g. co-workers, relatives);
· Legal entities owned by or linked to the whistleblower that may be targeted indirectly.
These categories closely follow the Directive’s personal scope provisions.

Reporting channels and procedures
Romanian law establishes the three reporting channels required by the Directive:
1) Internal reporting
Mandatory for public authorities and for private entities with at least 50 employees. Procedures must ensure confidentiality and impartial handling.

2) External reporting
Reports may be submitted to designated competent authorities, depending on the sector concerned.

3) Public disclosure
Public disclosure is protected only under the conditions set out in the Directive, notably:
· lack of appropriate follow-up after reporting;
· imminent or manifest danger to the public interest;
· risk of retaliation or evidence concealment.

Anonymous reporting
The original 2022 law imposed restrictive conditions on anonymous reports, which limit examination of them. These provisions were widely criticised and amended by Law No 67/2023, which now requires authorities to examine anonymous reports where they contain sufficient information.

Protections against retaliation
a) Anti-retaliation safeguards
Romanian law prohibits retaliation in forms consistent with the Directive, including:
· dismissal or suspension;
· demotion or discrimination;
· harassment or intimidation;
· negative performance assessments.
Protection applies to employees, civil servants, trainees, contractors and other persons in a work-related context. The burden of proof is reversed once retaliation is alleged.

b) Civil and criminal liability exemptions
Whistleblowers are exempt from civil and criminal liability where:
· they had reasonable grounds to believe the information was true;
· reporting complied with legal conditions;
· disclosure was necessary to reveal the violation.
However, Romanian law is more cautious and less explicit than some Member States regarding immunity for document acquisition or transmission.

Enforcement and remedies
a) Judicial relief and remedies
Whistleblowers may seek:
· annulment of retaliatory measures;
· compensation for damages;
· reinstatement where applicable.
The law does not provide for extensive interim financial assistance or legal aid mechanisms comparable to more protective regimes.

b) Competent authority
Under Law No 361/2022, Romania designates the Agenția Națională de Integritate (ANI – National Integrity Agency) as a central competent authority responsible for receiving and processing external whistleblower reports and facilitating access to support measures. While the law also contemplates ‘other competent authorities’ within specific subject-matter areas, these bodies (e.g., Direcția Națională Anticorupție/DNA, Public Ministry units) do not themselves act as independent whistleblower reception authorities and instead receive referrals from ANI when reports fall within their prosecutorial or enforcement remit. 
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3.1	Information gathered in stakeholder meetings and written contributions

[bookmark: _Toc228180523]National Implementation Challenges and Scope Extension

Denmark 
Danish public authority representatives explained that Denmark transposed the EU Whistleblowing Directive through the Act on the Protection of Whistleblowers, which was adopted in June 2021 and implemented word‑for‑word, with deliberate over‑implementation to include any serious breaches of Danish law and any other serious matters. They explained that this approach was intended to avoid burdening individuals with the task of distinguishing between EU law breaches and national law breaches. Danish authorities noted that the Ministry of Justice manages the overall scheme and retains interpretative authority. They highlighted that the scheme’s mandate covers a broad spectrum of serious misconduct, including data security, environmental regulation, labour law breaches, tax law violations, public‑sector ethics failures and corporate governance issues. However, they acknowledged challenges in determining what constitutes a ‘serious violation’, they relied on expertise beyond the competence of the whistleblower unit, which necessitates consulting specialised authorities. 
Civil society organisations expressed divergent views on whether the Danish APW represents progress or regression. Some believed that the Directive and the APW strengthened whistleblower protection, but others argued the opposite, contending that the Danish implementation created excessive confidentiality obligations that can suppress disclosures on matters of significant public interest, such as fraud, tax evasion, environmental impacts and financial misconduct. These organisations maintained that, in practice, whistleblowers face barriers that deter them from raising concerns externally, especially to the media, and highlighted concerns that serious issues risk going unreported under the Danish approach. They also pointed to reduced transparency in oversight bodies, such as anonymised decisions by regulatory authorities, which they saw as weakening public accountability by preventing identification of repeat offenders. 
Danish social partners generally supported the Danish model, arguing that over‑implementation provides clarity and protects employees unsure about whether breaches fall under EU or Danish legal frameworks. They further highlighted that many Danish companies and public bodies already operated whistleblowing mechanisms prior to the Directive, which made the transition smoother. However, they observed that the Directive has not significantly changed workers’ behaviour, as pre‑existing labour‑market grievance structures remain widely used. Social partners emphasised that the APW appears to have had limited impact on the overall number of reports and that the whistleblowing system is still at a relatively early stage, especially regarding judicial interpretation and the development of compensation standards for retaliation.

France
French civil society organisations and social partners reported an overall positive assessment of the EU whistleblower protection framework and its transposition into national law, underscoring very clearly that and that the existing acquis should be preserved. In their view, reopening the text at European level would pose a real risk of lowering the level of protection. Social partners noted that it has helped structure the legal environment applicable to whistleblowers and clarify obligations relating to internal reporting mechanisms in companies and administrations. They highlighted that the transposing law refined the definition of a whistleblower by removing an earlier, ambiguous reference to ‘disinterest’ and replacing it with a requirement that the reporting person act without direct financial consideration. Several representatives underlined that the legal obligation to establish internal arrangements, coupled with the possibility of external reporting to competent authorities, has acted as a strong incentive for organisations to put mechanisms in place, even if some medium‑sized entities appear less controlled in practice. 
Civil society organisations and the authorities similarly considered the European Directive itself to be a sound and ambitious framework and described the national transposition as going beyond the Directive on several points. They pointed in particular to the broadening of the personal and material scope, the removal of the ‘disinterest’ condition in favour of a more precise criterion (no direct financial benefit), and the strengthening of safeguards against retaliation. Civil society actors emphasised that the national definition of a whistleblower is not strictly limited to the employment relationship and can cover, for example, elected officials or persons in other non‑standard positions who bring facts to light in the public interest. Authorities noted that the creation of a dedicated function within the Defender of Rights to deal with whistleblower cases, and the sharp rise in the number of cases handled each year, illustrate both the increased visibility of the regime and the growing expectations placed on it. 
Despite broadly welcoming the legal framework, stakeholders across all groups stressed that the main challenges now relate to implementation rather than normative design. Civil society organisations highlighted the lack of resources available to the institutions responsible for supporting and protecting whistleblowers, including the Defender of Rights, sectoral regulators and specialised associations, which face a significant increase in cases without proportionate staff or funding. They also pointed to a lack of training for judges, lawyers, labour inspectors and administrative officials on the specificities of the whistleblower regime, which can lead to inconsistent decisions or a late legal recognition of protected status (including in some cases where otherwise recognised at administrative level). Authorities confirmed that reports received do not always fall clearly within the legal scope, often combining issues of harassment, individual conflict, ethics or administrative malfunction, and that this diversity of content can blur public understanding of what whistleblowing entails. 
A further structural difficulty identified by civil society and the authorities was the absence of comprehensive, reliable public data on alerts and their follow‑up. They explained that while some statistics exist for external channels, there is no official data collection covering all internal and external mechanisms. Attempts to gather information from organisations on the existence and use of internal schemes have produced limited results, and informal centralisation by certain institutions and associations cannot replace an official system. Stakeholders highlighted that this scarcity of data severely restricts the capacity to evaluate the overall functioning of the framework, identify gaps, understand patterns of reporting and retaliation, and develop targeted policy responses.

Italy 
Trade union representatives highlighted that whistleblowing protection was not a new concept in Italy, given the pre-existing rules in the public sector and in the corporate criminal liability framework, but that the recent legislative decree transposing the EU Whistleblower Protection Directive has significantly broadened and unified the system. Trade union stakeholders from Italy considered that this new, more coherent framework has moved the national system closer to EU minimum standards while consolidating disparate provisions.
According to Italian trade union representatives, the Directive’s focus on protecting reports made in the public interest is particularly relevant in a national context characterised by corruption risks and complex interactions between public authorities and private entities, especially in sectors such as finance and public administration. These stakeholders stressed that the Italian production system is highly fragmented and dominated by micro- and small enterprises, which makes it difficult to ensure that the extended protections effectively reach workers in small workplaces where the identity of a reporting person can be quickly inferred.
Employer representatives confirmed that, from the business perspective, implementation of Legislative Decree 24/2023 has required a substantial effort but it has also contributed to legal clarity. Employer stakeholders noted that most medium and large enterprises falling under the Directive have already established internal reporting channels and adopted written procedures, and they regarded the national decision to link whistleblowing rules to the existing corporate liability regime as a way to clarify the legal base and reduce fragmentation.
Civil society and professional organisations also underlined that the national transposition has turned a previously fragmented legal landscape into a more unified system. These civil society stakeholders pointed out that Italy had already introduced whistleblowing rules in the public sector and within the corporate liability framework, but considered that the new decree now provides a single reference framework that extends protection to a broader range of persons in work-related contexts and clarifies the obligations of organisations to establish channels, guarantee confidentiality and prevent retaliation.

Latvia 
Public authority representatives underlined that a dedicated whistleblowing law was already in place several years before the EU Whistleblower Protection Directive and that this early start has facilitated transposition. They stressed that the Latvian Whistleblowing Law has a very broad material scope, allowing the reporting of any violation affecting the public interest, and not only those sectors listed in the Directive. This scope has now been further extended to cover all categories of persons mentioned in the Directive, including workers, self-employed persons, shareholders, board members, contractors, subcontractors and volunteers, as well as relatives and other related persons and even legal entities associated with the reporting person. Public authority representatives considered that these extensions reflect real patterns of retaliation, which can target both individuals and their close environment. At the same time, they emphasised that the concept of whistleblowing remains anchored in work-related activities and that reports must concern issues of public interest rather than purely individual employment disputes.
Latvian public authority representatives noted that the Directive mainly prompted refinements rather than structural changes to the national system. Amendments adopted shortly before the fact-finding visit clarified definitions, formally recognised additional categories of protected persons and confirmed the obligation to establish internal channels in public bodies and private entities above certain thresholds. Public authority representatives and trade union representatives agreed that, on paper, the Latvian framework now goes beyond the EU minimum standards. However, all stakeholder groups underlined that practice does not yet fully match this ambitious legislation, notably due to limited awareness, uneven capacity and persistent fears of retaliation. Latvian civil society representatives described Latvia as a frontrunner from a legal point of view, but stressed that culture, trust and implementation still require sustained efforts.
Latvian business representatives generally accepted the current scope of national legislation and did not call for immediate changes, but they cautioned against further extensions that could increase regulatory complexity and administrative burdens, especially for companies already subject to multiple compliance regimes. They stressed that many medium and large companies in Latvia had internal mechanisms for reporting concerns even before the Directive, and that the transposition process was essentially one of formal alignment. From their perspective, the main implementation challenge is to maintain a balance between effective protection of whistleblowers and the competitiveness of enterprises, particularly in a small economy where regulatory changes can have disproportionate effects. Several business representatives therefore favoured allowing the existing model to stabilise before considering additional extensions to the scope.



Romania
Several civil society representatives underlined that, in their view, the transposition of the Whistleblower Protection Directive has resulted in a perceived decrease in protection compared with the previous national framework. Before transposition, a 2004 Romanian law on whistleblowing in the public sector allowed reports through multiple channels without a strict hierarchy between internal, external or public disclosures and covered a broad range of irregularities, including ethical concerns within public institutions. After transposition, the new law went beyond the public sector but was described by Romanian civil society as more formalised and procedural, with clearer rules on reporting channels, more detailed conditions for public disclosure and stricter legal requirements for benefiting from protection. Civil society actors stressed that persons reporting serious issues in sectors such as healthcare or justice – for instance non‑sterilisation of hospital equipment or systemic problems in courts – now face higher legal uncertainty than under the previous public‑sector‑only framework. 
Romanian social partners reported that they were involved in the transposition of the Directive through the country’s standard tripartite consultation mechanisms, particularly via the national economic and social council. Trade union representatives explained that their input on the whistleblower law was sought in the usual manner for draft legislation and that they submitted written and oral comments, while employer representatives also monitored the process and contributed views. However, social partner participation followed general consultation procedures rather than a dedicated, in‑depth dialogue on whistleblowing policy, and in the final framework the main responsibility for implementation and monitoring was assigned to the National Integrity Agency and to individual public authorities and enterprises, with no specific oversight or co‑management role formally given to social partners. 
Public authorities described the national implementation of the Directive as relatively swift and procedurally transparent, emphasising that the country already had a whistleblower framework in place before transposition. They reported that the Ministry of Justice coordinated the process, launched public consultations and collaborated with the National Integrity Agency and other stakeholders in drafting the new law. According to these authorities, the process was tied to milestones in the National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP), which created additional impetus to complete transposition within fixed deadlines. They stated that civil society and social partners submitted comments and that these were considered alongside EU requirements, although not all proposals were ultimately reflected in the legislation. Authorities also noted that the Romanian law goes beyond the minimum requirements of the Directive in several respects, for instance by obliging all public authorities and companies, including those below the employee thresholds set in the Directive, to establish internal reporting channels and by protecting not only current employees but also former employees, volunteers and shareholders who obtain information in a professional context. 
At the same time, Romanian social partners and civil society highlighted that this broadening of personal and institutional scope has been accompanied by implementation challenges and interpretative difficulties. Trade union representatives generally welcomed the fact that the law applies to a wide range of public bodies and private entities, seeing it as potentially increasing trust and uptake, and some referred to national statistics indicating an increase in reports in 2024 compared with previous years as a possible sign of growing awareness. Civil society organisations, however, were concerned that the way in which the law has been drafted and applied may have narrowed protection in practice, particularly through complex definitions and guidance that focus institutions on a limited list of legal acts. This, in their view, risks creating paradoxical situations in which minor administrative irregularities are clearly covered while serious infringements – including conduct close to criminal offences such as corruption in public procurement or misuse of EU funds – generate uncertainty as to whether whistleblower protection applies.

[bookmark: _Toc228180524]Functionality and Accessibility of Reporting Channels

Denmark 
Danish public authority representatives described a multi‑channel reporting system that accepts disclosures by telephone, email, physical letter, secure online portal and in‑person meetings held off‑site for confidentiality. They reported that the Tor‑based portal offers full anonymity, although it prevents re‑contact unless the whistleblower returns to the platform, resulting in a significant proportion of cases being closed due to lack of information. Authorities stated that approximately one third of all reports are referred to other specialised bodies, such as the working environment authority, tax authorities or police, depending on the seriousness and subject matter. They added that a substantial share of cases involve personal grievances rather than systemic misconduct, while roughly one fifth of cases do not meet the seriousness threshold. Public authorities emphasised that internal reporting is not mandatory for individuals, who may report directly to the external scheme if they prefer. 
Civil society organisations highlighted concerns about confidentiality, particularly in smaller organisations where anonymity is difficult to maintain. Some criticised the perceived prioritisation of internal reporting and contended that the system’s confidentiality provisions discourage whistleblowers from contacting the press or external bodies, limiting broader public awareness of systemic problems. They pointed to examples in which significant issues, such as healthcare failures or municipal misconduct, only gained traction once exposed by investigative journalism, illustrating what they viewed as weaknesses in internal and external reporting channels. Civil society participants also noted that whistleblowers may hesitate to disclose information publicly for fear of breaching legal secrecy obligations, especially in fields governed by strict confidentiality rules. 
Danish social partners provided a more optimistic assessment, stating that internal channels generally function well, although they acknowledged that anonymity is not always guaranteed. Some employees therefore prefer the external reporting channel managed by the data protection authority, which they view as independent and more trusted. They also noted that workers in most cases consult trade unions before reporting misconduct, particularly to understand how confidentiality applies and what risks they may face. While acknowledging concerns in some cases, such as a high‑profile municipal retaliation incident, they considered the external system credible and professional. Social partners indicated that targeted awareness‑raising by unions has increased employees’ familiarity with reporting channels and that many workers now actively seek guidance on the most appropriate path for disclosure.

France
Multiple stakeholders (mostly from civil society organisations and trade unions) agreed that the Directive and its transposition into national law have significantly helped clarify the organisation of reporting channels by distinguishing between internal, external and public disclosure routes. Trade union representatives explained that, in many organisations, internal channels now formally exist and, on paper, cover a broad range of issues relevant to the general interest. However, they highlighted that internal systems often can be perceived as inaccessible or insufficiently independent, particularly when reports concern members of management or other influential figures. Several interlocutors noted that in such circumstances, direct recourse to an external channel may offer more guarantees of confidentiality and impartiality, and that this option should be clearly communicated and effectively available. 
Civil society organisations pointed out that, although internal reporting is often presented as the preferred route, European and national law also allow certain disclosures to be made directly to external authorities. They observed that this aspect is sometimes under‑emphasised in practice, which can lead individuals to believe they must always report internally first, even when this may be inappropriate or unsafe. They further noted that the Directive does not prescribe a general sanction for the absence of internal mechanisms, leaving sanctioning to Member States. In the national context, obligations to set up reporting arrangements attached to sanctions exist in certain specific areas, such as anti‑corruption requirements for large companies, but not for the broader whistleblowing framework. This creates situations where some entities formally comply with basic requirements while failing to ensure that channels are genuinely functional and trusted. 
Authorities reported that the Directive and the transposing law have had a strong impact on the deployment of internal mechanisms, with many companies and administrations putting structures in place to receive alerts. They explained that 41 external authorities have been designated to receive and process reports within their respective areas of competence, allowing specialisation and sector‑specific expertise. At the same time, they acknowledged that this multi‑authority model makes the system complicated for reporting persons, who may be unsure which body is responsible for their case. In practice, many reports are directed to the Defender of Rights, which plays a central coordinating and advisory role, sometimes leading to heavy workloads and the risk of bottlenecks. Authorities also underlined that not all designated bodies have investigative powers and that those which do often have limited capacity, which can slow follow‑up actions. 
French stakeholders across all groups stressed that public disclosure remains subject to strict conditions but acknowledged that case‑law has recognised the lawfulness of direct publication in specific circumstances. Journalists and civil society actors noted that, in some cases, publication can contribute to the protection of the whistleblower and to the exposure of serious wrongdoing, particularly when other channels have failed to produce adequate responses. At the same time, they expressed concern that the conditions attached to public disclosure, including prior internal or external steps and time limits, may appear too lengthy or burdensome in urgent situations and may complicate the work of journalists who seek to inform the public on matters of general interest.

Italy
Employer representatives reported that internal whistleblowing channels in medium and large enterprises are generally operational and often technologically advanced. Employer stakeholders described systems based on digital platforms, sometimes combined with telephone lines, which ensure 24-hour access, encryption, secure document exchange and the possibility for the reporting person to maintain contact with the responsible unit even when reporting anonymously. They considered these channels a useful tool to detect irregularities at an early stage and to improve internal control and corporate integrity.
According to Italian employer organisations, many companies have outsourced the technical management of their whistleblowing channels to specialised external providers. These employer stakeholders explained that external providers typically supply standardised platforms that comply with security and confidentiality requirements, while internal committees or compliance units within the company remain responsible for receiving, assessing and following up on reports. They noted that this combination allows enterprises to ensure both technical robustness and organisational ownership of the process.
Trade union representatives reported that internal whistleblowing channels in large enterprises are usually managed by dedicated committees or compliance units and may be complemented by external provider platforms. These trade union stakeholders observed that internal systems typically allow both identified and anonymous reporting but emphasised that the real level of protection afforded to reporting persons depends heavily on the culture and attitude of management. They mentioned cases where senior managers discouraged further investigation of sensitive reports, illustrating that the mere existence of formal channels does not guarantee effective follow-up or trust in the system.
Employer representatives underlined that the use of internal channels is not always optimal, particularly regarding the sequence between internal and external reporting. These employer stakeholders pointed to data from the national anti-corruption authority suggesting that many reports received via the external channel were declared inadmissible because reporting persons had not first attempted to use internal mechanisms or because the cases fell outside the authority’s remit. Employers therefore considered that clearer communication is needed so that potential reporters understand the appropriate use of each channel.
Civil society organisations reported that, in practice, whistleblowing platforms, both in public and private entities, often receive a high proportion of reports that concern interpersonal conflicts, internal political disputes or purely personal grievances rather than breaches of law in the public interest. These civil society stakeholders explained that some humanitarian or volunteer-based organisations see their whistleblowing tools being used to report tensions between volunteers or disputes linked to internal elections, which then need to be redirected to disciplinary or mediation processes. They considered clearer guidance to users to be essential so that whistleblowing channels remain focused on their intended scope.
Civil society representatives in Italy stressed the importance of the accessibility and user-friendliness of reporting channels. According to these stakeholders, many entities comply formally with their obligations by placing a whistleblowing button or link on their website, but provide only limited explanation about who can report, what can be reported, which channels are available and what protections are offered. They advocated clear, plain-language information on websites and intranets, including indicative timelines for feedback, and suggested that standardised guidance materials supported by national or EU institutions could help ensure equal access to information across organisations.

Latvia 
Latvian public authority representatives reported that both internal and external reporting channels are now widely established, especially in the public sector and in larger private entities. They described a decentralised model in which any authority that is competent to act on a given issue can serve as an external whistleblowing channel. In practice, around 45-50 institutions receive whistleblowing reports each year. These institutions have created a variety of access points, including dedicated email addresses, online forms, postal addresses, physical letterboxes and the option to submit information in person or by telephone. A national online platform managed by an anticorruption authority offers an additional secure route for electronic reporting and subsequent communication, and is used both for whistleblowing and for other forms of reporting.
Local authority representatives explained that municipalities have invested in multiple channels to ensure accessibility, such as dedicated email accounts, physical letterboxes in municipal buildings and the possibility to provide information orally to a contact person who then documents it. They reported that training activities for municipal officials have been organised to share experience on handling whistleblowing reports, including recent sessions where municipalities exchanged good practices. However, municipal representatives also underlined practical barriers to perceived anonymity: in small communities where everyone knows each other, simply being seen entering a particular office or approaching a letterbox can prompt speculation about who is reporting. This can discourage potential whistleblowers, even where formal channels exist and are technically functional.
Latvian business representatives confirmed that internal channels are well developed in large and many medium-sized enterprises. These companies tend to rely on written policies, dedicated internal contact points and sometimes external hotlines, often drawing on existing ethics or complaint mechanisms. According to business organisations, their members have not reported significant technical problems with setting up such channels, and internal reporting is generally seen as the preferred first step. By contrast, social partners highlighted that small and micro-enterprises, which make up the bulk of the Latvian economy, rarely have formal internal channels, both because they are not legally required to do so and because anonymity is practically impossible in very small teams. Several business representatives stressed that, in this segment, the focus should be on proportionate risk-management practices and awareness of external channels, rather than complex internal infrastructures.
Trade union and civil society representatives agreed that, from a strictly formal point of view, Latvia offers a broad range of reporting channels. Nevertheless, they underlined that accessibility in practice is undermined when potential whistleblowers do not clearly understand which channel is appropriate for which type of concern, or when they doubt that the channel will lead to meaningful follow-up. Both groups reported that potential whistleblowers often seek advice from trade unions or non-governmental organisations before using any formal mechanism, which indicates that these intermediaries are de facto part of the reporting architecture. They considered that more user-friendly information and clearer guidance on the national website and institutional portals would improve the effective accessibility of reporting channels.

Romania
Romanian civil society representatives agreed on the assessment that internal and external reporting channels are formally in place but widely perceived as untrustworthy and lacking confidentiality. In the public sector, internal channels were often described as reduced to a generic email address which, in practice, is monitored by management or by a person closely aligned with management. Staff frequently know exactly where messages go and fear that reporting will immediately identify them to their direct superiors. Civil society experts who assist organisations in designing channels underlined that, even where third‑party digital platforms are used to ensure technical anonymity, the subsequent internal handling of reports can still expose whistleblowers, as case details circulate through multiple departments without robust confidentiality safeguards. Several participants concluded that, in these conditions, many individuals prefer to approach civil society organisations or journalists rather than use formal channels. 
Social partners offered a nuanced view of the functionality of internal channels. Trade union representatives explained that in some authorities and enterprises internal reporting procedures have been created largely on paper, without adequate communication to staff and without building trust in the impartiality of the case‑handling structure. Workers often perceive these channels as extensions of management, particularly when the designated person is directly subordinated to the head of the institution or when there is no clear separation between human resources functions and whistleblowing case‑handling. Trade unions reported that, when workers face issues such as non‑payment of overtime, harassment or unsafe conditions, they frequently choose to use traditional labour‑law instruments – such as grievance procedures, complaints to labour inspectorates or collective action – rather than the whistleblowing regime. Employers’ representatives, for their part, noted that in some large private companies, compliance and integrity systems were already in place before the Directive and may offer established internal mechanisms for addressing misconduct, sometimes influenced by international standards, and that these coexist with the statutory channels. 
Romanian public authorities provided detailed information on the establishment and operation of external channels. The National Integrity Agency explained that it has created a specialised organisational unit to manage whistleblowing reports and that each public authority is expected to appoint at least one person responsible for operating internal channels and handling reports. The agency has identified 45 entities as external reporting channels at national level, nine of which operate under special sectoral regimes while the others function under general rules. All these entities were invited to training sessions where officials presented the legal framework and discussed practical issues such as registration, assessment and follow‑up of reports. The National Integrity Agency also stated that it systematically reviews internal procedures submitted by institutions and companies, providing feedback and recommendations for adjustment where necessary. Public authorities emphasised that the development of a dedicated IT application, financed through the National Recovery and Resilience Plan, will offer whistleblowers a user‑friendly platform to submit reports securely, enhance traceability of communications and allow the gradual onboarding of many public entities into a single digital ecosystem. 
Despite these institutional efforts, several civil society organisations expressed criticism of the performance of the central external channel. They reported instances where requests to recognise whistleblower status or to obtain advice on protection against disciplinary measures allegedly received no reply or only very late responses, sometimes far beyond the legal deadlines. Civil society actors stated that they had tried repeatedly to engage the National Integrity Agency on issues such as institutions’ failure to publish or correctly structure internal channels, yet saw no sanctions imposed on non‑compliant entities. The Ministry of Justice and other authorities acknowledged that awareness‑raising remains necessary to increase the use of formal channels and noted that resource constraints mean that officials handling whistleblower reports often have multiple responsibilities. Taken together, these accounts suggest that, while the architecture of channels has been established, their perceived accessibility, responsiveness and credibility remain uneven across the Romanian system.

[bookmark: _Toc228180525]Consultation Procedures and Social Partner Agreement

Denmark 
Danish public authorities stated that consultation on the whistleblowing legislation involved broad engagement with relevant actors, including civil society groups, employers, business associations and trade unions. They reported that working groups were convened before adoption of the APW, allowing various actors to comment on the transposition. Some civil society organisations felt their contributions were reflected in the final text, while others, especially employers, felt their recommendations were not sufficiently integrated. Public authorities noted that the Ministry of Justice coordinated the consultation process and final legislative drafting. 
Civil society organisations reported that while they had been consulted prior to adoption, practical collaboration during implementation has been limited. Business associations were expressing dissatisfaction that certain suggestions they had made had not been adopted. Civil society groups noted that they continue to contribute informally to whistleblowing debates through investigative work, publications and interviews. 
Danish social partners indicated that they had been involved in the transposition process to ensure that whistleblower protections aligned with existing labour‑market structures, such as workplace dialogue and collective agreements. They explained that concerns raised early on, particularly fears that whistleblowing channels might replace traditional dispute‑resolution mechanisms, had not materialised. Social partners emphasised that the involvement process ensured continuity with established labour‑market practices and that whistleblowing channels were incorporated without undermining existing grievance pathways. No formal ongoing role has been assigned to social partners in monitoring or co‑managing schemes post‑implementation, nevertheless retaliation linked to the employment contract was addressed in regular negotiations between the social partners. 
Several stakeholders from all groups agreed that consultation at the transposition stage did not translate into a sustained multi‑stakeholder mechanism for implementation. There is no systematic structure that includes these actors in assessing the functioning of whistleblowing channels or the impact of the law. 

France
Some stakeholders reported that they were involved in the development of the national whistleblower legislation, and that this process took place in a relatively open framework compared with other directives that affect workers. Trade union representatives explained that, while they often observe limited involvement in the transposition of legislation within the EU’s social policy competence, the particular law on whistleblowers had been the subject of more substantial exchanges, allowing them to contribute views on internal mechanisms and protections. Civil society organisations confirmed that they had participated actively in the preparatory work for both the earlier anti‑corruption law and the more recent transposing law, and considered that this sustained engagement with legislators helped ensure a high level of protection and coherence with existing instruments.
Despite this generally positive assessment, both trade unions and civil society actors pointed out that consultation remains uneven across reforms that affect whistleblower protection, particularly when changes occur in adjacent fields such as business secrecy, corporate liability or the fight against abusive litigation. They expressed concern that certain sectoral reforms with indirect but significant consequences for whistleblowing, such as rules on corporate transparency or confidentiality, were not always accompanied by systematic input from organisations specialised in whistleblower protection or in the fight against corruption. Several interlocutors called for more structured and regular involvement of trade unions and civil society whenever new European or national texts could alter the balance of safeguards. 
Trade unions emphasised that collective agreements on reporting channels remain rare and that this issue should be more firmly integrated into mandatory social‑dialogue agendas. They argued that staff‑representation bodies, in particular unions representing middle management, are often the first to identify risk situations and support potential whistleblowers, and that their involvement in defining, revising and monitoring internal procedures can significantly strengthen trust in the system. They added that social dialogue is essential to ensure that whistleblowing mechanisms are perceived as balanced and respectful of workers’ rights. At the same time, they observed that consultation in some organisations remains limited or merely formal, with internal arrangements introduced to satisfy minimum legal requirements rather than following meaningful dialogue on how they should function in practice. 
Authorities acknowledged that cooperation with civil society organisations and social partners has been valuable in identifying practical issues and informing administrative practice, but they also recognised that such cooperation is often ad hoc rather than structured. They indicated that feedback from the field, particularly from associations that accompany whistleblowers, helps refine administrative practices and improve the readability of the system. However, they did not refer to any permanent multi‑stakeholder body dedicated specifically to monitoring the implementation of the Directive.

Italy
Italian trade union representatives indicated that their involvement in the design of internal whistleblowing procedures varies across sectors and companies. According to these trade union stakeholders, in some larger enterprises, particularly in highly regulated sectors, social partners have been informed or consulted on how whistleblowing systems are integrated into existing codes of ethics and compliance structures, while in other workplaces the procedures have been introduced with more limited dialogue. They considered that more systematic consultation could improve trust in the channels and ensure that they are aligned with established industrial relations practices.
Employer organisations acknowledged that the involvement of social partners in the practical set-up and monitoring of whistleblowing mechanisms has so far been uneven. These employer stakeholders reported that they were consulted at national level in relation to guidelines issued by the competent authority, but that, at enterprise level, unions or worker representatives are not always involved in the detailed design or evaluation of reporting channels. At the same time, employers expressed openness to strengthening this collaboration, including through bilateral bodies, particularly where it can support training and awareness-raising for both employers and workers.

Latvia 
Latvian public authority representatives indicated that social partners and other stakeholders were consistently involved in the drafting of the initial whistleblowing legislation and subsequent amendments. They explained that, in line with national practice, trade unions, employer organisations and certain civil society organisations were invited to participate in working groups, to comment on draft laws and to submit written observations during public consultations. Latvian trade union representatives confirmed that they had actively contributed to legislative discussions, advocating, in particular, recognition of trade unions as possible intermediaries or support channels and a broad material scope that goes beyond the Directive’s explicit list of sectors. They highlighted that trade union experts took part in the drafting process and that their feedback was partly reflected in the final text, for example in provisions recognising associations and foundations as possible channels and support actors.
Business representatives also reported that they were consulted throughout the legislative process and that their comments were heard, particularly on procedural and institutional questions. Employer organisations noted that they had raised concerns about the movement of the national contact point function from a central administrative body to an anti-corruption authority, focusing mainly on the clarity of institutional responsibilities and the treatment of staff, and less on the substantive rules. They stressed that they support the overarching objectives of transparency and integrity, but that they consistently call for measures that keep administrative burdens manageable and avoid unnecessary duplication of reporting obligations. In their view, the legislative process broadly respected these conditions, which explains the relatively high level of acceptance of the framework among larger employers.
Despite these formal consultation arrangements, trade union representatives and civil society representatives pointed to limitations in the practical involvement of social partners in the design of internal channels at company and sector level. Trade union organisations reported that they are not systematically involved when enterprises set up internal whistleblowing procedures, and that workers’ representatives are only occasionally consulted when companies design or revise their internal systems. Civil society organisations observed that, while the law encourages consultation with social partners, the degree of such involvement varies considerably between sectors and enterprises, often depending on existing social dialogue traditions. Several stakeholders suggested that more structured tripartite guidance on model procedures, including a clearer role for unions and works councils, could strengthen trust in internal channels and make them more responsive to workers’ concerns.

Romania
Romanian social partners explained that they were involved in the transposition of the Directive through general tripartite consultation procedures rather than a dedicated whistleblowing‑specific dialogue. Trade union representatives indicated that they examined the draft whistleblower law within the national economic and social council and submitted written and oral comments, as they would for other labour‑related legislation. They emphasised, however, that their participation was part of the routine legislative consultation process and did not lead to a specific social partner role in the final design or oversight of whistleblowing mechanisms. Employers’ representatives similarly reported that they followed the file and presented their perspective on issues such as scope and administrative burden, but they were not assigned formal responsibilities in implementing or monitoring the law beyond those incumbent on individual employers. 
Romanian civil society organisations reported that they also contributed actively during the legislative phase, submitting detailed comments on the draft law and meeting with the Ministry of Justice and the National Integrity Agency. They stressed that they had argued strongly that the Directive lays down minimum standards and that the national framework could and should preserve more favourable pre‑existing protections, particularly regarding public disclosures and the breadth of material scope. Civil society actors underlined that not all these recommendations were taken on board, especially proposals aimed at maintaining a more generous framework for contacting the media or for covering a wider set of public‑interest breaches. As a result, several organisations now perceive that the transposition process, though formally open to contributions, did not fully reflect civil society’s concerns about the risk of weakening protection. 
After the law’s adoption, both social partners and civil society described limited structural involvement in the subsequent operationalisation of reporting channels. Trade union representatives stated that while they can, in principle, be consulted on internal codes of ethics or governance strategies under general social dialogue rules, they are not systematically involved in drafting whistleblowing procedures or in selecting persons responsible for handling reports. Civil society actors echoed this assessment, explaining that, apart from ad hoc exchanges with the national integrity body or specific institutions, there is no formal mechanism to involve them in the design, monitoring or evaluation of channels. Public authorities noted that the National Integrity Agency provides methodological support and training to institutions and that this occasionally involves civil society and union participation, but they did not refer to any regularised multi‑stakeholder body devoted specifically to implementation of the whistleblowing framework.

[bookmark: _Toc228180526]Enforcement, Remedies and Anti-Retaliation Measures

Denmark 
Public authorities highlighted that the whistleblower scheme emphasises confidentiality, impartiality and procedural fairness. They described rigorous confidentiality protocols, such as secure rooms without electronic devices, and strict separation between whistleblower scheme staff and the broader data protection authority. However, they acknowledged that protections are not absolute, noting that court‑ordered disclosures may require identity release in exceptional circumstances, and that criminal investigations fall under separate legal procedures. Authorities emphasised that their role is primarily initial assessment and referral, with enforcement outcomes depending on specialised bodies such as police, labour authorities or tax agencies. They do not track long‑term outcomes once cases leave their remit. 
Danish civil society organisations expressed concern about the effectiveness of anti‑retaliation protections in certain cases. They argued that despite strong formal safeguards, whistleblowers still face real risks, particularly in smaller organisations or specialised sectors where anonymity is very difficult to maintain. Civil society stakeholders cited examples where whistleblowers who raised issues internally experienced pressure or job loss. They argued that confidentiality obligations can shield organisational misconduct rather than protect those who disclose it, and they criticised the Danish practice of anonymising regulatory decisions because of the Act on Protection of Whistleblowers, which they believed prevents public scrutiny and weakens deterrence. CSOs highlighted that, in practice, systemic improvements often follow media investigations rather than whistleblower‑scheme follow‑up. They also noted the absence of comprehensive data on whether referrals lead to enforcement actions or policy reforms. 
Danish social partners noted enforcement shortcomings as well, including concerns that compensation levels awarded by courts remain too low to deter retaliation and to protect potential whistleblowers. Trade union representatives explained that employees frequently request guidance on retaliation risks and confidentiality before reporting. They also highlighted sector‑specific tensions between secrecy obligations and reporting duties, particularly in healthcare, defence and policing, where breaching confidentiality can jeopardise professional accreditation or security clearance. Social partners observed that although the law aims to protect whistleblowers from having their identities revealed, the practical impossibility of anonymity in certain workplaces undermines the effectiveness of the framework. 
Stakeholders across all groups noted limited follow‑up, which limited the transparency of the impact, explaining that neither public authorities nor private companies routinely publish outcomes of whistleblower investigations. Civil society representatives raised particular concern about a lack of standardised mechanisms to indicate whether reports resulted in corrective action, police referral or internal reform. Moreover, access‑to‑information requests about national data submitted to the European Commission on implementation were denied, adding to uncertainty about the broader impact of the framework. All stakeholder groups agreed that without clear transparency and gathering of statistical data, the assessment of the system is weakened.

France
Stakeholders across all groups consulted in France described protection against retaliation as one of the most sensitive and problematic aspects of the whistleblowing framework. Trade union representatives emphasised that the personal cost of reporting remains extremely high, both psychologically and financially, and that whistleblowers often face long‑term consequences for their careers, including dismissal, marginalisation or difficulties finding new employment. Civil society actors highlighted the tensions that often existed in between two aspects of the whistleblowing framework: the protection of the person and the treatment of the substance of the alert, explaining that effective protection frequently arrives only after internal mechanisms have failed and retaliatory measures have already occurred. Authorities noted that litigation procedures in labour and administrative courts are lengthy and complex, and that interim measures to prevent retaliation remain very rare and difficult to obtain. Several examples were mentioned where judicial decisions recognising whistleblower status or ordering reinstatement were not immediately implemented, without swift or effective sanctions against the employer. 
Civil society organisations highlighted that recognition of whistleblower status can be sought judicially through court proceedings or administratively through a certification procedure by the Defender of Rights, but that such administrative recognition does not automatically bind the courts. They cited cases in which courts declined to apply the protective regime, even where the Defender of Rights or a specialised association (‘House of Whistleblowers’) had recognised the whistleblower’s status. Some interlocutors suggested creating a temporary presumption of whistleblower status as part of interim measures to be assigned for the duration of proceedings to enhance protection, particularly in dismissal cases, and stressed the need for more accessible and effective preventive tools to halt retaliation before damage becomes irreversible. They also drew attention to the limited use of urgent judicial procedures under labour courts and too restrictive an interpretation of the existing provisions of the whistleblowers regime in courts, which keep the burden of defence largely on the individual concerned. 
Authorities and civil society actors agreed that resource constraints seriously affect the enforcement and support dimensions of the regime. The Defender of Rights, external reporting channels and associations all face a sharp increase in cases, without a corresponding increase in staff or funding. Some external channels/independent authorities possess investigative or sanctioning powers, while others must refer cases to prosecutors or different regulators, which can slow down case handling and dilute responsibility. Civil society organisations indicated that psychological and financial support for whistleblowers relies heavily on associative structures without stable funding, and that these organisations cannot respond adequately to all demands. Stakeholders also pointed out that effective protection sometimes depends on the public visibility of a case: individuals whose stories attract media attention may be better shielded, whereas those exposing local or less publicised abuses remain particularly vulnerable. 
Trade unions underlined that recent changes to labour law and staff‑representation structures have weakened collective safeguards in the workplace, affecting the overall environment in which whistleblowing operates. They referred to the merger of representative bodies into single social and economic committees and to reforms, such as the introduction of a scale for compensation in cases of unfair dismissal, which they believe have reduced the deterrent effect of labour‑law sanctions. In their view, effective whistleblower protection requires strengthening the collective rights and capacities of workers’ representatives, as well as ensuring that compensation levels for whistleblower‑related retaliation are sufficiently high to dissuade employers from reprisal. Civil society organisations further flagged the spread of abusive legal actions, often labelled as strategic lawsuits against public participation (SLAPPs), which can be brought against whistleblowers or their supporters and impose considerable financial and psychological strain, even when the individuals are eventually recognised as acting in the public interest.

Italy
Trade union representatives in Italy underlined that, despite the formal introduction of anti-retaliation measures and the reverse burden of proof, the perceived level of protection of reporting persons remains limited. These trade union stakeholders explained that many workers still fear being labelled as informers and being exposed to retaliation, social isolation or career obstacles, especially in small workplaces and sectors with strong local relations. They stressed that legal safeguards alone have not yet been sufficient to overcome deep-rooted cultural resistance and mistrust, which they see as a major reason for the low number of reports.
Employer representatives confirmed that fear of retaliation and misunderstanding about the purpose of whistleblowing tools are persistent obstacles. According to these employer stakeholders, many employees tend to perceive whistleblowing systems as denunciation mechanisms and therefore hesitate to use official channels, preferring informal communication or anonymous messages outside the framework. Employers noted that, when early cases are not handled transparently and fairly, this reinforces scepticism and deters future reports, making it more difficult to build a culture of trust.
Civil society organisations considered practical protection against retaliation to currently be the weakest element of the system. These civil society stakeholders reported that, in many cases, individuals who report serious breaches face long and complex proceedings before labour courts, with uncertain outcomes and limited access to timely remedies. They noted that only a small number of judgments have so far explicitly recognised whistleblower status and awarded compensation, and that administrative sanctions imposed on retaliators tend to be modest and anonymised. In their view, this imbalance between the personal risks borne by reporting persons and the limited consequences for employers who retaliate undermines the credibility of the framework and encourages reporters to remain anonymous or silent.
Civil society representatives also highlighted enforcement challenges linked to the limited capacity of the external authority responsible for handling whistleblowing reports. These stakeholders referred to data showing a substantial number of reports submitted via the external channel but only a small proportion leading to investigations or sanctions, which they attributed partly to design issues in national law and partly to resource constraints. They argued that, without sufficient staffing and clear procedures for coordination with labour courts, the system cannot provide the level of protection and deterrence envisaged by the Directive.

Latvia 
Public authority representatives reported that a significant proportion of reports qualifying as whistleblowing lead to tangible follow-up, including criminal investigations, administrative sanctions, disciplinary measures and other corrective actions. They referred to national statistics compiled annually, which show that whistleblowing reports have triggered audits and enforcement actions in areas such as tax compliance, public procurement, misuse of public funds, and labour protection. Authorities emphasised that courts have begun to articulate the role of whistleblowing in case law, recognising it as a starting point for the activation of various enforcement mechanisms. They considered that this evolving jurisprudence confirms the importance of whistleblowing reports and gradually strengthens the legal position of reporting persons.
At the same time, public authority and civil society representatives acknowledged that retaliation remains a real risk and that protection on the ground is not always fully effective. Latvian trade union representatives described cases where individuals who reported irregularities subsequently faced dismissal attempts, reorganisation of their posts or subtler forms of pressure, such as hostile work environments and reputational attacks in small communities. Latvian municipal representatives noted that, even when formal anti-retaliation norms are respected, the mere suspicion that someone has reported can lead to social isolation in small teams and communities, with long-term consequences for the person’s career and personal life. Stakeholders agreed that, in such contexts, legal protection must be complemented by strong confidentiality practices and by visible enforcement against those who attempt to punish whistleblowers.

Romania
Civil society representatives reported systemic shortcomings in judicial and administrative protection for whistleblowers. They stated that, to their knowledge, no whistleblower has yet succeeded in obtaining effective relief against retaliation in domestic courts, either at disciplinary committee level or in subsequent judicial proceedings. In many cases involving public servants, disputes are channelled into administrative‑contentious procedures based on internal administrative acts, where the whistleblowing dimension is generally disregarded and the national whistleblower law and the Directive are not invoked. Civil society organisations cited examples in which whistleblowers had clearly reported breaches in the public interest, yet courts treated their dismissal, revocation or downgrading as ordinary human resources decisions, analysing only the formal legality of the administrative act rather than the broader context of retaliation. They also pointed to a decision of the High Court of Cassation and Justice that declared inadmissible a legal question concerning the suspension of retaliatory measures, which they interpreted as evidence of judicial reluctance to put the protective intent of the law into practice. 
First‑hand and reported accounts provided by Romanian whistleblowers illustrated the personal impact of insufficient protection and lack of effective remedies. One whistleblower from the environmental sector described how, after opposing activities of a major polluter and raising possible incompatibilities involving a locally influential figure, she was removed from her director position in a local public company, saw her post abolished through changes in the organisational chart, and was subjected to disciplinary proceedings during her notice period. She reported that, despite several audits which she understood had not identified wrongdoing on her part, her employment was terminated, she faced negative coverage in local media and her spouse also experienced professional repercussions. Living in a small community, she recounted being avoided in public spaces and struggling to find new employment, while other potential whistleblowers explicitly told her that her experience had discouraged them from reporting similar problems. Civil society actors highlighted that such experiences are not isolated and that the cumulative effect of retaliation, social stigma and financial insecurity has a strong chilling effect on whistleblowing. 
Social partners expressed complementary concerns about enforcement and anti‑retaliation measures. Trade unions acknowledged that the national law formally prohibits retaliation, reverses the burden of proof and provides for remedies such as compensation and reinstatement, and they welcomed these provisions on paper. However, they noted that courts currently lack specialised sections or judges focusing on whistleblower‑related disputes and that litigation tends to be long and complex. Trade union representatives stated that, in practice, whistleblowers rarely secure swift or satisfactory redress and that there is a lack of specific interim relief mechanisms tailored to whistleblowing cases, meaning that dismissals, transfers or disciplinary sanctions are not routinely suspended pending the outcome of investigations or court proceedings. Employers’ organisations stressed that the credibility of internal and external channels depends on the existence of clear, predictable follow‑up that is perceived as fair by both employees and managers; in their view, the absence of visible and timely outcomes risks eroding trust in the system among all parties. 
Romanian public authorities presented a more positive overall assessment but nevertheless recognised that enforcement is still in a consolidation phase. The National Integrity Agency gave examples of external reports leading to concrete actions, such as the imposition of sanctions in cases of non‑compliance with data protection rules, and explained that external channels are expected to inform it of the outcomes of cases referred to them, feeding into periodic statistical reports. The National Anticorruption Directorate reported that cooperation with whistleblower associations has contributed to investigations in areas such as local‑level corruption and that some of these cases have been sent to trial. At the same time, authorities acknowledged gaps in judicial specialisation and training; they accepted that courts do not yet have specialised judges dealing with whistleblowing and agreed that targeted training for judges and prosecutors on the whistleblower law and on the interpretation of retaliation provisions would be beneficial. They were aware of concerns raised by civil society about the limited application of provisions enabling the suspension of retaliation and indicated that clearer guidance and jurisprudence would help in this area, even though they did not share the more pessimistic evaluation of the system’s overall functioning.

[bookmark: _Toc228180527]Integration with Professional Secrecy and Confidentiality
Denmark 
Danish public authorities emphasised that the whistleblower scheme imposes rigorous confidentiality safeguards, reflecting the Danish legal framework’s strong emphasis on data protection. They highlighted secure processes, anonymised digital reporting options, and strict internal compartmentalisation. However, they acknowledged that professional secrecy obligations in fields such as medicine, law or financial services can create uncertainty for whistleblowers who fear breaching legal duties if they disclose sensitive information externally. Authorities reported that no test case has yet clarified the boundaries between whistleblowing rights and secrecy laws. They recognised that situations involving classified information, patient data or privileged communication may require careful interpretation. 
Civil society organisations had divided views, with some criticising what they viewed as excessive confidentiality rules that prioritise secrecy for the protection of the whistleblower over transparency in matters of public interest. They argued that the current framework discourages whistleblowers from sharing information with journalists, even when the disclosure reveals systemic wrongdoing. CSOs highlighted that some authorities anonymise decisions on professional misconduct, preventing identification of problematic actors such as auditors or corporate entities, and that this undermines accountability. They warned that strict confidentiality obligations, while designed to protect whistleblowers, can instead obscure patterns of unethical behaviour and limit opportunities for public scrutiny. 
Danish social partners noted that professional secrecy rules can create complex dilemmas for employees who must balance legal obligations of confidentiality with the public interest in exposing wrongdoing. This challenge is particularly acute in sectors such as defence and intelligence, where employees risk losing security clearance and thus employment if they report misconduct involving classified matters. Trade union representatives explained that they often advise individuals to consider carefully whether to report internally, use anonymous channels or seek alternative employment, because consequences can be severe. Social partners emphasised that despite the existence of the Directive, whistleblowers must navigate a challenging landscape where mistakes may carry significant repercussions. 
All groups recognised that there could be tension between secrecy obligations and whistleblowing rights. Taken together, stakeholders saw the tension between secrecy rules and whistleblowing protections as one of the most difficult aspects of the implementation of the Directive.

France
Civil society organisations and the authorities agreed that confidentiality and the protection of identity are indispensable components of an effective whistleblower framework, but they also emphasised persistent shortcomings in practical application. In some internal mechanisms, particularly within smaller structures, the identity of the reporting person can be indirectly inferred from contextual details, exposing them to pressure or retaliation. Trade unions and associations often play a crucial role in relaying information while protecting the identity of the whistleblower, but they explained that many individuals initially report alone and only seek support later, by which time sensitive information may already be widely known. Stakeholders considered that earlier involvement of support organisations could make procedures more secure and reduce the risk of inadvertent disclosure. 
Authorities stressed that the legal framework explicitly addresses the interaction between whistleblowing and business secrecy, stating that confidentiality of business information cannot be invoked to oppose a report made to protect the public interest under the conditions laid down by law. They considered this an important safeguard against contractual or statutory attempts to silence reports by invoking corporate confidentiality. Nevertheless, civil society organisations observed that in practice other grounds may be used in disciplinary or contractual proceedings, making it difficult to demonstrate the link between the alert and subsequent retaliation. They also highlighted that abusive judicial proceedings targeting whistleblowers, activists or the media represent an important challenge, and argued that protections against such lawsuits should be developed in line with the whistleblower regime so that litigation cannot be used to bypass the safeguards provided by European and national law. 
Stakeholders also discussed the interplay between whistleblowing rules, professional secrecy and journalistic freedoms. Journalists and civil society representatives noted that conditions for public disclosure, except in cases of serious and imminent danger, may be experienced as too restrictive in certain situations, not only for whistleblowers but also for media actors. They argued that publication can sometimes serve as protection for the reporting person and can be essential for revealing serious facts to the public. They underlined the importance of protecting journalistic sources, which they considered still insufficiently secure in the light of press‑freedom standards. Authorities confirmed that courts and administrations have varying degrees of familiarity with confidentiality requirements and noted that some judicial bodies are less accustomed to handling cases where heightened protection of identity is needed.
All groups in France stressed that the effectiveness of legal protection ultimately depends on the existence of a genuine culture that distinguishes whistleblowing from denunciation and recognises its contribution to the public interest. Civil society organisations argued that training for magistrates, lawyers, administrative managers and business actors is essential to ensure correct application of the legal framework, especially in areas where secrecy obligations, such as national defence secrecy or data‑protection rules, intersect with the right to raise an alert. Authorities and social partners concurred that promoting a more nuanced understanding of confidentiality and the public interest would help avoid both under‑reporting and over‑cautious restrictions on information flows, thus strengthening the overall coherence of the whistleblower protection system.

Italy
According to trade union representatives from the finance and insurance sectors, whistleblowing mechanisms are being integrated into already dense compliance frameworks that include anti-money-laundering obligations, corporate governance rules and prudential supervision. These trade union stakeholders noted that, in larger financial institutions, sophisticated internal control systems existed before the Directive and whistleblowing channels have been layered on top of them. They stressed that, in these contexts, it is essential to reconcile whistleblower protections with sectoral confidentiality rules and data protection requirements so that reporting persons can safely disclose information that might otherwise be covered by professional secrecy.
Employer organisations from highly regulated sectors reported that they seek to ensure that whistleblowing channels are designed in a way that respects existing obligations on data protection and professional secrecy. These employer stakeholders explained that internal procedures typically limit access to reports to a small number of authorised staff and that systems are configured to protect the identity of the reporting person, while still enabling adequate investigation. They considered that technological tools, when properly configured, can help reconcile the need for confidentiality with the need to document and follow up on allegations.
Civil society and professional organisations described multi-layered institutional arrangements in which whistleblowing platforms coexist with codes of ethics, disciplinary procedures, compliance with Model 231 and sector-specific confidentiality regimes. These civil society stakeholders explained that, in such settings, the same factual situation can have implications under several frameworks: for example, a breach of a code of ethics may also constitute a corruption risk, a reputational risk and a potential whistleblowing case. They considered that, although this complexity can be challenging, it also allows whistleblowing tools to act as an entry point into broader integrity systems.

Latvia 
Latvian civil society representatives drew attention to the limitations of protection in the area of state secrets and national security, where the disclosure of classified information is expressly excluded from whistleblowing protection and can result in criminal liability. They argued that this creates a blind spot for enforcement, as individuals who become aware of serious wrongdoing in security-sensitive fields have no safe, legally recognised way to report it. While security and law enforcement authorities are listed as competent bodies that can receive such information, civil society stakeholders considered that clearer rules and tailored channels are needed to reconcile national security concerns with the protection of those acting in the public interest. Several stakeholders suggested that addressing this gap would be essential to fully align enforcement and anti-retaliation measures with the objectives of the Directive.

Romania
Civil society organisations identified significant tensions between whistleblower protection and existing secrecy rules in certain sectors, notably justice, security and healthcare. They drew attention to what they viewed as a structural weakness in the Directive’s coverage regarding magistrates: the EU framework does not apply to judges and prosecutors in respect of their judicial function, leaving their protection to national mechanisms. Civil society actors maintained that, in practice, this carve‑out has generated a protection vacuum in Romania, citing examples where magistrates who had spoken to investigative journalists about systemic problems in the justice system faced retaliation while not being clearly covered by the whistleblowing regime. They argued that the exclusion from the Directive’s scope should not extend to all conduct by magistrates and that reports on administrative misconduct, corruption, undue external interference in proceedings or mismanagement of court resources should fall under clear and enforceable protection, rather than being blocked by references to judicial secrecy or independence. 
Romanian public authorities and social partners acknowledged that professional secrecy and confidentiality obligations need careful integration with the whistleblowing framework, particularly in sensitive areas such as national security or certain public procurement procedures. Authorities stated that the national law respects the Directive’s provisions on exceptions related to classified information, judicial secrecy and professional privilege, and they did not identify specific sectoral confidentiality rules that explicitly contradict the whistleblower law, although they noted that procurement rules in sensitive security areas are governed by separate regimes and may therefore fall partly outside its scope. At the same time, they confirmed that data protection considerations had initially given rise to questions, with the national data protection authority querying the necessity of a separate whistleblowing system given existing complaint mechanisms. Subsequent dialogue led to a mutual understanding that whistleblowing and data protection frameworks can coexist, with institutions required to ensure confidentiality and lawful processing under both. 
Social partners and civil society nonetheless cautioned that, on the ground, secrecy arguments are still sometimes used in a way that discourages disclosures, and they called for guidance and training for professionals in these sectors to ensure that secrecy obligations are not interpreted so broadly as to undermine the Directive’s protective purpose.

[bookmark: _Toc228180528][bookmark: _Toc125632267]3.2	Information from the questionnaire 

[bookmark: _Toc228180529]In general: main opportunities and challenges
When asked about the main opportunities and challenges encountered in implementing the Directive (Question 1), stakeholders generally welcomed its transposition as an important step forward. They highlighted the creation or clarification of legal frameworks, the establishment of reporting channels and strengthened protection mechanisms. Improvements noted included greater flexibility in reporting, including the ability to choose between internal and external channels, digitalised reporting systems, and in some cases the reversal of the burden of proof. Some respondents also observed increased awareness of whistleblowing, a growing number of reports and stronger roles for external authorities and institutional cooperation.
At the same time, stakeholders consistently reported significant challenges. They highlighted a lack of preparedness, coordination and resources among competent authorities and organisations, as well as complex and unclear procedures. Legal uncertainty and inconsistent or restrictive interpretations were frequently mentioned, particularly regarding the scope of application and practical protection. A central concern was the limited effectiveness of whistleblower protection in practice: stakeholders reported ongoing retaliation, including dismissals, professional isolation and legal pressure, alongside substantial financial and psychological burdens. Protections were often described as reactive rather than preventive, with insufficient access to financial, legal and psychological support, and lengthy judicial proceedings that tended to disadvantage whistleblowers. Cultural and informational barriers were also emphasised, including low awareness among employees and employers, limited training, mistrust and negative perceptions of whistleblowing. Internal reporting mechanisms were frequently described as weak, opaque, poorly integrated into organisational governance and sometimes unable to guarantee confidentiality. Additional challenges included disproportionate administrative and financial burdens for SMEs, uncertainties in managing reporting channels within corporate groups and gaps or limitations in certain sectors, such as defence or the judiciary. Some stakeholders also highlighted regressions in national transposition choices, insufficient public communication and the lack of evaluation of systems in place.

In France, stakeholders welcomed a strengthened legal framework, including broader scope, flexible reporting channels and recognition of facilitators. However, they reported that protections remained largely ineffective in practice, citing limited resources, complex procedures, weak internal systems and insufficient awareness. Persistent retaliation, including dismissals and SLAPP-type procedures, was noted, alongside high personal costs and lengthy judicial processes. Some respondents also highlighted regressions in the scope of protection and gaps in sensitive sectors.
In Denmark, stakeholders acknowledged improved employee protections and reporting possibilities but emphasised the lack of cost-effectiveness due to the creation of unnecessary structures and significant administrative burdens, particularly for SMEs. They pointed to uncertainty regarding the scope of protection and corporate group schemes, low awareness and limited trust in internal reporting systems. Concerns were also raised about confidentiality, fear of consequences and unclear protection for public disclosures.
In Italy, stakeholders highlighted complex implementation and organisational challenges, especially for corporate groups and SMEs. Costs and restrictive interpretations of reporting structures were emphasised, alongside cultural resistance and widespread distrust of whistleblowing, despite expanded protections and guidance from authorities. The handling of anonymous reports was reported as particularly problematic.
In Romania, stakeholders welcomed the creation of a legal framework and modern reporting systems but stressed serious implementation gaps. Reports indicated inconsistent application of the rules, restrictive interpretations and institutional resistance. Retaliation and weak protection in practice remained major concerns, accompanied by legal uncertainty, lack of trust and cultural barriers.
In Latvia, stakeholders reported improvements in regulation, infrastructure and coordination, including centralised systems and better data collection. Nevertheless, concerns persisted regarding fear of retaliation, unclear reporting scope and some interpretative issues, alongside broader challenges related to public trust and awareness.

Overall, stakeholders emphasised a persistent gap between formal legal protections and their practical effectiveness. While the Directive’s transposition had strengthened the legal framework and reporting infrastructure, whistleblowers continued to face substantial risks, obstacles and burdens. The findings highlighted that national frameworks had advanced ‘on paper’ but practical enforcement, cultural acceptance and organisational integration of whistleblowing protections remained uneven across countries.

[bookmark: _Toc228180530]Material scope



The majority of respondents (65% – 26 out of 40 respondents) indicated that their national legislation implementing the Directive has extended the material scope beyond the areas explicitly listed in the Directive (Question 2). Only 18% (7 respondents) reported that the scope was limited strictly to the Directive’s listed areas, while another 18% (7) were unsure.



When comparing across the countries, the responses reveal notable variation among countries regarding whether national legislation extends the Directive’s material scope. Respondents in France perceived the highest rate of extension, with 78% of respondents (7 out of 9) confirming broader coverage, while only 1 respondent reported no extension and another 1 was unsure. Denmark also showed a strong trend towards extension (67% – 8 out of 12 answered ‘Yes’), though a relatively high share (33% – 4 respondents) reported uncertainty. Italian respondents presented a more mixed picture: 63% yes (5 out of 8 respondents), 25% no (2 out of 8) and 1 respondent was unsure. Latvia had a similar pattern but slightly lower extension (57% – 4 out of 7 answered ‘Yes’) and higher proportion reporting no extension (29% – 2 out of 7). Romania stands out as evenly split, with 50% ‘Yes’ (2 out of 4 respondents) and 50% ‘No’.

Respondents who indicated that the national law implementing the Directive extended its scope beyond the Directive’s material scope (Question 2a) generally reported that protection now covers all serious breaches of law, including criminal, civil, administrative, accounting and compliance-related violations, as well as acts harming public interest or organisational integrity. This often includes violations of national law, internal compliance rules and broader categories of offences that go beyond EU law obligations. Protection is applied to a wide range of beneficiaries, not only current employees but also former employees, candidates, contractors, volunteers and shareholders, and spans both public and private sectors. Certain exclusions remain, notably matters covered by national defence, medical confidentiality, judicial investigations and attorney-client privilege. Stakeholders emphasised that this broadening of scope increases legal certainty, accessibility and practical protection for whistleblowers, ensuring that typical workplace or organisational issues are included even if they fall outside the Directive’s original material categories. They also highlighted that, while legal texts establish these protections, effective implementation, awareness and enforcement remain critical to ensure whistleblowers fully benefit from the expanded scope.

Country-specific feedback illustrates these differences. In France, stakeholders noted that protection covers all legal violations and threats to public interest, although practical effectiveness is sometimes limited by complex procedures and the risk of reprisals. In Denmark, protection was reported to extend to serious breaches of national law as well as other serious issues. Italian respondents emphasised protection for breaches of both EU and national law and acts affecting the public interest, with clearly defined perimeters for beneficiaries. In Latvia, stakeholders highlighted that the law covers breaches harming public interest, with particular attention to public sector reporting and the establishment of clear reporting channels. In Romania, respondents reported that the law applies broadly across public and private sectors and to a wide range of beneficiaries but noted ongoing challenges in enforcement and clarity of implementation.



Regarding the question of whether the current material scope limitation in the Directive hampers its effectiveness (Question 3), responses were fairly divided. 40% of respondents (16 out of 40) considered that the limitation does hinder effectiveness. However, almost a third of the respondents (30% – 12 out of 40) indicated that the limitation does not hamper effectiveness. Another 30% (12 out of 40) were unsure. 



Responses varied across countries regarding whether the current material scope limitation in the Directive hampers its effectiveness. In France, two thirds of respondents (6 out of 9) felt that the limitation reduces effectiveness, while one third (3 out of 9) disagreed. Denmark showed a different pattern: none of the respondents considered the limitation problematic, a third (4 out of 12) disagreed, and the majority (8 out of 12) were unsure. In Italy, opinions were evenly split, with roughly a third saying ‘Yes’ (3 out of 8), a quarter saying ‘No’ (2 out of 8), and another third expressing uncertainty (3 out of 8). In Latvia, over half of respondents viewed the limitation as hampering effectiveness (4 out of 7), around a quarter disagreed (2 out of 7) and a small minority were unsure (1 out of 7). In Romania, three quarters of respondents perceived the limitation as problematic (3 out of 4), with the remaining quarter (1 out of 4) disagreeing. Overall, France, Latvia and Romania reported stronger perceptions that the Directive’s material scope limits its effectiveness, whereas Denmark exhibited widespread uncertainty and Italy showed a more balanced mix of views.
[bookmark: _Toc228180531]Scope of persons protected


Over half of the respondents (65% – 26 out of 40) believe that the national legislation transposing the Directive provides effective protection to the persons listed in Article 4 (Question 4). However, 18% (7 out of 40) feel that the legislation does not offer sufficient protection, while another 18% (7 out of 40) are uncertain, suggesting either a lack of information or complexity in interpreting the legal framework. Although most participants express confidence in the legislative measures, the fact that over one third of responses are negative or unsure highlights potential gaps in awareness, implementation or enforcement.



The perception of national legislation’s effectiveness under the Directive varies across countries. Italian respondents showed the highest confidence, with 88% (7 out of 8) of respondents affirming its effectiveness and only 1 respondent expressing uncertainty. Latvia and Romania also report strong confidence at 71% (5 out of 7) and 75% (3 out of 4) respectively. France shows moderate confidence, with 56% (5 out of 9) positive and 33% (3 out of 9) negative. Respondents in Denmark exhibited the greatest uncertainty, with only 50% (6 out of 12) positive and 33% (4 out of 12) unsure. Overall, while most countries reflect a majority view that the legislation provides effective protection, levels of certainty and perceived gaps differ notably across national contexts.

[bookmark: _Toc228180532]Reporting channels
When asked whether internal reporting channels have been established in their country since the transposition of the Directive (Question 5), the vast majority of respondents (87% – 35 out of 40) confirmed that such mechanisms are in place. A small minority (3% – 1 respondent from France) indicated that no channels have been established, while 10% (4 out of 40) were unsure, suggesting that awareness of these channels is not fully uniform. 






When asked whether internal reporting channels are functional, including aspects such as accessibility, training for users and administrative burden, and whether they are perceived as trustworthy and accessible by potential whistleblowers (Question 5a), 30% (12 out of 40) of respondents indicated they are functional to a large extent, and 25% (10 out of 40) to a moderate extent. A smaller portion (10% – 4 out of 40) felt they are functional only to a limited extent, while 5% (2 out of 40) considered them not functional at all. Additionally, 18% (7 out of 40) were unsure, and 13% (5 out of 40) did not provide an answer. Overall, while a majority perceive the channels as at least moderately functional, a significant proportion of respondents are uncertain or critical, highlighting the need for improvements in accessibility, training and trustworthiness to ensure effectiveness for potential whistleblowers.



When asked whether internal reporting channels are functional, perceptions varied across countries. Latvia reported the highest confidence, with 57% (4 out of 7) indicating they are functional to a large extent, followed by Italy with 38% (3 out of 8) rating them highly functional. Denmark showed moderate confidence, with equal shares of 33% (4 out of 12) indicating large or moderate functionality. In contrast, France and Romania displayed the lowest confidence, with high uncertainty and several respondents reporting limited or no functionality. Overall, while some countries perceive the channels as largely effective, significant variation and uncertainty highlight the need for improved accessibility, training and trustworthiness across the region.

When asked whether internal reporting channels are perceived as trustworthy and accessible by potential whistleblowers, 18% (7 out of 40) of respondents felt they are trustworthy to a large extent, and 28% (11 out of 40) to a moderate extent. A smaller portion (10% – 4 out of 40) considered them trustworthy to a limited extent, while 5% (2 out of 40) felt they are not trustworthy at all. Notably, 28% (11 out of 40) were unsure, and 13% (5 out of 40) did not provide an answer. Overall, while over half of respondents perceive the channels as at least moderately trustworthy, the high levels of uncertainty indicate that efforts to enhance transparency, credibility and awareness may be needed to reinforce confidence among potential whistleblowers.



When comparing results across countries, responses varied notably. Italy reported the highest confidence, with 50% (4 out of 8) of respondents indicating the channels are trustworthy to a large extent and 38% (3 out of 8) to a moderate extent. Latvia also showed strong moderate-level confidence, with 57% (4 out of 7) rating the channels as moderately trustworthy, though only 1 respondent considered them highly trustworthy. Denmark and France displayed more mixed perceptions, with only around 16-22% of respondents indicating trustworthiness, and substantial shares expressing uncertainty or providing no answer (33% unsure in both cases). Romania exhibited the lowest perceived trustworthiness, with 50% (2 out of 4) rating the channels as only limitedly trustworthy and no respondents indicating high or moderate trust.


When asked whether internal reporting channels have been introduced following consultation and in agreement with social partners (Question 6), only 25% (10 out of 40) of respondents confirmed that this was the case, while 17% (7 out of 40) indicated that channels were introduced without such consultation. A significant majority (58% – 23 out of 40) were unsure, suggesting that knowledge or transparency regarding the involvement of social partners in the establishment of these channels is limited.



When asked about the State’s encouragement to use internal reporting channels first (Question 7), 20% (8 out of 40) of respondents indicated that, in practice, it is an obligation to use the internal channel before other means. A majority (53% – 21 out of 40) reported that there is moderate encouragement, while 13% (5 out of 40) stated that no encouragement exists. Additionally, 15% (6 out of 40) were unsure. Overall, the data suggest that most countries promote the use of internal channels to some degree, but formal obligations are relatively rare, and uncertainty remains regarding the consistency and visibility of such encouragement.
Comparing the responses across countries, the results varied greatly. Italy reported the highest level of formal obligation, with 50% (4 out of 8) indicating that using the internal channel first is effectively required, while 38% (3 out of 8) reported moderate encouragement. Latvia also showed relatively strong promotion, with 29% (2 out of 7) noting an obligation and 57% (4 out of 7) moderate encouragement. France and Denmark primarily offer moderate encouragement, with 56% (5 out of 9) in France and 58% (7 out of 12) in Denmark indicating this, though some respondents in both countries reported uncertainty or lack of encouragement. Romania displayed the lowest formal support, with no respondents indicating an obligation, half (2 out of 4) reporting moderate encouragement, and the other half (2 out of 4) reporting no encouragement at all.



When asked whether external reporting channels have been established in their country since the transposition of the Directive (Question 8), the vast majority of respondents (93% – 37 out of 40) confirmed that such channels are in place. Only 1 respondent from France reported that no external channels exist, while 5% (2 out of 40) were unsure.



When asked whether external reporting channels are functional, including accessibility, training and administrative burden, and whether they are perceived as trustworthy and accessible by potential whistleblowers (Question 8a), responses show a generally positive but mixed picture. 




Regarding functionality, 33% (13 out of 40) of respondents indicated that external channels are functional to a large extent, another 33% (13 out of 40) to a moderate extent and 15% (6 out of 40) to a limited extent. No respondents considered them non-functional, while 13% (5 out of 40) were unsure and 8% (3 out of 40) provided no answer. 

In terms of trustworthiness, 33% (13 out of 40) rated the channels as highly trustworthy, 28% (11 out of 40) as moderately trustworthy and 20% (8 out of 40) as limitedly trustworthy, with none considering them entirely untrustworthy. Similar to functionality, 13% (5 out of 40) were unsure and 8% (3 out of 40) did not answer. 

[bookmark: _Toc228180533]Uses and outcomes of reporting 


When asked whether awareness of reporting possibilities has increased in their country since national transposition of the Directive (Question 9), 63% (25 out of 40) of respondents confirmed that awareness has grown. A smaller proportion (10% – 4 out of 40) indicated that no increase has occurred, while 28% (11 out of 40) were unsure. 

When comparing answers across countries, Italy and Romania reported the highest perceived increase, with 75% (6 out of 8) and 75% (3 out of 4) of respondents respectively confirming greater awareness. Latvia also showed strong results, with 71% (5 out of 7) noting an increase. France and Denmark reported more moderate increases, with 56% (5 out of 9) in France and 50% (6 out of 12) in Denmark indicating higher awareness, while both countries also had notable shares of respondents unsure about the trend (22% in France and 42% in Denmark).

When asked whether reporting in their country has increased overall since national transposition of the Directive, 48% (19 out of 40) of respondents indicated that reporting has grown, while only 1 stakeholder from France felt that it has not. Notably, half of respondents (20 out of 40) were unsure, reflecting substantial uncertainty about the actual impact of the Directive on reporting levels.

Respondents who perceived an increase in reporting in their countries were asked to specify in which sectors (Question 9a). French respondents noted a significant increase in 2024, with the AFA recording a 180% rise in whistleblowing, particularly in probity-related sectors such as labour law, public administration, health, environmental protection, data protection and ethics. Italian respondents observed a moderate increase in awareness, especially in organisations like the Red Cross, with reports mainly covering breaches under D.Lgs. 231/2001. Danish respondents reported increased reporting primarily in the healthcare and public sectors through the national whistleblower scheme. Romanian stakeholders indicated a near doubling of external channel reports in 2024 across all entities with over 50 employees, though internal channel trust remains uneven. Latvian respondents observed a gradual increase in reports across multiple sectors, including competition law, public administration, labour law and the environment, with 409 submissions in 2024 (+4% from 2023) and continued growth in 2025. Overall, stakeholders underlined that while awareness and reporting have risen, confidence in channels and communication of legal protections still require improvement.

When asked whether whistleblower reports in their country regularly lead to investigations, disciplinary measures or corrective actions (Question 10), 47% (19 out of 40) of respondents confirmed that such outcomes occur, while 10% (4 out of 40) indicated that reports do not lead to action. A substantial proportion (43% – 17 out of 40) were unsure, reflecting considerable uncertainty about the effectiveness of follow-up measures.





Responses varied significantly across countries. Italy reported the highest perceived effectiveness, with 63% (5 out of 8) of respondents confirming that reports lead to action, followed closely by Latvia at 57% (4 out of 7) and France at 56% (5 out of 9). Denmark showed more mixed results, with 42% (5 out of 12) indicating that reports lead to action, 17% (2 out of 12) reporting no action and 42% (5 out of 12) unsure. Romania displayed the lowest perceived follow-through, with no respondents confirming that reports result in action, 25% (1 out of 4) indicating they do not and 75% (3 out of 4) uncertain.



When asked whether they are aware of the reporting tools set up by EU institutions under the Directive (Question 11), responses were relatively evenly split. A total of 37% (15 out of 40) of respondents indicated that they are aware of these tools, while a slightly higher proportion (40% – 16 out of 40) reported that they are not aware. Additionally, 23% (9 out of 40) were unsure. Overall, the findings suggest that awareness of EU-level reporting tools remains limited and fragmented, with a majority of respondents either unaware or uncertain, highlighting the need for increased communication and outreach to improve visibility and understanding of these mechanisms.

Furthermore, the stakeholders who stated that they were aware of the reporting tools were asked whether they have used them at least once (Question 11a). It was reported that none had used any of them.

[bookmark: _Toc228180534]Protection and enforcement 
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When asked to what extent anti-retaliation measures, such as reinstatement, interim relief and compensation, are effectively enforced by authorities and courts (Question 12), responses indicate a generally moderate but uncertain assessment. Only 10% (4 out of 40) of respondents believed these measures are enforced to a large extent, while 18% (7 out of 40) consider enforcement to be moderate. The largest group (35% – 14 out of 40) perceive enforcement as occurring only to some extent and 5% (2 out of 40) believe it is not enforced at all. Notably, 33% (13 out of 40) of respondents were unsure. 



Italy reported the highest confidence, with 38% (3 out of 8) of respondents indicating enforcement to a large extent, alongside additional shares reporting moderate or partial enforcement. France, by contrast, showed a strong perception of limited effectiveness, with 78% (7 out of 9) indicating enforcement only to some extent and 1 out of 9 answering ‘Not at all’. Latvia and Romania reflected moderate but mixed assessments, with respondents mainly indicating enforcement to a moderate or some extent, though uncertainty remained relatively high, particularly in Latvia at 43% (3 out of 7). Denmark displayed the highest level of uncertainty overall, with 58% (7 out of 12) of respondents unsure about enforcement, and only small shares perceiving strong or consistent application.


When asked whether competent authorities and courts are adequately resourced to enforce protections (Question 13), responses were evenly divided. A total of 33% (13 out of 40) of respondents believed that resources are sufficient, while a slightly higher share (35% – 14 out of 40) considered them insufficient. An equal proportion (13 out of 40) were unsure.  





When comparing results across countries, the responses reveal significant disparities. France stands out with unanimous concern, as 100% (9 out of 9) of respondents indicated that resources are insufficient. Romania also shows a predominantly negative perception, with 75% (3 out of 4) reporting insufficient resources. In contrast, Denmark and Italy reflect more positive or mixed views: in Denmark, 50% (6 out of 12) consider resources adequate, though 42% (5 out of 12) are unsure, while in Italy, 50% (4 out of 8) view resources as sufficient and the remaining 50% (4 out of 8) are uncertain. Latvia exhibits the highest uncertainty, with 57% (4 out of 7) unsure, alongside smaller shares indicating adequate or inadequate resources. 

The stakeholders who believed that the competent authorities and courts were inadequately resourced to enforce protections were asked to elaborate (Question 13a). They noted chronic budgetary and human resource shortages, insufficient specialised training for judges and legal practitioners and slow judicial procedures, which together weaken the practical effectiveness of protection. Delays in case handling, limited awareness of legal mechanisms and the absence of proactive government communication were highlighted as factors that leave whistleblowers vulnerable to professional and personal repercussions, despite the existence of a formal legal framework.



When asked whether support measures, such as information and advice, assistance from authorities, legal aid, financial assistance and psychological support, are available to all reporting persons and facilitators (Question 14), responses were almost equally divided. A total of 35% (14 out of 40) of respondents indicated that such support measures are available, while 13 out of 40 reported that they are not. An equal share (33% – 13 out of 40) were unsure.

Responses show marked differences across countries. Latvia and Italy reported the highest perceived availability, with 71% (5 out of 7) and 63% (5 out of 8) of respondents respectively confirming that such measures exist. In contrast, France showed a predominantly negative perception, with 89% (8 out of 9) indicating that support measures are not available. Romania also reflected more limited availability, with 50% (2 out of 4) reporting no access and only 1 respondent confirming availability. Danish stakeholders presented a more uncertain view, with 58% (7 out of 12) of respondents unsure, alongside smaller shares indicating either availability or lack thereof.

Respondents who perceived availability of such support measures were asked which one they think is most useful and why (Question 14a). Stakeholders noted that support measures for reporting persons and facilitators exist in law but are unevenly used in practice. Available measures include information and advice, legal assistance (often free for low-income reporters), and guidance from specialised bodies or third-sector organisations, while financial and psychological support are generally absent or limited. Information and advice were consistently seen as the most useful, as they help reporters understand procedures and available protections, although the practical availability and quality of these services vary across institutions.

When asked whether sectoral or professional confidentiality rules, such as those in banking, defence or healthcare, complement or conflict with whistleblower protections in practice (Question 15), responses indicate a mixed and nuanced picture. A total of 32% (13 out of 40) of respondents believed these rules complement whistleblower protections, while 18% (7 out of 40) perceive them as conflicting. Additionally, 20% (8 out of 40) consider that they both complement and conflict depending on the context, and 5% (2 out of 40) see neither effect. Notably, 25% (10 out of 40) were unsure.






When comparing across countries, Italy showed the most positive alignment, with 63% (5 out of 8) of respondents indicating that such rules complement whistleblower protections, while only 1 respondent perceived a conflict. France presents a more mixed picture, with 33% (3 out of 9) identifying conflict and an equal share (3 out of 9) indicating both complementarity and conflict, suggesting tensions in practice. Romania stands out for its strong perception of dual effects, with 75% (3 out of 4) reporting both complementarity and conflict. Latvia reflects a balanced and uncertain view, with equal shares of 29% (2 out of 7) indicating complementarity, both effects, and uncertainty. Denmark shows the highest uncertainty overall, with 50% (6 out of 12) of respondents unsure, alongside equal shares of 25% (3 out of 12) perceiving complementarity and conflict.
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When asked to what extent cross-border whistleblowing cases are handled more effectively since the Directive (Question 16), responses reveal overwhelming uncertainty. Only 5% (2 out of 40) of respondents indicated moderate improvement, another 5% (2 out of 40) reported some improvement, and 5% (2 out of 40) felt that no improvement has occurred. A vast majority (85% – 34 out of 40) were unsure.

Only two respondents could provide examples regarding cross-border whistleblowing cases (Question 16a). One stakeholder from Italy noted that national transposition of the Directive has created a largely harmonised procedural framework across Member States, with standardised rules on acknowledging reports within seven days, providing feedback within three months and ensuring confidentiality and protection against retaliation, which has helped manage cases with transnational elements more consistently. The other respondent from Denmark observed that cases involving whistleblowing in one country where corporate HR or internal reporting channels are located in another are often handled seriously and professionally, sometimes due to pre-existing national whistleblowing traditions or employer commitment rather than the Directive itself.
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[bookmark: _Toc228180537]4.1	Information gathered in stakeholder meetings and written contributions

[bookmark: _Toc228180538]Adequacy of the Material Scope

Denmark 
Danish public authority representatives explained that Denmark transposed the EU Whistleblowing Directive ‘word‑for‑word’ while deliberately expanding the material scope to include any serious breaches of Danish law, recognising that whistleblowers cannot always distinguish whether a matter relates to EU or national legislation. They emphasised that this over‑implementation was designed to reduce confusion and ensure that individuals could report serious violations regardless of legal category. Authorities described the scope as covering serious misconduct across areas such as data protection, labour law, tax offences, environmental breaches, corporate violations and public‑sector ethics. They stressed that the definition of seriousness remains essential to determining eligibility and conceded that determining seriousness sometimes requires consultation with sector‑specific oversight bodies because the whistleblower unit cannot possess technical expertise in every domain covered by the law. 
Several civil society organisations expressed markedly different views on the adequacy of material scope. Some believed that the Directive had helped improve protection, but others argued that the Danish implementation represented a significant step backwards because it introduced broad confidentiality obligations that undermine the possibility of reporting wrongdoing of high public‑interest significance. These actors argued that although the scope technically includes serious breaches of Danish law, the practical effect is that many individuals are prevented from sharing information externally, particularly with the media, about fraud, tax evasion, environmental harm, public‑sector malpractice and other serious forms of misconduct. They noted that certain Danish authorities anonymise decisions relating to misconduct, preventing the public from identifying repeat offenders, and argued that this lack of transparency restricts the protective value of the expanded material scope.
Danish social partners generally considered the scope to be clear, broad and operationally workable, explaining that many Danish organisations already operated internal whistleblowing systems before the Directive. They believed that including serious breaches of Danish law alongside breaches of EU law created a more intelligible framework for employees, especially in sectors where the legal basis of an offence is not obvious. Social partners stressed that workers seeking advice often ask whether a given case falls under the whistleblower framework and that the extended Danish scope helps avoid uncertainty. Nevertheless, they acknowledged that the scope is not always well understood by the general workforce and that additional awareness would be beneficial to ensure appropriate use of the system.

France
Several French civil society representatives stated that the material scope of the Directive, as transposed into national law, is generally broad and coherent, allowing for reports concerning a wide range of situations affecting the general interest. They particularly appreciated that the national definition of a whistleblower is not strictly confined to employment‑based relationships, meaning that volunteers, external contractors and individuals with indirect ties to an organisation may also be protected. These actors emphasised that extending protection to people outside formal employment arrangements is consistent with the objective of safeguarding the public interest, especially in contexts where key information is held by individuals who do not fit traditional employment categories. 
Trade unions and one employer organisation similarly considered the material scope to be satisfactory overall and capable of addressing a variety of situations in both the public and private sectors. However, some noted that working environments in the public sector are often characterised by complex administrative hierarchies and broader chains of command, which can complicate the practical application of the reporting framework. They therefore suggested that simplifying certain procedures, particularly within public administrations, could improve accessibility and encourage more individuals to make use of the system. Social partners also remarked that many smaller enterprises struggle to put the legal requirements into practice because of limited resources, and they indicated that sectoral or branch‑level pooled reporting mechanisms could be an efficient solution for these entities. 
Authorities confirmed that the material scope of the law is sufficiently broad to cover most situations that may be of public interest, and that many reports received by competent bodies concern facts outside the narrow professional sphere. They welcomed this flexibility, noting that diverse incidents, ranging from administrative malfunctions to ethical concerns, can be captured. Nevertheless, they pointed out that expanding the scope of protection would not resolve enforcement challenges or resource constraints. They also observed that the concept of whistleblowing is sometimes used loosely to refer to disparate types of reporting, which may reduce the clarity of the framework for the general public. In that regard, some interlocutors mentioned that the use of an expression such as ‘ethical alert’ to describe whistleblowing for public interest could help differentiate this concept from more individual types of reporting (such as harassment) which are not necessarily of a systemic or general-interest nature.


Italy 
Italian trade union representatives considered that the Directive’s material scope, as transposed into national law, is broadly adequate to achieve its objectives, particularly because it covers both EU and national law. These trade union stakeholders welcomed the fact that national legislation did not limit protection to the minimum EU sectors, but instead created a comprehensive framework that can capture serious breaches of law and public-interest harms in a wide range of areas, including the private sector. They cautioned, however, that this breadth increases the need for clear guidance so that organisations and workers understand which matters fall under whistleblowing rules and which should be handled through other mechanisms.
Employer representatives underlined that the national legislature deliberately extended the material scope of whistleblowing obligations beyond what is strictly required by the Directive. These employer stakeholders noted that, by explicitly linking whistleblowing to the existing list of offences in the corporate liability framework and to wider national law, the Italian system provides enterprises with a more precise understanding of which breaches must be covered by their internal procedures. They generally viewed this extensive scope as legitimate and useful, provided that it remains focused on serious violations that affect the public interest.
Civil society organisations agreed that the Directive and its transposition have established a material scope that is sufficiently broad to address the main risks relevant in the Italian context, including corruption in public procurement, financial misconduct and serious abuses in subcontracting chains. These civil society stakeholders warned against any attempt at EU level to narrow the material scope or reduce the categories of protected persons, as this could undermine hard-won protections and leave certain types of public-interest harm outside the Directive’s reach.

Latvia 
Latvian public authority representatives assessed the material scope of the national whistleblowing legislation as adequate and even generous compared to the Directive. They highlighted that the law permits reporting of any violation related to the public interest, explicitly mentioning – but not limiting itself to – sectors such as corruption, misuse of public resources, tax evasion, public procurement, construction and occupational safety, public health, environmental protection and competition law. In their view, this open-ended approach has allowed the system to capture a wide variety of relevant cases without the need for constant legislative updates whenever EU law changes. These representatives also indicated that the transposition process was used to ensure that all EU sectors listed in the Directive are clearly referenced in Latvian law, thereby confirming full alignment with EU requirements.
Trade union representatives also considered the material scope to be appropriate, particularly from the perspective of workers in education, health and public administration. They stressed that the broad notion of ‘public interest’ allows them to support members who wish to report serious issues such as misuse of public funds, unethical management practices or threats to service quality in schools and hospitals, which might not fall neatly into the EU sectors listed in the Directive but clearly affect the community. At the same time, several trade union representatives underlined that frequent changes to lists of EU legal acts can create confusion in practice and called for stability and clarity rather than further expansion. They argued that, given the wide scope of the Latvian law, the priority should now be to make the existing system work better rather than to extend its reach.
Latvian business representatives agreed in principle that the material scope is sufficient to achieve the Directive’s objectives and that Latvia does not suffer from gaps in coverage. However, they expressed concern about the complexity and rigidity of the Directive’s annex listing specific EU instruments, noting that some acts referenced there have already been amended or replaced, and that tracing their transposition through national legislation requires significant legal expertise. From their point of view, a more principle-based approach at EU level, referring to breaches of EU law that harm the public interest without exhaustive lists of secondary acts, would better serve the objectives of relevance and legal certainty. They also warned that any substantial extension of the material scope into new domains should be preceded by impact assessment on administrative burdens and business competitiveness.

Romania
Several Romanian civil society representatives expressed concerns that the national transposition has created uncertainty around the material scope of protected disclosures, even though the Directive establishes minimum standards that Member States may go beyond. They argued that the Romanian law’s highly complex definition of ‘breach’, combined with a lengthy annex that lists particular EU and national acts, has resulted in narrow interpretations by institutions. Romanian civil society actors explained that certain authorities, including the central integrity body, issued guidance encouraging entities to focus primarily on breaches linked to the annex, which has generated paradoxical outcomes. They noted that minor administrative irregularities are sometimes treated as falling clearly within scope, whereas disclosures concerning more serious wrongdoing, such as potential corruption, misuse of public resources or other criminal offences, may be treated as legally ambiguous because the criminal code is not explicitly listed in the annex. This was seen as a drafting and interpretative flaw that has made the material scope less adequate in practice. 
Social partners offered a more mixed assessment of the adequacy of material scope. Trade union representatives welcomed the fact that the national law extends protection to any breach of law occurring in a professional context, not only to the EU‑defined areas listed in the Directive. They viewed this formal expansion as useful for workers, who might otherwise be required to conduct complex legal assessments before reporting wrongdoing. Some trade union representatives referenced emerging national statistics that indicated a higher volume of reports in 2024, suggesting that workers may feel somewhat encouraged by broader coverage. Employer representatives, however, cautioned that very extensive material scope can complicate practical enforcement, generate uncertainty for case‑handlers and risk diluting the focus of whistleblowing systems. They stressed that the Directive’s targeted scope serves an organisational purpose and warned that overly broad national rules may burden both employers and enforcement bodies without necessarily increasing protection. 
Romanian public authorities maintained that the national material scope is appropriate and consistent with the Directive, stressing that the national law covers both the EU‑defined areas and breaches of national law. They argued that such a dual approach ensures that whistleblowing mechanisms remain relevant to the Romanian legal and institutional context, where systemic problems may arise across a range of sectors not explicitly mentioned in the Directive. Authorities did not identify significant structural problems linked to design of the scope and considered the framework suitable for supporting enforcement. They nevertheless acknowledged that practice is still developing, and that further clarification may be required as case law emerges and as institutions gain experience in handling disclosures.

[bookmark: _Toc228180539]Potential Extension to Social and Workplace Issues

Denmark 
Danish civil society organisations highlighted that many serious social and workplace issues contain clear public‑interest elements yet remain inadequately protected under existing whistleblowing arrangements. They argued that structural workplace misconduct, such as harassment, unsafe working conditions, discriminatory practices or systemic management failures, can harm not only individual workers but also citizens, service users and wider governance. Civil society actors provided examples from healthcare, local government and corporate settings where internal whistleblowing channels had failed to address systemic problems, and where media exposure ultimately led to corrective action. They contended that the whistleblower framework should explicitly cover these categories of harm, given their direct societal impact. 
Social partners similarly acknowledged that social and workplace issues have public‑interest dimensions and noted that workers increasingly contact trade unions for advice on reporting misconduct linked to employment conditions. They stated that they receive frequent questions about whether occupational safety concerns, bullying, discrimination or abusive managerial practices can be reported under whistleblower rules. Social partners explained that in practice these matters intersect with both labour law and whistleblower law, and that the line between an individual grievance and a systemic risk can be difficult to establish. They argued that clearer guidance should be provided, both to workers and employers, on when workplace issues fall within the public‑interest remit of whistleblower protection. 
Danish public authorities, however, emphasised that workplace‑related issues are primarily governed by sector‑specific legislation such as labour law, health and safety rules and anti‑discrimination provisions, and that integrating them fully into the whistleblowing system may overburden existing oversight channels. They stated that many Danish employers, especially in the public sector, have allocated substantial resources to internal compliance teams, but noted that these teams often receive very few reports. Authorities suggested that merging workplace grievances with whistleblower mechanisms risks creating administrative inefficiencies and diverting resources from areas the Directive was explicitly designed to protect. They expressed caution about expanding the Directive’s scope but remained open to ongoing evaluation as case law and institutional practice evolve.

France
Civil society organisations highlighted that numerous alerts concerning social and workplace issues, including harassment, discrimination, occupational health problems and problematic management practices, do not necessarily fall under the whistleblower regime. However, they stressed that such incidents can reveal underlying systemic risks or collective harms that extend beyond the individual case and argued that the whistleblower framework should accommodate situations traditionally treated as standard labour‑law disputes. Civil society representatives also emphasised the psychological and financial consequences of whistleblowing, noting that support structures remain limited and that associations often bear the burden of providing assistance without sufficient resources. 
Trade unions in France likewise acknowledged that many workplace‑related issues have a strong public‑interest dimension and could justify protection under the whistleblower regime. They pointed out that better coordination between labour‑law mechanisms, staff‑representation bodies and whistleblowing procedures would help ensure that relevant risks are identified and addressed early. Trade union interlocutors further noted that reforms in staff‑representation structures have reduced the presence of worker representatives in many organisations, making it harder to support workers confronted with situations that might benefit from whistleblower protections. They indicated that training for employees and managers could enhance understanding of which workplace issues fall within the remit of whistleblowing. 
French authorities confirmed that many whistleblower reports relate to employment conditions or the internal functioning of organisations, though not all such situations are covered by the protective regime. Some matters are addressed through labour‑law or disciplinary processes without the need for whistleblower status. Authorities also explained that certain organisations have adopted unified reporting systems that combine ethical alerts, harassment claims and internal‑rule violations, which can streamline procedures but also lead to confusion between distinct legal regimes. In the public sector, they noted that uncertainty persists regarding the relationship between civil servants’ duty of discretion, their obligation to report certain offences and their rights under the whistleblower framework; in their view, systematic training of public officials would be essential to avoid misunderstandings.

Italy 
Trade union representatives pointed out that many social and workplace issues, such as harassment, discrimination and health and safety, are already covered by specialised national frameworks and by dedicated worker-representation structures. These trade union stakeholders stressed that, while major systemic abuses in these areas can amount to public-interest breaches that warrant whistleblower protection, the everyday handling of such issues is better served by existing tools such as collective bargaining, company equality bodies and health and safety representatives. They warned that relying solely on whistleblowing channels for these matters might weaken social dialogue and isolate workers instead of offering collective support.
Employer organisations in Italy expressed differing views on whether whistleblowing mechanisms should cover a wider range of social and workplace issues. Several employer stakeholders considered that it would be appropriate to report serious and systemic violations relating to harassment, discrimination or occupational safety through whistleblowing channels, but they cautioned against turning these channels into general complaint boxes for all individual labour disputes. In their opinion, routine disagreements over working conditions, pay or performance evaluations should continue to be dealt with under labour law procedures and internal HR processes.
Civil society organisations also recognised the potential value of extending protection to certain social-domain cases, particularly those involving significant public-interest harm. These civil society stakeholders nevertheless emphasised that any expansion should be carefully designed to avoid conflating whistleblowing with ordinary grievance mechanisms and to prevent overburdening channels with cases that can be more effectively managed through existing labour-relations structures. They suggested that guidance at EU and national levels could make clear which types of social and workplace issues are appropriate for whistleblowing and which should follow alternative routes.

Latvia 
Trade union representatives observed that many issues of concern to workers lie at the intersection of social and workplace matters and public interest. They mentioned, for example, systemic violations of health and safety standards, wage fraud, unethical management practices in public institutions or harassment in certain workplaces, which can have broader societal implications. In practice, trade union organisations already support members in bringing such cases forward under the whistleblowing framework where the public interest threshold is met. They argued that, in the Latvian context, the existing broad definition of reportable matters is flexible enough to encompass serious social and workplace issues that go beyond individual employment disputes, and that the main challenge is not the legal possibility but the willingness of individuals to report in an environment where fear of retaliation remains high.
Public authority representatives confirmed that the national law does not systematically exclude social and workplace-related matters, as long as they involve harm to the public interest. They noted that whistleblowing reports concerning occupational safety, discrimination or widespread violations of labour standards can and do reach the competent authorities, notably labour inspection and municipal structures. These representatives emphasised that routine individual labour disputes continue to be handled under labour law and collective bargaining mechanisms, whereas whistleblowing is reserved for situations of wider significance. In their view, this division of labour between legal regimes remains appropriate, and any extension of the whistleblowing framework into purely individual employment matters could dilute its focus and overload the system.
Latvian business representatives expressed reservations about any explicit extension of whistleblowing protection to a broader set of social and workplace issues, particularly if this were to blur the boundary between whistleblowing and ordinary human resources processes. They emphasised that companies already operate within a dense web of labour laws, health and safety regulations and internal procedures for handling grievances, and that adding an additional whistleblowing layer to every workplace conflict could have unintended consequences, including increased legal uncertainty and potential misuse. From their perspective, the current Latvian practice – where only issues that genuinely affect the public interest are treated as whistleblowing – strikes a reasonable balance, provided that labour law remedies remain fully available for individual cases.

Romania
Romanian civil society stakeholders emphasised the need for explicit coverage of certain social and workplace issues, arguing that the public interest is directly implicated in areas such as harassment, discrimination, occupational health and safety, and systemic governance failures within institutions. They pointed out that many structural problems, including recurring harassment, persistent managerial abuses and chronic safety violations, are not only employment disputes but also issues with broader societal implications. Civil society organisations argued that the whistleblowing framework, as currently interpreted, does not consistently protect individuals who disclose such matters, despite clear public‑interest dimensions. They also underscored that the absence of strong protections in these domains discourages individuals from reporting, especially in hierarchical or sensitive sectors, such as healthcare or justice. 
Social partners similarly acknowledged that workplace issues may have a public‑interest character when they affect service quality, user safety or systemic fairness. Trade union representatives asserted that workers frequently encounter problems that fall between traditional labour‑law mechanisms and broader integrity concerns, such as repeated breaches of health and safety rules, systemic overwork or discriminatory managerial practices. They observed that, although labour law provides remedies, many structural issues remain unaddressed due to institutional limitations or cultural reluctance to challenge managerial conduct. Social partners therefore argued that whistleblowing protections could reinforce existing labour standards by offering an additional layer of security to workers willing to expose such problems. 
Romanian public authorities took a more cautious view, stating that social and workplace issues are already governed by specialised legislative instruments and oversight bodies, including labour inspectorates and anti‑discrimination agencies. They expressed concern that bringing these domains fully into the whistleblowing framework could blur institutional mandates and overburden existing channels. Authorities argued that the Directive’s objective is to enhance enforcement of EU law, particularly in areas with cross‑border or systemic relevance, rather than to incorporate the entirety of workplace governance. While open to further debate based on future evaluations, they maintained that any extension of scope should be carefully balanced against the need for a clear and manageable legal framework.

[bookmark: _Toc228180540]National Gaps and Inconsistencies

Denmark 
Danish civil society organisations identified significant gaps between the formal scope of the APW and its practical effect, emphasising that confidentiality constraints have reduced the public visibility of systemic wrongdoing. They explained that the introduction of strict confidentiality rules has made it harder for journalists to access information about cases, thereby reducing media coverage of wrongdoing and limiting public debate about systemic failures. Civil society actors argued that the identity of the whistleblower should remain confidential, but not the entire substance of the case, and noted that the current approach can inhibit broader scrutiny of sector‑wide patterns of misconduct. They highlighted concerns that some authorities anonymise decisions to such an extent that the public cannot determine which firms or individuals were responsible for wrongdoing, thereby weakening accountability mechanisms. 
Social partners agreed that the lack of centralised data and limited transparency creates challenges for assessing the effectiveness of the legislative framework. They observed that internal schemes operated by many Danish employers receive few reports, whereas external systems may receive a larger volume, but the outcomes are not systematically tracked. They explained that no central database exists to record whether whistleblower‑driven investigations lead to sanctions, organisational reforms or policy changes. They considered this absence of comprehensive data a major obstacle to evaluating whether the Directive and the Act have improved enforcement, particularly in sectors such as healthcare, policing and municipal administration. 
Danish public authorities acknowledged these gaps and explained that while statistical reporting exists at scheme level (for example, the external scheme’s annual caseload), there is no national system that aggregates reporting outcomes or follow‑up actions across all sectors. Authorities confirmed that they do not track long‑term consequences of disclosures that fall outside their remit or are referred to other bodies. They suggested that improving data coordination would require cross‑agency cooperation and potentially new legislative mandates, given that many whistleblower cases are shared with regulators, ombudsman institutions or the police. They also pointed out that Denmark is obliged to submit data to the European Union, but that current submissions do not distinguish between cases covered by EU law and those covered by Denmark’s broader national scope. 
Civil society groups additionally highlighted inconsistencies related to access‑to‑information rights. They reported that a request for access to Danish data submitted to the European Commission regarding the Directive’s implementation had been refused by authorities, and they argued that this lack of openness obstructs informed public debate and undermines trust in oversight bodies. Civil society organisations stressed that withholding such information contradicts Denmark’s tradition of openness and weakens the capacity of journalists and CSOs to monitor whether the whistleblower regime is functioning effectively.

France
Civil society representatives identified several inconsistencies in the practical implementation of the national whistleblower regime. A recurring issue concerns the lack of resources dedicated to institutions responsible for supporting individuals who report wrongdoing. They noted that many people must initiate multiple procedures, such as seeking recognition of status, contesting retaliatory measures or pursuing remedies, making the system difficult to navigate without specialist support. They further explained that external authorities tasked with receiving and processing alerts do not always have sufficient staff or mandates to follow cases comprehensively, which can result in delays or fragmented follow‑up. Civil society organisations also warned that, in practice, the effectiveness of protection often depends on the capacity of associations to provide assistance, which is not sustainable given their limited resources. 
French social partners highlighted gaps linked to inconsistent application of rules across organisations. They pointed out that, despite stronger obligations introduced by the Directive and national law, the absence of general sanctions for failing to establish internal arrangements limits compliance incentives. Some organisations may fulfil formal requirements without implementing meaningful mechanisms, which undermines trust in internal channels and encourages individuals to bypass them in favour of external reporting or public disclosure. They also underlined that individuals in small and medium‑sized enterprises face additional barriers because these entities may lack the tools or expertise to handle alerts properly. 
Authorities acknowledged that the absence of a reliable system for monitoring the existence and functionality of internal mechanisms across companies and administrations is a key deficiency. They explained that, although some external authorities collect statistics on the reports they receive, there is no comparable dataset covering internal channels. Attempts to gather such information from organisations have produced limited responses, leaving authorities without a complete picture of compliance. They stressed that this lack of data undermines the ability to assess the system’s coherence and to identify structural shortcomings. Authorities further noted that the fact that there are multiple competent authorities can create confusion for reporting persons, who may not know which body is responsible for handling their report; this situation often results in a default reliance on the national human rights institution, creating workload imbalances.

Italy 
Italian trade union representatives underlined that the prevalence of micro- and small enterprises and extensive subcontracting creates potential gaps in protection under the current legal thresholds. These trade union stakeholders explained that many workers in Italy are employed in small units that fall below the mandatory threshold for internal channels, or in subcontracted segments of complex supply chains. They warned that, if whistleblowing frameworks focus solely on the legal employer and on undertakings above 50 employees, some of the most serious abuses, such as exploitation in subcontracting chains, may remain under-reported, particularly in sectors like construction, logistics, agriculture, fashion and services.
Employer representatives acknowledged that the country’s economic structure, with numerous micro-enterprises and extensive use of subcontracting and seasonal work, can limit the reach of whistleblowing obligations. These employer stakeholders expressed reservations about lowering the 50-employee threshold, given the administrative burdens it would impose on small businesses, but recognised that this threshold may leave workers in small entities without dedicated channels. They suggested exploring solutions such as shared or sector-level reporting mechanisms and clarifying when workers in subcontracting chains can use the channels of the main contractor in order to reduce gaps in practice without overburdening micro-enterprises.
Civil society organisations in Italy pointed to inconsistencies arising from the requirement, in national law, for reporting persons to use internal channels before accessing external ones, except under specific conditions. These civil society stakeholders did not consider this design choice to be fully aligned with the Directive’s intention to allow whistleblowers to choose between internal and external reporting, and believed that it may be particularly problematic in small or sensitive environments where internal channels are not trusted. They argued that this sequencing requirement contributes to the relatively low number of cases pursued through the external authority and, combined with resource constraints, creates a gap between the Directive’s objectives and actual enforcement on the ground.

Latvia 
Civil society representatives identified several gaps and inconsistencies between the legal design of the whistleblowing framework and its implementation. They highlighted in particular the absence of robust solutions for reporting wrongdoing in areas covered by state secrets and national security, where the law excludes whistleblowing protection and individuals who disclose classified information risk criminal liability. In their assessment, this creates a vacuum for addressing serious irregularities in sensitive sectors, especially in the current context of heightened defence and security activity. Civil society representatives suggested that this gap undermines the coherence of the national system and limits its ability to address some of the most critical risks to the public interest.
All stakeholder groups acknowledged that there is a disparity between the strong formal framework and the relatively low use of whistleblowing channels. Latvian trade union representatives and Latvian civil society representatives reported that the number of cases treated as whistleblowing remains modest and that many potential whistleblowers prefer other avenues, including informal complaint mechanisms, internal HR procedures, or direct recourse to the media. They cited a general climate of low civic participation and limited trust in institutions as factors that undermine the willingness of individuals to use official channels. In addition, they observed that first instance authorities and courts sometimes apply whistleblowing provisions in a formalistic way, focusing narrowly on procedural criteria and not always recognising the broader public interest dimension.
Latvian local and national authorities pointed to capacity constraints as a source of inconsistency in enforcement. In some institutions, whistleblowing is one task among many for a single official, who may lack investigative experience and time to follow cases through. This is especially acute in smaller municipalities, where the same person may serve as contact point, auditor and member of internal commissions. Stakeholders indicated that such arrangements can lead to uneven handling of similar cases across institutions, potentially affecting the perceived fairness and reliability of the system. They called for sustained investment in training, clearer guidance and, where possible, additional human resources to minimise these disparities.

Romania
Civil society organisations identified several gaps and inconsistencies in the national protection framework stemming from narrow interpretations of the law. They explained that, in practice, certain disclosures are re‑categorised as ordinary employment grievances, even when they highlight structural risks or public‑interest harms. Civil society reports indicated that cases involving administrative misconduct, corruption, undue external interference in judicial proceedings or mismanagement of public resources are sometimes excluded from the whistleblowing framework because they are not listed in the annexed list of acts or fall outside a restrictive institutional reading of scope. Stakeholders stressed that this approach leaves significant risks unaddressed and undermines legal certainty for potential reporting persons. 
Romanian social partners affirmed that gaps also arise from institutional reluctance and uneven awareness, particularly within management structures. Trade union representatives pointed to numerous situations where workers raised concerns that clearly affected broader organisational integrity, such as patterns of retaliation, persistent health and safety issues, or unethical behaviour, but were directed towards internal grievance frameworks rather than whistleblowing channels. They attributed this partly to limited training among case‑handlers and partly to organisational cultures that are not well adapted to the openness and impartiality required by whistleblowing systems. Social partners warned that without consistent application across institutions, the legal framework risks becoming under‑used or selectively applied. 
Public authorities recognised that certain inconsistencies may emerge during early implementation, since institutions are still becoming familiar with procedural requirements and the distribution of responsibilities among internal and external channels. They acknowledged that courts do not yet have specialised judges or chambers dedicated to whistleblowing disputes, which can result in divergent interpretations and long delays. Some authorities accepted that clearer jurisprudence and guidance are required, particularly on distinguishing whistleblowing from routine HR disputes and on assessing when professional secrecy or classified information rules limit protection. While maintaining that the overall framework is functioning adequately, they nevertheless agreed that implementation challenges can generate gaps that must be addressed through improved practice.


[bookmark: _Toc228180541]Legal Overlap and System Integration

Denmark 
Danish public authorities explained that, although Denmark’s whistleblower scheme sits alongside existing legal regimes, these parallel frameworks can coexist effectively. They highlighted confidential reporting structures administered by the data protection authority and emphasised that while whistleblowing occurs within a broader regulatory context, each system retains its core function. They described close cooperation with sectoral bodies when reports concerned tax offences, workplace safety, environmental breaches, healthcare misconduct or financial wrongdoing. Authorities emphasised that the whistleblower scheme does not replace internal compliance systems nor act as an appeals body for corporate whistleblower channels; instead, both internal and external mechanisms can operate simultaneously when appropriate. They noted that specialised secrecy regimes, such as those covering classified information or patient confidentiality, take precedence but stressed that responsible reporting pathways remain available. 
Civil society organisations, however, emphasised that legal overlaps sometimes inhibit transparency and public accountability. They argued that although whistleblowing rules are intended to protect identity, the Danish system has resulted in a broader withholding of case details, which in turn dries up investigative journalism sources. They explained that when oversight bodies anonymise their decisions, the public cannot determine where systemic risks exist or which organisations repeatedly fail in ethical or legal compliance. Civil society organisations noted that conflicts may arise between whistleblowing confidentiality rules and the public’s right to be informed about serious wrongdoing. They also highlighted unresolved tensions between secrecy obligations in certain professions and the public interest in exposing risks, adding that Danish law does not provide explicit exemptions for whistleblower‑motivated disclosures when professional secrecy is implicated. 
Danish social partners described tensions between the whistleblower law and existing labour‑market structures, particularly concerning grievance procedures, confidentiality rules and security‑clearance systems. They reported that workers in highly regulated sectors, such as defence, policing and healthcare, face conflicting legal obligations when deciding whether to report misconduct. Breaching confidentiality can have severe professional repercussions, including the loss of security clearance without the possibility of appeal. At the same time, these workers may be unable to access whistleblower protections if disclosures fall outside the ‘serious breach’ threshold or if an organisation’s internal scheme lacks credibility. Social partners stated that these overlapping dynamics can create confusion and discourage reporting. 
Stakeholders across all groups agreed that improving system integration requires clearer guidance for both employers and workers regarding the relationship between whistleblowing rules, data‑protection law, labour law, professional secrecy regimes and sector‑specific reporting duties. Authorities stressed that they already consult relevant regulators when assessing complex cases, but civil society insisted that more comprehensive coordination is needed to prevent legal frameworks from undermining one another. Social partners highlighted the need for stronger training programmes that equip employees and union representatives to navigate this dense legal landscape. Across all perspectives, the integration challenge was recognised as one of the most important areas for future refinement.

France
French civil society organisations stressed the importance of improving coordination between the whistleblower regime and other legal frameworks, such as anti‑corruption rules, data protection, confidentiality obligations and business‑secrecy legislation. They reported that individuals may hesitate to report breaches for fear of contravening overlapping legal regimes, especially when organisations invoke confidentiality provisions to discourage disclosures. Civil society actors emphasised that, while the law provides that business secrecy cannot be used against a whistleblower acting in the public interest, such arguments may still be employed to intimidate reporting persons or delay proceedings. They further noted that legal actions, such as strategic lawsuits against public participation, can be used to circumvent whistleblower protections and impose financial or psychological pressure on individuals or journalists. 
Some stakeholders (mostly trade union representatives)  highlighted tensions between different branches of law, including labour law, civil service rules and disciplinary procedures, explaining that individuals may need to initiate multiple processes to obtain comprehensive protection. They indicated that, even when whistleblower status is recognised, this does not always ensure effective protection if other legal regimes impose separate obligations or processes. Trade union representatives warned that employees and staff representatives often find it difficult to navigate this legal complexity, and that clearer guidance, particularly for workplace representatives, would help prevent procedural errors that could jeopardise protection. They also noted that confidentiality requirements, particularly in sensitive sectors, can create further uncertainty for workers who wish to report wrongdoing. 
Authorities agreed that ensuring coherence between the whistleblower regime and other applicable frameworks is essential for the system’s relevance. They observed that many reports received by administrative bodies must be referred to prosecutorial authorities, which introduces new procedural constraints and may complicate confidentiality protections. Authorities emphasised that secure transmission mechanisms exist but require close cooperation across institutions. They also noted that differences in the investigative or sanctioning powers of various competent bodies can contribute to delays and uneven outcomes. Stakeholders across all groups recognised the need for clearer connection between legal regimes and better coordination to prevent contradictions or gaps, ensuring that individuals can exercise their rights without undue legal uncertainty.

Italy 
Trade union representatives in Italy observed that the whistleblowing framework interacts with a wide array of other legal regimes, including data protection, labour law, health and safety, anti-corruption rules and the corporate liability system. These trade union stakeholders stressed that, particularly in sectors such as finance and public administration, whistleblowing procedures have been built on top of existing compliance and risk-management structures. They consider that this integration can be positive when clearly coordinated, but cautioned that overlapping responsibilities and rules can create confusion for workers as to which channel they should use for specific issues.
Employer organisations in Italy emphasised that, in their view, whistleblowing legislation should be complementary to existing regimes rather than duplicative. These employer stakeholders explained that companies already operate under a complex web of obligations relating to privacy, corporate governance, combating money laundering, combating corruption, and occupational safety, and that whistleblowing channels are most valuable when they serve as an additional route for detecting potential breaches that might otherwise go unnoticed. They described efforts to align whistleblowing procedures with existing codes of ethics, internal controls and data protection policies so that the overall compliance system remains consistent.
Civil society and professional organisations in Italy provided concrete examples of how whistleblowing platforms can be integrated into broader integrity systems. These civil society stakeholders described cases where the same incident simultaneously triggered questions under codes of ethics, corporate liability rules and whistleblowing procedures, and where the report submitted through a whistleblowing channel resulted in internal audits or corrective actions even when the case did not strictly meet the legal definition of whistleblowing. They viewed this as evidence that, when properly designed, whistleblowing channels can act as an effective gateway to existing governance and compliance mechanisms, rather than a parallel or competing system.

Latvia 
Latvian public authority representatives generally consider that the whistleblowing law is well integrated with other national legal regimes and complements, rather than duplicates, existing frameworks such as labour law, data protection rules and corporate governance standards. They explained that labour law continues to regulate individual employment relationships, including protection against unjustified dismissal, while whistleblowing offers additional guarantees where reports concern breaches of public interest. They also noted that corporate governance guidance and ethical codes in the public administration now explicitly refer to the duty to report wrongdoing and point towards whistleblowing mechanisms as practical tools to uphold those values.
Trade union representatives acknowledged this complementarity but emphasised that, in practice, it can be difficult for workers and even for some institutions to navigate the different procedures, thresholds and remedies attached to each regime. They cited examples where cases with both labour and public interest dimensions were not consistently treated as whistleblowing, resulting in under-use of the available protective instruments. In their view, more integrated guidance and coordinated interpretation by labour inspectors, courts and other authorities could help ensure that workers receive the full benefit of both labour law protections and whistleblowing safeguards, particularly in cases where the reporting of a public interest issue triggers employment-related retaliation.
Latvian business representatives highlighted that companies must simultaneously comply with multiple EU-driven frameworks, including whistleblowing rules, data protection under the GDPR, sector-specific regulations and various corporate governance codes. While they did not report systematic conflicts between these regimes, they stressed that the combined effect can be complex and resource-intensive to manage, especially for smaller enterprises. Business organisations therefore called for efforts at both national and EU level to streamline references to legal instruments, avoid unnecessary overlaps in reporting requirements and provide clear, practical guidance on how different compliance obligations interact. They suggested that simplifying the way in which EU legal acts are referenced in the whistleblowing framework – for example by reducing reliance on lengthy annexes that quickly become outdated – would significantly improve system integration from the perspective of enterprises.

Romania
Romanian civil society representatives emphasised that overlaps between whistleblowing rules and other legal regimes, including data protection, labour law, anti‑discrimination law and corporate governance frameworks, sometimes lead institutions to process disclosures without engaging whistleblower protections. They explained that some case‑handlers focus exclusively on the admissibility of evidence (such as audio recordings), data‑protection implications or HR classifications, rather than the public‑interest dimension of the disclosure. This results in situations where matters involving corruption, mismanagement or systemic organisational risk are treated as internal disputes, leaving whistleblowers unprotected. Civil society actors argued that clearer guidance is urgently needed to ensure that whistleblowing rules complement, rather than become overshadowed by, parallel legal regimes.
Social partners also referred to practical overlaps with labour‑law and employment‑governance systems, especially in workplaces where grievance mechanisms and collective agreements already provide structured procedures for raising concerns. Trade union representatives indicated that workers often favour familiar labour‑law routes when confronting misconduct, sometimes because they are unaware of whistleblowing channels and sometimes because they believe these channels lack impartiality. Employers noted that misconduct which touches on disciplinary matters or workplace conflict is frequently addressed first through internal HR processes, leaving ambiguity over when whistleblowing rules should apply. Social partners therefore called for clearer articulation of how whistleblowing interacts with these established systems. 
Romanian public authorities acknowledged that interactions with data protection law initially created uncertainties, with the national data‑protection body questioning the necessity of a separate whistleblowing framework. Authorities explained that subsequent dialogue established a working arrangement whereby institutions must ensure confidentiality and lawful data processing under both the GDPR and the whistleblowing law. Public authorities also recognised that, in areas involving classified information or national‑security procurement, separate legal regimes legitimately govern disclosure. Nevertheless, they emphasised that whistleblowing rules can operate alongside these frameworks and that, with appropriate training, institutions can avoid undue conflict between legal regimes. Authorities expressed the view that integrated guidance and specialised training would help align interpretations across the public sector.

[bookmark: _Toc228180542]4.2	Information from the questionnaire 

[bookmark: _Toc228180543]Material scope 
When asked whether the current material scope of the Directive is correctly designed to achieve its objectives (Question 17), 45% (18 out of 40) of respondents believe it should be kept as is, while 35% (14 out of 40) consider that it should be expanded.
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Responses varied noticeably across countries. Latvia and Italy showed strong support for maintaining the current scope, with 71% (5 out of 7) and 63% (5 out of 8) of respondents, respectively, indicating it should be kept as is. Denmark also leaned towards maintaining the scope, with 50% (6 out of 12) supporting this view. In contrast, France and Romania favoured expansion, with 56% (5 out of 9) in France and 75% (3 out of 4) in Romania suggesting the scope should be broadened to better achieve the Directive’s objectives. Uncertainty was notable in France and Denmark, where 33% (3 out of 9) and 25% (3 out of 12) of respondents, respectively, were unsure.

Respondents who indicated that the Directive’s material scope should be expanded were asked to provide examples (Question 17a). Those who could provide examples highlighted that limiting coverage to specific areas of EU law creates legal uncertainty for potential reporters and may discourage reporting. Examples included the need to cover serious breaches of national law, public integrity, occupational health and safety, anticorruption and ethical violations. Some stakeholders also suggested explicitly including sectors currently outside the scope, such as the judiciary, national security, military, intelligence and crimes against humanity or war crimes. They further emphasised that effective expansion would require adequate training, resources and support for facilitators to ensure the Directive’s objectives are fully met.

[bookmark: _Toc228180544]Coverage of social and labour issues
When asked whether protection should extend beyond the current scope to include social-domain issues, such as workplace harassment, discrimination or health and safety that cause harm to the public interest (Question 18), responses were closely divided. A total of 42% (17 out of 40) of respondents indicated that protection should be extended, while 40% (16 out of 40) opposed expansion. An additional 18% (7 out of 40) were unsure.





Romania showed unanimous support, with 100% (4 out of 4) of respondents indicating that protection should be extended. France also displayed strong support, with 67% (6 out of 9) in favour. In contrast, Latvia and Italy predominantly opposed expansion, with 57% (4 out of 7) and 50% (4 out of 8), respectively indicating that protection should not be extended. Denmark showed the highest level of uncertainty, with 42% (5 out of 12) of respondents unsure, alongside 17% (2 out of 12) supporting and 42% (5 out of 12) opposing expansion.

Respondents who indicated that protection should extend beyond the current scope to cover social-domain issues that affect the public interest were asked to specify which issues should be included (Question 18a). Those who could provide examples highlighted systemic workplace harassment, sexual or gender-based violence, discrimination, violations of health and safety rules, and broader social rights breaches as key areas. Several noted that such issues, while not always covered by EU law, can have serious consequences for both individuals and the public, and national practices in some Member States already include these categories, illustrating that the Directive’s current scope is too narrow to ensure effective whistleblower protection.


When asked whether the fact that the Directive does not cover harm to the public interest linked to work-related issues created gaps or inconsistencies in national protection frameworks (Question 19), responses indicated significant uncertainty. Only 15% (6 out of 40) of respondents felt that gaps or inconsistencies had arisen, while 27% (11 out of 40) believed no such gaps existed. The majority (58% – 23 out of 40) were unsure. 

[bookmark: _Toc228180545]Overlap with national frameworks 

In Question 20, the respondents were asked to what extent whistleblower legislation complements or duplicates other legal regimes (e.g., data protection (GDPR), labour law, corporate governance). The stakeholders generally indicated that whistleblower legislation tends to complement rather than duplicate existing legal regimes, though overlaps with labour law, data protection (GDPR), corporate governance, and sectoral compliance rules are common. Examples include protections for witnesses of harassment or discrimination, coordination with national corporate governance rules (such as Italy’s D.Lgs. 231/2001 and D.Lgs. 24/2023), and specific procedural adjustments allowing the processing of sensitive personal data under whistleblowing frameworks. It was noted that, in practice, whistleblower laws often provide stronger safeguards than general labour law, for instance, reversing the burden of proof in retaliation cases or extending protection beyond standard employment rights, and they integrate with internal reporting channels, ethics committees and regulatory obligations, though the degree of systematic coordination varies across jurisdictions. Some respondents noted that gaps remain in effective implementation, particularly where reporting channels are insecure or national enforcement is inconsistent.

[bookmark: _Toc228180546]
5. Primary data: Inclusion of civil society

[bookmark: _Toc228180547]5.1	Information gathered in stakeholder meetings and written contributions

[bookmark: _Toc228180548]Involvement of Social Partners in Implementation

Denmark
Public authorities explained that social partners and civil society organisations were consulted during the drafting of the Danish Act on Protection of Whistleblowers and participated in working groups convened before its adoption. They noted that these consultations allowed unions, employer organisations, business associations and civil society actors to contribute their perspectives on the legislative framework and its alignment with existing Danish policies. Authorities emphasised that this process was coordinated by the Ministry of Justice and that several suggestions from stakeholders were incorporated, especially those concerning the inclusion of serious breaches of Danish law in the wider material scope. Nevertheless, they acknowledged that some stakeholder groups expressed dissatisfaction that not all proposals, particularly those advocating broader public transparency, had been adopted. 
Civil society organisations confirmed that they had been consulted prior to adoption of the law, although they judged the extent to which their concerns were reflected in the final APW differently. Some organisations expressed satisfaction that their recommendations had partly shaped the legislative approach, whereas others argued that the final APW did not sufficiently address concerns related to confidentiality constraints and public accountability. Civil society participants noted that they had argued for stronger transparency and more flexible routes for reporting externally to the media, but these views were only partially integrated. They added that although authorities remained receptive to dialogue, the consultation process was largely confined to the pre‑legislative phase, with little formal involvement afterwards.
Danish social partners described their involvement in the transposition process as constructive and consistent with broader Danish labour‑market governance traditions. They said that consultation ensured that whistleblower protections would not inadvertently undermine collective bargaining structures or workplace cooperation agreements. Social partners explained that various labour‑market actors contributed views on how whistleblower reporting should interact with existing grievance mechanisms, and they described this process as helping preserve continuity with well‑established labour institutions. However, they also confirmed that no ongoing monitoring or co‑management role was formally assigned to social partners once the law entered into force. 
Across all groups, there was agreement that involvement during the legislative stage had not resulted in a permanent multi‑stakeholder structure for implementation. Several actors indicated that although bilateral exchanges occur, such as civil society interviews with public authorities or unions referring workers to external reporting channels, there is no systematic forum for social partners, civil society organisations and authorities to jointly review how the law operates in practice. Stakeholders suggested that creating such structures could improve confidence and ensure that lessons from whistleblower cases are shared across sectors.

France 
Two French stakeholders noted that the implementation of the whistleblower protection framework benefited from relatively open consultation processes compared with other areas of social legislation. Trade unions explained that discussions on internal reporting procedures took place in the context of broader social‑dialogue structures, allowing them to highlight the importance of independent and trusted mechanisms. Civil society organisations confirmed that their earlier engagement during the development of national legislation, including previous anti‑corruption reforms, helped strengthen the protective provisions of the current law. They added that their participation made it possible to anticipate practical challenges, ensure better coherence with existing frameworks and improve the design of reporting arrangements by bringing field experience into legislative discussions. 
Various representatives from trade unions stressed that their involvement remained uneven across organisations and reforms. They indicated that, while some entities consulted staff representatives when establishing internal channels, others applied only a minimal level of dialogue, restricting participation to formal notification. Several interlocutors observed that collective agreements addressing whistleblowing remain rare and argued that the matter should be integrated into mandatory negotiations. They considered that meaningful involvement of workers’ representatives could strengthen trust in internal mechanisms, especially where employees might fear that channels are not sufficiently independent or do not provide effective guarantees against retaliation. 
Authorities also acknowledged the value of cooperation with civil society and social partners during implementation, noting that regular exchanges with specialised organisations help identify practical difficulties more quickly and refine administrative practices. They explained that such cooperation is particularly useful in a system involving several designated authorities with different mandates, investigative capacities and procedural rules. However, they recognised that this collaboration is largely informal and takes place on a case‑by‑case basis rather than through a structured, permanent mechanism. Civil society organisations stressed that inconsistent consultation in adjacent policy areas, such as business secrecy, corporate liability or anti‑SLAPP legislation, can indirectly affect whistleblower protection, making systematic involvement essential to preserve coherence across legal regimes. 
Across all groups, there was agreement that structured, multi‑stakeholder engagement could enhance the implementation and credibility of the whistleblower system. Social partners highlighted that middle‑management unions are often the first to detect serious risks and support individuals wishing to report wrongdoing, making their sustained involvement key to the system’s legitimacy. Civil society organisations added that more formalised cooperation would help link legislative design, institutional practice and support associations, ensuring that reporting mechanisms remain aligned with worker realities. Authorities signalled openness to such dialogue, noting that the diversity of competent bodies and reporting pathways would benefit from more coordinated oversight. 

Italy
Italian trade union representatives reported that their involvement in the national transposition process and in the implementation of whistleblowing mechanisms has been partial and uneven. These trade union stakeholders indicated that, while they have been engaged in broader debates on corruption, workers’ rights and fundamental rights, they have not always been systematically consulted on the specific design of whistleblowing rules or channels at workplace level. They suggested that a more structured involvement of social partners could help tailor the system to the realities of Italian labour markets and improve acceptance among workers.
Employer organisations confirmed that social partners were consulted to some extent during the development of national guidelines and sectoral interpretations of the whistleblowing framework. These employer stakeholders noted, however, that beyond these formal consultations, the degree of social partner engagement in the practical roll-out of internal channels has varied across sectors and companies. They expressed willingness to explore deeper cooperation with trade unions and worker representatives where this can help to promote understanding of whistleblowing and to embed it within existing industrial relations structures.

Latvia 
Public authority representatives confirmed that social partners have been consistently involved in the implementation and monitoring of the whistleblowing framework. They noted that employer organisations and trade unions participate in formal consultations on legislative amendments, and that their feedback is regularly sought on draft guidance and institutional arrangements. Latvian trade union representatives reported that they monitor how the law is applied in practice, especially in sectors with strong union presence, and that they raise issues with the government when they observe patterns of misapplication or potential loopholes. Latvian business representatives similarly indicated that they provide feedback on implementation challenges encountered by their members, including administrative burdens and unclear institutional responsibilities.
Despite this involvement, social partners underlined that their participation in the day-to-day implementation of internal whistleblowing systems is more limited. Latvian trade union representatives stated that they are rarely formally involved in the design or monitoring of internal channels within companies, particularly in the private sector, and that workers’ representatives are often informed rather than genuinely consulted about procedures that can have significant implications for staff. Employer organisations indicated that they encourage dialogue within companies but did not report systematic participation of unions or workers’ councils in channel design. Several stakeholders considered that deeper involvement of social partners at workplace level, including through joint committees or co-developed guidelines, could enhance the legitimacy and effectiveness of internal reporting mechanisms.

Romania
Several Romanian civil society and social partner representatives explained that their involvement in the transposition of the Whistleblower Protection Directive occurred primarily through general, formal consultation mechanisms, rather than through a dedicated whistleblowing‑specific dialogue. Romanian trade union representatives indicated that they contributed written and oral comments during the country’s routine tripartite consultation process but underlined that these procedures followed the standard approach used for draft legislation. They noted that this process did not generate a specific role for social partners in designing or overseeing whistleblowing mechanisms once the law entered into force. Romanian employer representatives similarly observed that they monitored the legislative process and provided their views on administrative burden and scope, yet were not assigned formal responsibilities in the practical implementation of reporting channels.
Civil society organisations highlighted that, although they submitted detailed comments during legislative drafting, particularly advocating the preservation of previous more favourable public‑disclosure standards, their recommendations were not fully integrated into the final text. They stressed that they had argued that the Directive sets minimum standards and that the national framework could retain or expand the earlier public‑sector protections dating from 2004. According to these organisations, the consultation process, although procedurally open, did not sufficiently reflect their concerns about potential reductions in protection, especially regarding the conditions under which public disclosures may be made.
Following the adoption of the law, both civil society and social partners reported very limited structural involvement in operationalisation. Romanian trade unions stated that, while they may be consulted on broader issues of internal governance under general social‑dialogue rules, they have not been systematically included in the design or monitoring of whistleblowing procedures. Civil society actors likewise emphasised that, aside from sporadic exchanges with certain authorities, there is no dedicated multi‑stakeholder mechanism ensuring their participation in implementation. They expressed concern that, without such structured cooperation, lessons from real cases and insights from civil society will not feed effectively into system improvements.
Romanian public authorities acknowledged that civil society and social partners contributed during the legislative phase but accepted that ongoing engagement remains limited. They indicated that cooperation with these actors tends to arise on a case‑by‑case basis, such as when civil society raises concerns about the functioning of internal channels or when whistleblower associations assist individuals in presenting cases. Authorities recognised the value of more regularised cooperation, even if they maintained that responsibilities for implementation are primarily assigned to designated public bodies under the law.

[bookmark: _Toc228180549]Support Roles of Unions and Civil Society Organisations

Denmark
Danish civil society organisations described playing a significant support role for whistleblowers, particularly in helping individuals navigate legal obligations, select appropriate reporting channels and understand confidentiality rules. They explained that they provide assistance in documenting evidence and identifying whether reported matters concern serious violations of law, corporate malpractice, environmental harm or public‑sector failures. Civil society representatives highlighted that individuals often approach CSOs when they distrust internal reporting channels or fear identification within small organisations. They cited examples from municipal administration, healthcare and financial oversight to illustrate how civil society networks help whistleblowers pursue disclosures that might otherwise remain unreported. 
Trade union representatives reported that unions frequently serve as the first point of contact for workers considering reporting misconduct. They stated that workers routinely seek advice on how to raise concerns anonymously, whether to use internal or external systems, and how to protect themselves from retaliation. Unions explained that they assess each case individually and may recommend using official whistleblower channels, reporting anonymously to a regulator or, in sensitive circumstances, changing employment if internal reporting appears too risky. They emphasised that while unions do not typically represent whistleblowers during external investigations, union representatives may provide support throughout the process if the worker requests it. 
Public authorities acknowledged the practical importance of civil society and unions in helping whistleblowers understand their rights. They explained that in some cases individuals are referred to the external whistleblower scheme via trade unions or independent organisations who help recognise whether concerns meet the legal threshold of seriousness. Authorities stated that cooperation with external actors is not formalised but occurs organically, particularly when civil society has conducted investigative work or when unions have already advised potential whistleblowers about confidentiality and procedural risks. They added that civil society interviews conducted with Danish authorities help promote knowledge‑sharing and increase public awareness of the scheme. 
Across all stakeholder groups, there was consensus that civil society organisations and unions fill critical gaps where formal institutions cannot provide ongoing personal support. They highlighted that whistleblowers often experience significant stress, uncertainty and fear of retaliation, and that civil society and union advisors offer guidance that complements statutory mechanisms. Stakeholders agreed that without these organisations, many individuals would struggle to understand both the procedural requirements and the personal risks associated with whistleblowing.

France 
Some French stakeholders described the support ecosystem as essential for ensuring that individuals can safely use reporting mechanisms. Civil society organisations reported that many people contact them before submitting a report, seeking advice on legal requirements, procedural steps and the risks involved. These organisations explained that they assist in identifying the appropriate authority, compiling evidence, understanding retaliation safeguards and preparing any necessary legal action. They noted that support also includes psychological assistance, as individuals often face emotional strain and uncertainty. Associations specialising in whistleblower protection, including structures dedicated to coordinating advice, were highlighted as providing indispensable guidance at early stages. 
Trade unions noted that they frequently act as facilitators for workers considering whistleblowing. They explained that unions help employees assess the most appropriate reporting pathway, clarify their rights and understand confidentiality obligations. They also assist with the preparation of reports, accompany individuals during internal or external procedures and support them in case of retaliation. However, they emphasised that trade unions are not formally recognised as whistleblowers and that their support role remains primarily advisory. Several interlocutors suggested exploring expanding the personal scope of the whistleblower regime to moral persons such as trade unions and other organisations pursuing objectives of general interest, thus allowing them to bring alerts on behalf of individuals under specific conditions, although others cautioned that this possibility must be carefully framed to prevent confusion or abuse.
Authorities recognised that civil society organisations play a central role in supporting whistleblowers, emphasising that the interface function provided by associations helps improve the quality of reports addressed to competent institutions. They noted that associations can direct individuals to the right authority in a complex multi‑channel system and help them avoid procedural mistakes that might compromise protection. Authorities also considered that these organisations contribute to promoting a culture of whistleblowing by raising public awareness of rights and obligations, although they acknowledged that this work depends on limited resources and is often voluntary. 
Stakeholders across social partners, civil society and authorities noted that psychological and financial support mechanisms remain insufficient. They explained that many individuals face significant personal and professional difficulties after reporting wrongdoing and depend heavily on civil society for sustained assistance. Civil society organisations described structural resource shortages that limit their capacity to provide long‑term case support and emphasised that without greater institutional backing, the system’s effectiveness remains constrained. Social partners similarly highlighted the need for broader support infrastructures, including legal aid and measures facilitating professional mobility or reintegration for individuals impacted by retaliation.

Italy
Trade union representatives underlined that they can play an important role in supporting whistleblower protection by informing workers about their rights, helping them assess whether a situation falls within the whistleblowing framework and accompanying them through reporting procedures. These trade union stakeholders noted that unions already provide training on topics such as combating money laundering, compliance, and health and safety and they argued that whistleblowing could be more systematically integrated into such training, particularly in sectors with strong union presence and in public administration. They suggested that targeted resources at EU and national level could strengthen the capacity of social partners to fulfil this educational and supportive role.
Civil society organisations described how they directly assist potential whistleblowers through confidential advisory services. These civil society stakeholders explained that they help individuals to understand the legal framework, evaluate the risks and benefits of different channels, and draft reports that meet the necessary criteria. They stressed that such support, explicitly envisaged in the Directive as part of broader support measures, is resource-intensive and requires stable funding if it is to be maintained and expanded. They also pointed out that their advisory role can be constrained by data protection practices that do not always recognise the specific function of independent civil society intermediaries.
Several employer organisations in Italy acknowledged that civil society organisations and trade unions could contribute more to training and awareness-raising on whistleblowing, especially for small and medium-sized enterprises. These employer stakeholders expressed openness to using bilateral training funds and joint bodies to support initiatives led by social partners and CSOs, including dissemination of evaluation questionnaires and guidance on best practices. They emphasised that such initiatives could help address cultural resistance and improve understanding of the system among both employers and workers.


Latvia 
Trade union and civil society representatives both stressed that they play crucial support roles in the whistleblowing ecosystem. Trade unions explained that workers frequently turn to them as a first point of contact when they observe wrongdoing or experience retaliation. In these situations, unions provide legal advice, help draft reports or complaints, and offer continuous psychological support during often lengthy procedures. They also assist members in choosing the most appropriate route, whether under the whistleblowing law, labour law or other legal frameworks. Trade union organisations emphasised that this support is resource-intensive, particularly when cases involve complex intersections of public interest issues and employment law disputes.
Latvian civil society representatives described the specific functions of certain non-governmental organisations that act as intermediary contact points. These organisations provide secure online tools through which individuals can submit reports, which are then assessed and, where appropriate, forwarded to competent authorities. Civil society actors also accompany whistleblowers through the process, explaining possible consequences and connecting them to pro bono or specialised legal assistance where needed. They participate in national and EU-funded projects that analyse the functioning of whistleblowing mechanisms, identify systemic weaknesses and formulate policy recommendations. According to these organisations, their position outside state structures allows them to build trust among potential whistleblowers who may be reluctant to contact public authorities directly.
Several stakeholders underlined that, despite these important roles, trade unions and civil society organisations face capacity and funding constraints that limit their ability to systematically support whistleblowers. Both types of organisations indicated that they would benefit from clearer recognition of their intermediary functions in legislation and policy documents, as well as from targeted resources for advisory services and awareness-raising activities. They considered that strengthening these support roles would significantly contribute to the practical achievement of the Directive’s objectives in Latvia.

Romania
Romanian civil society organisations described providing essential practical and moral support to whistleblowers, frequently filling gaps left by the statutory framework. These organisations reported assisting individuals in understanding which channels to use, documenting evidence, preparing formal submissions and, when necessary, challenging retaliatory measures before administrative or judicial bodies. Civil society actors highlighted that this support is crucial in complex or high‑risk cases, particularly where whistleblowers face social isolation, financial hardship or attacks on their reputation. They noted that, in the absence of consistent institutional protection, civil society networks often provide the only sustained accompaniment that whistleblowers can rely on.
Trade union representatives explained that unions also play a complementary protective role, even though the whistleblower law does not give them a specific or formal mandate in this area. Unions provide advice, representation in disciplinary proceedings and legal support in labour disputes. They also assist members in navigating internal procedures by offering clarity on the rights and obligations associated with reporting wrongdoing. Trade unions added that they can negotiate additional protective clauses in collective agreements, such as safeguards against unjust transfers or performance evaluations that may be linked to retaliation. They emphasised, however, that these contributions are based on general labour‑law and social‑dialogue frameworks rather than on specific recognition within the whistleblowing system.
Civil society actors gave examples demonstrating how organisational support can be decisive in enabling whistleblowers to continue defending the public interest. One Romanian whistleblower from the environmental field explained that civil society organisations had been vital in countering retaliatory measures after she raised concerns regarding a major polluter. These organisations helped her respond to disciplinary actions, challenge the abolition of her post and resist reputational attacks in local media. She noted that without support from human‑rights CSOs and other civil society actors she would have been unable to manage the legal and personal pressures arising from her disclosures.
Romanian public authorities acknowledged the positive contribution of civil society and whistleblower associations in raising awareness and supporting individuals who bring forward important information. Authorities referred to constructive cooperation with civil society groups on technical matters such as drafting internal procedures or interpreting provisions related to confidentiality and follow‑up. The National Anticorruption Directorate reported that civil society had supported individuals who later provided information relevant to local‑level corruption cases, some of which were subsequently brought to trial. Authorities agreed that civil society’s role provides a valuable supplement to the statutory framework.

[bookmark: _Toc228180550]Participation in Reporting Channel Management

Denmark
Danish public authorities explained that management of internal and external reporting channels lies strictly with designated bodies and that no formal role exists for unions or civil society organisations in operating whistleblower schemes. They noted that the external channel administered under the data protection authority maintains strict independence and confidentiality rules that limit the involvement of external actors in handling cases. Authorities emphasised that operational responsibilities, including registration, assessment and referral of cases, must remain within public institutions for legal and data‑protection reasons. They also stated that the external scheme is not an appeals mechanism for internal schemes and that internal and external cases may proceed simultaneously if circumstances warrant.
Although they are consulted informally and provide advice to individuals, civil society organisations observed that they have no structured opportunities to contribute to the design or assessment of internal or external reporting channels. They argued that the lack of participation reduces transparency and limits society’s ability to assess the trustworthiness of internal mechanisms, especially where internal schemes receive few disclosures. Civil society representatives suggested that independent oversight, whether advisory or evaluative, could strengthen confidence in reporting channels and improve alignment between internal procedures and the larger public‑interest goals of whistleblower protection.
Danish social partners reported similarly that they are generally not involved in the management or monitoring of reporting channels and that their advisory role focuses primarily on guiding workers before they make disclosures. They explained that unions rarely have insight into how internal schemes are operated beyond what employers voluntarily share. Social partners noted that while larger companies often outsource their schemes to professional service providers, smaller companies either manage schemes internally or rely on external frameworks only when mandated by law. They stated that the lack of a formal union role in monitoring reporting channels means that union perspectives on confidentiality, retaliation and worker trust are not routinely integrated into channel governance. 
All stakeholder groups acknowledged that the absence of a multi‑stakeholder oversight mechanism makes it challenging to evaluate the functioning of reporting channels across the country. Civil society organisations and social partners expressed interest in more structured involvement, arguing that independent review and broader participation would help ensure that whistleblower channels operate effectively and in line with democratic accountability principles. Public authorities recognised the potential value of such an approach but emphasised that any change would require political decision‑making and amendment of existing institutional mandates.

France 
Some French interlocutors observed that social partners and civil society organisations are rarely formally involved in the operational management of internal reporting mechanisms, even though their role could significantly enhance trust and accessibility. Trade union representatives indicated that trade unions often play a role in supporting people wishing to report (as facilitators), informing them about their rights and helping them to choose the most appropriate channel. However, trade unions are generally not more involved in the actual management of the reporting channels. In many organisations, staff representatives are informed about the establishment of these channels but are not directly involved in monitoring their functioning or evaluating their effectiveness. They argued that structured participation – such as regular consultation or shared oversight – could strengthen independence and prevent situations where internal mechanisms exist only formally but are not used in practice. 
Civil society organisations reported that they often help individuals navigate internal systems because reporting persons may distrust internal channels or may not know which body to contact. They provide guidance to avoid procedural errors and help ensure that cases are directed to the competent external authority. Civil society actors highlighted that internal contact persons responsible for receiving reports, often from compliance or human resources departments, may find themselves in difficult positions when allegations concern senior managers. They explained that these individuals do not always enjoy sufficient protection when handling sensitive alerts, and suggested that strengthening their status could reinforce the independence and credibility of internal mechanisms. 
Authorities acknowledged that companies and administrations bear primary responsibility for managing internal reporting channels but agreed that indirect involvement of social partners and civil society organisations can contribute to improving these mechanisms. They noted that observations from unions and associations about recurrent challenges help identify structural weaknesses, allowing organisations to revise their procedures. Authorities also pointed out that the complexity of multi‑channel systems, particularly the number of external authorities, makes the interface role played by associations critical for ensuring accessibility. However, they recognised that the protection of third parties associated with the whistleblower, including internal case‑handlers, is still an area that requires clarifications in practice. 
Stakeholders concurred that participation of civil society and social partners would help ensure that internal reporting systems remain functional, independent and aligned with real workplace dynamics. They emphasised that the credibility of internal channels depends on independence from management, adequate protection for contact persons and clear mechanisms for follow‑up. Civil society organisations stressed that without stronger oversight and more coordinated involvement, some companies may continue to maintain merely formal compliance with internal reporting obligations. Social partners added that their structured involvement would also help ensure that the concerns of staff at all levels are taken into account when designing or revising these mechanisms.

Italy
Trade union representatives indicated that trade unionists and worker representatives are not systematically involved in the day-to-day management or monitoring of whistleblowing channels, even though they are often closely involved in related areas such as health and safety or equality policies. These trade union stakeholders argued that, where appropriate, their participation in oversight arrangements could increase trust in internal channels and help ensure that procedures are fair, transparent and aligned with workers’ expectations. They stressed that such involvement should complement, rather than replace, the role of independent compliance functions.
Civil society organisations in Italy also saw potential added value in involving independent actors in the governance of whistleblowing systems. These civil society stakeholders suggested that, particularly in high-risk sectors or in entities with complex governance structures, including representatives of social partners or civil society in advisory or monitoring bodies could enhance credibility and provide additional expertise on ethics, fundamental rights and worker protection. They cautioned, however, that any such arrangements should be clearly defined to respect confidentiality requirements and avoid conflicts of interest.

Latvia 
Both local authorities and civil society representatives reported that, in some local contexts, non-governmental organisations and social partners are consulted informally on the design and operation of reporting arrangements, for example through participation in training sessions and thematic discussions. However, they stressed that there is no systematic framework for civil society or trade union participation in the management or oversight of reporting channels, either at local or national level. Municipal representatives explained that whistleblowing contact points are typically appointed among internal staff, such as lawyers or auditors, and that external stakeholders do not usually sit on internal commissions dealing with whistleblowing cases, in order to preserve confidentiality and legal responsibility.
Civil society representatives argued that, while direct participation in case management may not always be appropriate, there is room for greater involvement in the strategic governance of whistleblowing mechanisms. They suggested that regular multi-stakeholder forums or advisory councils could be established to review aggregated data, discuss systemic issues and co-develop guidance on good practice in channel management. Such structures would, in their view, provide an avenue for social partners and civil society to share insights from their advisory work and to contribute to continuous improvement of the system without compromising individual cases.
Latvian employer organisations and public authority representatives expressed openness to ongoing dialogue with civil society and social partners on the management of reporting channels but pointed to legal and confidentiality limitations on sharing detailed operational information. They considered that existing channels for social dialogue and anticorruption policy coordination could be used more effectively to address questions of channel design, supervision and evaluation. Stakeholders converged on the idea that more structured and regularised participation of social partners and civil society in these forums would be beneficial for the overall functioning and credibility of whistleblowing mechanisms in Latvia.

Romania
Romanian civil society representatives indicated that they play no formal role in the management or oversight of internal or external reporting channels. They reported that public and private institutions typically design their reporting mechanisms internally or with minimal external consultation, focusing primarily on meeting procedural requirements of the law. Civil society actors expressed concern that, without independent oversight, internal channels may not ensure adequate confidentiality or impartiality, particularly within institutions where managerial influence is strong. They suggested that formalising a role for civil society in evaluating the functioning of channels could improve trust and transparency.
Social partners similarly noted limited involvement in the practical management of internal reporting channels. Trade unions observed that they are not routinely consulted on the appointment of persons responsible for handling whistleblowing reports nor on the design of confidentiality safeguards. They stated that, although unions are occasionally involved in broader organisational governance issues, whistleblowing mechanisms are generally introduced by management without significant worker input. Employers acknowledged that, while they support the principle of fair and functional channels, the legal framework does not impose structured co‑management with social partners.
Romanian public authorities confirmed that the management of reporting channels lies primarily with appointed institutional actors, such as integrity officials or designated inspectors. Authorities explained that responsibilities for handling reports are defined in the national law and associated administrative procedures, leaving little room to incorporate external parties into operational decision‑making. They stated that confidentiality obligations, data‑protection requirements and the need for clear lines of institutional accountability make it difficult to integrate external groups directly into channel management, although authorities remain open to advisory input.
Civil society and social partners nevertheless argued that structured involvement could significantly enhance the credibility of reporting channels. Several stakeholders recommended the creation of independent advisory committees at sectoral or national level to periodically assess the functionality of both internal and external channels. They also suggested pilot initiatives allowing civil society or social partners to contribute to training on reporting procedures and confidentiality standards. Such measures, they argued, would strengthen user confidence and encourage more individuals to report wrongdoing through formal mechanisms.

[bookmark: _Toc228180551]The Role of Media in Disclosure and Accountability

Denmark
Danish civil society organisations emphasised the central role of investigative journalism in exposing systemic wrongdoing, arguing that media scrutiny has historically prompted more significant reforms than internal or external whistleblower channels. They referred to cases in areas such as healthcare, municipal governance, financial misconduct and environmental regulation where internal whistleblower channels had reportedly failed to trigger corrective action, whereas media investigations had led to substantial reforms. Civil society representatives argued that confidentiality rules in the current whistleblower framework have reduced the flow of information to journalists and hindered public debate. They warned that this decline in transparency risks allowing misconduct to go unaddressed, especially in cases where wrongdoing spans multiple organisations or sectors. 
Public authorities acknowledged that media attention can amplify the impact of whistleblower disclosures and strengthen institutional accountability. They noted that the external scheme operates primarily through confidential procedures but accepted that the press plays a key role in informing the public about systemic risks and stimulating improvements in governance. Authorities recognised that the framework aims to protect whistleblowers’ identities rather than conceal substantive issues, but they also stated that confidentiality requirements are essential for ensuring fairness, preventing retaliation and respecting legal secrecy obligations. They observed that when cases contain criminal elements, disclosures to the media can complicate ongoing investigations and must therefore be carefully managed. 
Social partners also reflected on the tension between whistleblowing and public communication, noting that many workers consult unions about whether to go to the media. They explained that unions often advise caution because going public may expose individuals to reputational risk, loss of control over the case and increased difficulty proving retaliation in subsequent legal proceedings. They added that employees frequently weigh the desire to prevent harm against professional confidentiality obligations, particularly in sensitive sectors. Despite these concerns, social partners recognised that media coverage has been instrumental in accelerating reforms in several high‑profile cases and agreed that journalism remains an important mechanism of democratic oversight. 
Stakeholders across all groups recognised the dual importance of confidentiality and transparency, and saw a need for a more balanced approach that protects whistleblowers while ensuring meaningful public oversight. Civil society organisations argued for recalibrating confidentiality obligations to distinguish clearly between protecting identities and suppressing substantive information. Public authorities supported clearer guidance to help sectoral bodies and journalists navigate the boundaries of legal secrecy, particularly in complex cases involving personal data or classified material. Social partners noted that fostering a culture where whistleblowers are valued, rather than stigmatised, would encourage appropriate disclosures and strengthen the system’s legitimacy.

France 
French organisations highlighted that the media play an essential role in the wider functioning of the whistleblower protection system, particularly when internal or external channels do not lead to adequate action. Civil society representatives noted that public disclosure, within the limits permitted by law, can serve as a safeguard for exposing serious wrongdoing and protecting the reporting person. They underlined that journalists can help ensure accountability where other mechanisms have failed, and that the possibility of turning to the media under certain conditions remains a key element of the Directive and national law. However, they observed that individuals generally resort to public disclosure only once earlier steps have not resolved the issue or when they consider institutional protection to be insufficient. 
Social partners and civil society organisations raised concerns that conditions attached to public disclosure may be perceived as too lengthy or demanding in situations requiring rapid intervention. Journalists reported that time limits and procedural requirements can hinder their ability to inform the public promptly about matters of clear general interest. They emphasised the importance of protecting journalistic sources and warned that current safeguards may not fully meet press‑freedom standards. Civil society actors also pointed to the rise of abusive litigation aimed at deterring publication, such as strategic lawsuits against public participation, and argued that enhanced protections are necessary to ensure that such proceedings cannot be used to circumvent whistleblower safeguards. 
Authorities recognised the crucial role of journalists in guaranteeing democratic oversight and considered that certain court decisions have acknowledged the legality of direct public disclosure where justified by circumstances. They explained that judicial and administrative bodies must balance the protection of identity and confidentiality obligations with the public’s right to information. Authorities added that some institutions, particularly judicial bodies, have limited experience with cases requiring heightened protection of anonymity. They highlighted the importance of ensuring that confidentiality rules do not become so restrictive that they prevent the disclosure of serious facts or limit media scrutiny. 
Across all stakeholder groups, there was consensus that a better balance is needed between confidentiality and transparency in order to strengthen the whistleblower protection regime. Civil society organisations emphasised that public awareness of whistleblowing remains hampered by persistent cultural associations with denunciation, and argued that greater visibility of whistleblower cases, especially those recognised as legitimate, would help shift perceptions. Social partners noted that the credibility of the entire system benefits when the media can safely and effectively report on matters of public interest. Authorities agreed that improved understanding of the conditions under which public disclosure can occur would help reduce uncertainty for both whistleblowers and journalists, contributing to a more functional and accountable framework.

Italy
Civil society representatives emphasised that public perception of whistleblowing is heavily influenced by media coverage. These civil society stakeholders observed that whistleblowers are often associated in the public debate with high-profile scandals and with personal hardship, which can discourage potential reporting persons from coming forward. At the same time, they acknowledged that investigative journalism has played a crucial role in exposing systemic problems and in building support for stronger legal protections at EU level. They suggested that more balanced media narratives, portraying whistleblowing as a normal and legitimate means of safeguarding the public interest and fundamental rights, could help align societal attitudes in Italy with the objectives of the Directive.

Latvia 
Latvian civil society, trade union, municipal and business representatives all agreed that the media plays a decisive role in shaping public perceptions of whistleblowing and in publicising the outcomes of significant cases. Civil society organisations observed that short, compelling stories about successful whistleblowing – such as instances where corruption has been uncovered, public resources recovered or unsafe practices halted – can encourage potential whistleblowers far more effectively than abstract explanations of legal provisions. Municipal representatives reported that some local authorities publish anonymised information on whistleblowing cases and their outcomes on their websites, thereby demonstrating that reports lead to concrete action and foster a culture of accountability.
At the same time, stakeholders highlighted various risks associated with media involvement. Latvian business representatives pointed to cases in which premature public announcements by authorities or media coverage based on unverified allegations have damaged the reputation of companies, even when subsequent investigations did not confirm the claims. They stressed that such situations are particularly harmful in a small country, where reputational harm can be long-lasting and affect economic prospects. Municipal and civil society representatives further noted that whistleblowers who go directly to the media or post on social media may inadvertently forfeit the legal protection attached to formal whistleblowing channels and become easily identifiable, especially in small communities. They stressed that, in such cases, it can be very difficult for authorities to ensure protection, as the reporting person has publicly revealed themselves.
Stakeholders therefore called for responsible and informed media reporting on whistleblowing matters. Civil society organisations advocated training journalists on the legal framework, the distinction between protected disclosures and general complaints, and the potential consequences for both whistleblowers and accused parties. They also suggested closer cooperation between media, public authorities and civil society to ensure fact checking and to prioritise stories that highlight the positive contribution of whistleblowing to the public interest. 
Across stakeholder groups, there was a shared view that reinforcing this constructive role of the media, while managing associated risks, is essential to building a culture in Latvia where whistleblowing is seen as a legitimate and valued tool for disclosure and accountability.

Romania
Romanian civil society representatives emphasised the critical but ambivalent role of media in the whistleblowing landscape. On the positive side, they highlighted that investigative journalism has exposed major systemic problems in sectors such as justice, healthcare and environmental governance, often relying on information provided by whistleblowers. They explained that media attention can be decisive in prompting institutional responses, especially in a context where trust in public bodies is limited. Civil society actors noted that, without media amplification, many serious disclosures would not receive adequate scrutiny or lead to corrective action.
At the same time, whistleblowers and civil society organisations underscored the risks associated with media engagement, especially in smaller communities or politically sensitive environments. They described situations in which local media outlets aligned with political or economic interests sought to discredit whistleblowers, portraying them as troublemakers or undermining their credibility through targeted campaigns. Female whistleblowers reported particular exposure to reputational attacks and harassment through local media channels. Civil society actors argued that these dynamics create a chilling effect, making individuals more hesitant to disclose wrongdoing publicly.
Romanian social partners recognised that media coverage can shape organisational incentives for addressing misconduct. Trade unions explained that public scandals arising from whistleblower disclosures can put pressure on institutions to investigate and remedy problems, yet they also noted that such exposure may create defensive reactions within organisations. Employer representatives observed that reputational damage can significantly affect private entities, pushing them to resolve issues swiftly, whereas public institutions may respond more slowly. These dynamics illustrated, in their view, the need for credible internal and external reporting channels that can address concerns before they escalate to the media.
Public authorities acknowledged the constructive role of media in promoting transparency, while emphasising that the legal framework encourages individuals to use internal and external channels before turning to public disclosure, except in specific circumstances. Authorities recognised the challenge of balancing transparency with procedural fairness, confidentiality and the integrity of ongoing investigations. They noted that a well‑functioning whistleblowing system can reduce the need for high‑profile media interventions by enabling timely internal or administrative action. Nonetheless, they also noted that whistleblower‑based investigations reported in the media had contributed to uncovering corruption cases, which ultimately supported public‑interest enforcement objectives.


[bookmark: _Toc228180552]5.2	Information from the questionnaire 

[bookmark: _Toc228180553]Role of social partners and CSOs 

When asked whether trade unions, professional associations or civil society organisations had gained a role in supporting whistleblowers or monitoring implementation (Question 21), responses showed that a clear majority recognised their involvement. A total of 65% (26 out of 40) of respondents indicated that these organisations had gained such a role, while 7% (3 out of 40) reported that they had not. An additional 28% (11 out of 40) were unsure. 




When comparing across countries, France showed full engagement, with 100% (9 out of 9) of respondents confirming that such organisations had gained a role. Romania and Latvia also reported strong involvement, with 75% (3 out of 4) and 71% (5 out of 7), respectively, indicating participation. Denmark and Italy reflected more mixed views: in Denmark, 50% (6 out of 12) reported involvement while 42% (5 out of 12) were unsure, and in Italy, 38% (3 out of 8) confirmed involvement, with 50% (4 out of 8) uncertain.

When asked whether third-party reports by trade unions, professional associations or civil society organisations were accepted under national rules (Question 22), responses showed considerable uncertainty. A total of 32% (13 out of 40) of respondents indicated that such reports were accepted, while 23% (9 out of 40) reported they were not. The largest group, 45% (18 out of 40), were unsure.





Responses varied widely across countries. France showed strong acceptance, with 67% (6 out of 9) of respondents confirming that such reports were allowed, while 33% (3 out of 9) indicated they were not. Romania and Latvia also reported moderate acceptance, with 50% (2 out of 4) and 43% (3 out of 7), respectively, confirming acceptance, though some respondents were unsure. Italy and Denmark showed the highest levels of uncertainty, with 63% (5 out of 8) in Italy and 83% (10 out of 12) in Denmark indicating they did not know whether third-party reports were accepted.



When asked whether social partners had been involved in the implementation of the Directive in their country (Question 23), responses varied across countries. Latvia reported full involvement, with 100% (7 out of 7) of respondents confirming participation. Italy and Denmark also showed strong engagement, with 63% (5 out of 8) and 58% (7 out of 12) indicating involvement, respectively. France presented a mixed picture, with 44% (4 out of 9) reporting involvement and 33% (3 out of 9) reporting no participation. Romania showed the highest uncertainty, with 100% (4 out of 4) of respondents unsure about social partner involvement.

[bookmark: _Toc228180554]Trust and perception 
When asked to what extent had public trust increased that individuals could safely report wrongdoing falling within the scope of the Directive or national legislation without fear of retaliation (Question 24), responses showed a generally moderate perception of improvement. Only 5% (2 out of 40) of respondents felt that trust had increased to a large extent, while 30% (12 out of 40) reported moderate increases and 35% (14 out of 40) indicated some increase. Meanwhile, 15% (6 out of 40) felt that trust had not increased at all, and another 15% (6 out of 40) were unsure.
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Country-level responses revealed significant variation. Latvia and Italy reported the highest levels of trust, with 57% (4 out of 7) and 50% (4 out of 8) of respondents respectively recognising a large or moderate increase. France and Denmark showed more cautious results, with 11% (1 out of 9) and 33% (4 out of 12) of respondents reporting a large or moderate increase, and many noting only partial gains or uncertainty. Romania displayed the lowest recognition, with only 1 respondent acknowledging a clear increase in trust and half (2 out of 4) perceiving no change at all.



Respondents who perceived an increase in public trust were asked to provide examples (Question 24a). Many observed that trust has increased where secure and well-publicised channels exist, with notable rises in reporting in sectors such as health, environment and public administration. Examples include increased use of external reporting channels and a shift towards named (non-anonymous) reports in Romania, as well as rising numbers of reports to Denmark’s National Whistleblower Scheme following awareness campaigns. Italian respondents noted that integration of whistleblowing into corporate compliance training has strengthened confidence internally, while French respondents highlighted persistent fears of retaliation despite legal protections, citing high-profile cases such as Eric Le Floch and Arnaud Begin where whistleblowers faced ongoing professional consequences. Private sector examples showed that well-implemented channels can foster trust if confidentiality is assured, whereas public sector experiences often remain affected by perceptions of insecurity or bureaucratic obstacles. Overall, respondents emphasised that while legal frameworks provide a foundation, practical implementation and organisational culture remain crucial determinants of public confidence.

[bookmark: _Toc228180555]Awareness and communication 



When asked whether national authorities or social partners had launched awareness-raising or information campaigns to change cultural perceptions of whistleblowing and inform citizens about their rights (Question 25), responses varied across countries. Latvia reported the highest level of activity, with 86% (6 out of 7) confirming that campaigns had been launched, followed by Romania with 75% (3 out of 4). France also showed significant engagement, with 56% (5 out of 9) reporting campaigns, while Italy and Denmark displayed more mixed results. In Italy, 38% (3 out of 8) confirmed campaigns, 25% (2 out of 8) reported none, and 38% (3 out of 8) were unsure. In Denmark, only 33% (4 out of 12) confirmed campaigns, 25% (3 out of 12) reported none, and 42% (5 out of 12) were unsure.

Respondents who observed campaigns were asked to provide examples (Question 25a). The campaigns mentioned include:

· France – The Maison des lanceurs d’alerte (MLA) and Défenseur des droits (Defender of Rights) have published guides, organised webinars and engaged with unions (UGICT-CGT, CFE-CGC) to explain reporting procedures and rights. Authorities like the AFA also use websites, LinkedIn and media campaigns to reach the public. 
· Italy – Transparency International Italia runs the ALAC (Allerta Anticorruzione) platform, offers para-legal guidance, publishes studies and reports and conducts training for enterprises, public bodies and civil society to foster whistleblowing culture. It has issued operational guidelines, FAQs and a dedicated reporting platform. 
· Romania – CSOs and specialised institutions have implemented courses, online campaigns (Transparency International Romania, Recorder) and public awareness materials since 2004, with additional campaigns around the transposition of the Directive. 
· Denmark – Awareness campaigns include articles in professional journals and information via the National Whistleblower Scheme. 
· Latvia – The State Chancellery, KNAB (Corruption Prevention and Combating Bureau) and CSOs like Transparency International Latvia – Delna conducts public campaigns through mass media, social networks and public spaces (including billboards and transport media) to promote understanding. 

Campaigns generally combined practical guides, web-based resources, training sessions, public events and media outreach, aiming to make reporting channels known, explain whistleblower rights and shift cultural attitudes from fear or stigma to recognising whistleblowers as contributors to public interest and organisational integrity. Many respondents noted that the effectiveness of these campaigns depends on implementation and trust in the reporting systems; without secure and functioning channels, even well-publicised campaigns have limited impact.




When asked about the role of the media concerning whistleblowing (Question 26), responses showed that media coverage was generally moderate but varied in engagement. A total of 48% (19 out of 40) of respondents indicated that the media provided moderate coverage of whistleblowing issues, while 10% (4 out of 40) reported that media usually did not deal with such issues. Only 5% (2 out of 40) noted that the media reported cases without collaborating with whistleblowers or facilitators, and 13% (5 out of 40) reported regular collaboration between media and whistleblowers or facilitators. Additionally, 25% (10 out of 40) were unsure about the media’s role. Overall, the findings showed that while media engagement existed, it was mostly limited to reporting rather than active collaboration, and a significant share of respondents were uncertain about the media’s involvement.
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6. Primary data: Additional information 

[bookmark: _Toc228180557]6.1	Information gathered in written contributions

Additional information was also received in writing from Italian stakeholders. We have summarised the key points from these contributions below. 

1. Scope and overall implementation
An Italian trade union representative and an Italian employers’ representative both observed that Italian Legislative Decree No 24/2023 has significantly broadened the national whistleblowing framework beyond the minimum sectors listed in Directive (EU) 2019/1937. According to both perspectives, the Italian law now covers violations of EU and national law, including administrative, civil and criminal offences that harm the public interest or the integrity of public and private entities. Each representative highlighted that the national system provides protection to the full set of persons envisaged in the Directive, and that internal and external reporting channels are now established in practice. Both also considered the whistleblowing regime to integrate well with existing legal and compliance structures, such as labour law, corporate governance models and data‑protection rules.

2. Effectiveness, practical functioning and enforcement
An Italian trade union representative and an Italian employers’ representative agreed that whistleblowing channels are functional but still maturing, with persistent cultural barriers and practical challenges. Both emphasised that organisational trust and protection from retaliation require sustained consolidation. The employers’ representative noted difficulties such as managing anonymous reports, distinguishing genuine wrongdoing from subjective grievances, and dealing with complex data‑protection requirements, particularly in smaller organisations. The trade union representative similarly expressed concerns that, especially in small and medium-sized enterprises, close personal ties may hinder investigations and corrective action. The two viewpoints diverged in their assessment of enforcement: the trade union representative stressed that few court decisions exist and that judicial authorities lack adequate resources, while the employers’ representative considered protections to be applied in practice without raising strong concerns about institutional capacity.

3. Future development, scope extensions and role of wider stakeholders
An Italian trade union representative and an Italian employers’ representative both acknowledged limited involvement of worker representatives in the operational management of reporting channels and perceived only a marginal role for the media in whistleblowing matters. They also agreed that internal channels are prioritised by the legal framework, while external reporting remains possible but secondary. However, their views diverged regarding possible future extensions of the material scope. The trade union representative suggested that issues such as harassment, discrimination and health and safety should be addressed through separate, dedicated legislation rather than through the whistleblowing framework itself. In contrast, the employers’ representative reported mixed views within companies on whether whistleblowing protection should extend to broader social and labour‑related issues, reflecting internal debate on the future evolution of the system.

[bookmark: _Toc228180558]6.2	Information from the questionnaire 
Stakeholders were given the opportunity to raise further issues that were not included in the questionnaire or to expand on issues that they thought deserved additional attention (Question 27). We have summarised the additional contributions below, grouping their feedback into key thematic areas.

1. Scope of protection
Respondents largely agreed that the scope of whistleblower protection under the Directive is too narrow and should extend beyond legal or financial misconduct to include social and workplace-related issues. Many highlighted the need to cover harassment, discrimination, health and safety violations, and systemic abuses that could harm public interest. Examples provided included workplace sexual harassment, repeated violations of occupational health and safety rules, and institutionalised discrimination. Several respondents noted that countries such as Romania already apply broader definitions at the national level, while others emphasised that extending protection to social issues would strengthen the preventive function of whistleblowing and better safeguard both individuals and public interest. Overall, the view was that a narrow scope creates artificial boundaries and may discourage reporting, while a broader, clearly defined scope would enhance both legal clarity and practical protection.

2. Relationship with other legal regimes
Whistleblower legislation was generally seen as complementary rather than duplicative of existing legal frameworks such as the GDPR, labour law or corporate governance rules. Respondents highlighted that, while overlaps exist, particularly in data protection and employment rights, the Directive adds unique mechanisms such as dedicated reporting channels, obligations for follow-up, confidentiality guarantees and protection against retaliation. Examples included the integration of reporting channels with corporate compliance models in Italy, protections against employment retaliation in Denmark that exceed standard labour law measures, and alignment with sectoral reporting obligations in France. Overall, the Directive was viewed as creating an additional, enforceable layer of protection, reinforcing existing rules without replacing them, but its practical effectiveness depends on proper implementation and coordination across legal regimes.

3. Public trust in reporting mechanisms
Opinions on public trust were nuanced. Several respondents pointed to increases in reporting activity, particularly in areas like environment, health and workplace safety, as evidence of growing awareness and confidence in reporting channels. For instance, data from Denmark and Romania showed rising numbers of both anonymous and named reports, suggesting greater trust in confidentiality and protective measures. At the same time, respondents noted persistent fears of retaliation, lengthy procedures and uneven protections between public and private sectors, which limit trust in some contexts. High-profile cases of whistleblowers suffering reprisals also contribute to a cautious public perception, highlighting that while legal frameworks are improving, cultural and practical barriers remain significant.

4. Awareness and cultural change
Respondents consistently emphasised the importance of awareness-raising campaigns to change cultural perceptions of whistleblowing and inform citizens of their rights. Initiatives included guides, webinars, training sessions and targeted communication by national authorities, social partners and CSOs. Campaigns often focused on specific sectors, such as public administration or the corporate environment, and sought to integrate whistleblowing into broader ethical and compliance training. However, respondents stressed that campaigns alone are insufficient if practical implementation remains weak; without secure, trusted reporting channels and visible protections against retaliation, cultural change is slow and reporting may remain limited. Strengthening awareness therefore requires both communication and reliable institutional support.

5. Additional recommendations
Finally, respondents proposed several measures to improve the overall effectiveness of whistleblower protection. These included establishing a European observatory for whistleblowers, providing EU-level funding for support and legal aid, harmonising rules for multinational companies to allow group-level reporting channels, and enhancing the role of unions and employee representatives in reporting processes. Measures to strengthen protection included early safeguards against retaliation, free legal aid, psychological support and mandatory reporting of alerts by companies to promote transparency. Several respondents emphasised that implementation challenges, particularly in the public sector, limit the impact of legal provisions, and that practical measures, such as secure, traceable internal channels and targeted application for high-risk sectors, are essential to encourage reporting and build trust.


[bookmark: _Toc228180559]7. Secondary data: Literature review of past EESC work

In SOC/734, on Initiative against abusive litigation targeting journalists and rights defenders (2022) (rapporteur: Tomasz Wróblewski, co-rapporteur: Christian Moos), the EESC welcomed the Commission’s initiative; it is a step forward in combating gagging procedures, the number of which has been growing in Europe since 2015.
It should be stressed that SLAPP actions constitute an abuse of the law and cannot be accepted in democratic states governed by the rule of law.
In addition to the implementation of new legislation, which with the whole legislative process may take several years, it is worth reviewing national legislation to identify mechanisms that could currently serve to counter SLAPPs.
The monitoring of SLAPP actions and the effectiveness of implemented solutions are also important issues. Delegating this competence to Member States may not be enough to achieve the intended objectives.
The restriction to cross-border proceedings will only provide protection for selected participants in the public debate, overlooking in particular local journalists, activists or whistleblowers. 
Member States should also be urged to review their national laws with a view to decriminalising defamation. Possible criminal liability leads to a situation where participants in the public debate may be more afraid to present their opinions or to denounce wrongdoing.
The EESC stressed that in addition to legal regulations, it is extremely important to implement appropriate educational measures and training, both for legal professionals (in particular judges and party attorneys) and participants in the public debate (journalists, social activists, human rights defenders, whistleblowers or ordinary citizens).

In SOC/739, on Violation of sanctions/EU crimes (2022) (rapporteur: José Antonio Moreno Díaz), the EESC welcomed the decision to include sanctions violation among the list of crimes under Art. 83(1) TFEU.
The EESC supported the inclusion of appropriate guarantees and protection for whistleblowers and journalists who publicise attempts to evade sanctions.
The EESC welcomed the fact that the proposal for a Directive insists on the respect for the principle of non-retroactivity and the EESC underlines the need to guarantee the due process rights and other human rights safeguards of accused persons.
The EESC remained concerned that common crimes as serious as gender-based violence and hate crimes remain outside the scope of Article 83(1) TFEU as ‘Eurocrimes’, stressing that geopolitical imperatives should not take precedence over the protection and wellbeing of our citizens.

In INT/968, on Empowering the consumer for the green transition (2022) (rapporteur: Thierry Libaert, co-rapporteur: Gonçalo Lobo Xavier), the EESC supported the European Commission’s proposals to empower consumers to act in support of the green transition. 
The EESC stressed the need to make every effort to ensure that the information concerned is systematically made available to consumers, in particular the information on spare parts and repair manuals, as well as on planned software updates.
In addition to the need to enforce displaying the length of the legal guarantee, consumers must be better protected against confusion between legal and commercial guarantees.
Advertising must prohibit any unsubstantiated claim, such as those often seen in relation to carbon neutrality, and any mention or representation of behaviour contrary to the protection of the environment and the preservation of natural resources. 
In order to avoid confusion and in view of the proliferation of environmental labels that are often self-proclaimed, the European Commission must put greater emphasis on the European eco-label and the need for certification procedures for labelling.
The EESC called on the EU to strengthen protection for whistleblowers on the environmental characteristics of products in order to raise the alarm over misleading commercial practices.
Finally, the EESC called on the Commission to promote strong consumer awareness of the issues related to responsible consumption.

In SOC/673, on Strengthening of Europol’s mandate (2021) (rapporteur: Philip von Brockdorff), the EESC welcomed the Commission’s proposal on strengthening Europol’s mandate insofar as it improves data protection safeguards and research capabilities. 
The EESC also welcomed the Commission’s proposal as it aims to support crime prevention authorities to find innovative solutions to counter international crime and keep up with the evolving landscape. The proposal will also develop Europol’s and national enforcement agencies’ competence and research capabilities.
The EESC underlined that strengthening Europol’s capacity should involve prioritising cross-border investigations, particularly with regard to serious attacks against whistleblowers and investigative journalists who play an essential role in exposing corruption, fraud, mismanagement and other wrongdoing in the public and private sectors.
The EESC welcomed the creation of a new alert category in support of the Schengen Information System.
The EESC also believed that bolder steps to widen Europol’s mandate and scope may need to be taken in the future. With organised crime continually evolving, Europol’s mandate will need to be adapted to make it an even more central player in European security.

In SOC/674, on European Judicial Training Strategy 2021-2024 (2021) (rapporteur: Elena-Alexandra Calistru), judicial training on EU law was shown to have improved the correct and uniform application of EU law and built mutual trust in cross-border judicial proceedings, thus helping to develop the EU area of justice.
In order to ensure a unitary jurisprudence and proper functioning of the internal market it is necessary to ensure guidelines and training for the judiciary.
Given the EU-level challenge and the growing number of issues with an EU dimension (i.e. protection of the financial interests of the EU in new financial mechanisms and the digital and green transition), it is increasingly important to lay down rules for a more homogeneous approach across Member States when it comes to judicial training.
In order to protect the EU’s financial interests, environmental issues and the EU’s rights, the EESC considered that the protection and the rights of whistleblowers, who play a key role in preventing abuses linked to fraud and corruption, as well as any infringement of the EU’s rights, should be included in the training of justice practitioners.

In INT/938, Review of the non-financial-reporting Directive (2021) (rapporteur: Marinel Dănuț Muresan), the EESC welcomed the proposal for a Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive, and considers that high-quality sustainability reporting will be a key component in the implementation of the European Green Deal, including the ambitious targets of the Fit for 55 Package.
Following the Action Plan on Financing Sustainable Growth, the EESC welcomed the European Commission’s focus on incentivising the disclosure of high-quality sustainability data by companies and financial institutions. 
The EESC encouraged the co-legislators to evaluate the operational and administrative costs involved in the gradual and voluntary inclusion of SMEs in the scope of the Directive, and to consider potential additional support measures to help offset any administrative and operational burdens for this crucial segment of the economy.
The EESC greatly welcomed the European Commission’s clarification of and adherence to the principle of ‘double materiality’, and the description thereof provided in paragraph 3 of the proposal.
The EESC supported the mandate given to the European Financial Reporting Advisory Group to prepare the technical advice for developing a European non-financial reporting standard. This standard-setting process must involve all stakeholders with a material interest in the preparation and use of sustainability reporting: the relevant financial and non-financial corporate stakeholders, the social partners and civil society must be guaranteed a clear role at all stages.

In SOC/593, on Strengthening whistleblower protection at EU level (2018) (rapporteur: Franca Salis-Madinier), the EESC considered whistleblower protection, apart from protecting whistleblowers, to be an important tool to help companies better address unlawful and unethical acts.
The EESC considered that the Directive’s scope should be assessed on the basis of the evaluation of its implementation, and that it should be broad enough to safeguard the general interest.
Former employees, trade union representatives and legal persons as defined in Article 3 are able to report wrongdoing and benefit from the same protection; they must be clearly listed in Article 2 of the Directive.
The Committee recommended (Article 13) a two-stage reporting procedure initially giving the whistleblower access to internal channels or to the competent authorities (whichever is preferred); and subsequently, if necessary, to civil society/the media, in the interests of fairness and legal certainty.
The EESC recommended that at any stage of the reporting process whistleblowers have access to trade union representatives, who should be empowered to represent them and to provide advice and support.
The Committee recommended that a whistleblower who initially acted anonymously and whose identity is subsequently revealed should benefit from the protection afforded by the Directive.
The EESC called on the Commission to include an explicit non-regression clause in Article 19 to ensure that implementation of the Directive in no way diminishes more favourable rights that were granted to whistleblowers prior to this Directive in the Member States and in the areas to which the Directive applies.
The EESC recommended that the publication of periodic reports by public bodies and the Member States be made mandatory.



[bookmark: _Toc125632268][bookmark: _Toc228180560]8. List of organisations consulted
	Organisation name
	Member State
	Consultation via Questionnaire
	Consultation via Meetings

	Danish Employers’ Association (DA – Dansk Arbejdsgiverforening)
	Denmark
	X
	X

	Danish Trade Union Confederation (Fagbevægelsens Hovedorganisation)
	Denmark
	X
	X

	Danmarks Center for Undersøgende Journalistik
	Denmark
	X
	

	Dansk Industri (DI)
	Denmark
	X
	

	Datatilsynet
	Denmark
	
	X

	Den Nationale Whistleblowerordning  (The National Whistleblower Scheme)
	Denmark
	X
	

	Employees' Council (Ansattes Råd) of IDA – The Danish Society of Engineers
	Denmark
	
	X

	FOA
	Denmark
	X
	

	Ingeniørforeningen, IDA – The Danish Society of Engineers 
	Denmark
	X
	X

	Investigative Reporting Denmark
	Denmark
	
	X

	KM24 ApS
	Denmark
	X
	

	Kræftens Bekæmpelse
	Denmark
	X
	

	Miljøstyrelsen
	Denmark
	X
	

	Styrelsen for Patientsikkerhed 
	Denmark
	X
	

	Transparency International Denmark
	Denmark
	X
	X

	Agence française anticorruption (AFA)
	France
	X
	X

	Alertes.me     
	France
	
	X

	Anticor 
	France
	
	X

	Association Sherpa
	France
	X
	

	CFDT - Confédération française démocratique du travail
	France
	X
	X

	Confédération française de l'encadrement - Confédération générale des cadres - CFE-CGC
	France
	X
	X

	Défenseur des Droits
	France
	X
	X

	Disclose
	France
	X
	X

	Force Ouvrière (FO)
	France
	
	X

	France Nature Environnement (FNE)
	France
	
	X

	La Maison des Lanceurs d’Alerte
	France
	
	X

	Ligue des Droits de l'Homme (LDH)
	France
	
	X

	Ministère de la Justice
	France
	
	X

	Rencontres annuelles des lanceurs d'alerte
	France
	
	X

	Secrétariat général des affaires européennes
	France
	
	X

	Syndicat national des journalistes (SNJ)
	France
	X
	X

	Transparency International France
	France
	X
	X

	UGICT-CGT - Union générale des ingénieurs, cadres et techniciens/Confédération Générale du Travail
	France
	X
	X

	Union des entreprises de l’économie sociale et solidaire (UDES)   
	France
	
	X

	AMF Italia - Associazione Intermediari Mercati Finanziari
	Italy
	X
	

	APIQA - Associazione generale quadri, professionisti e alte professionalità 
	Italy
	
	x

	Associazione della Croce Rossa Italiana (Italian Red Cross)
	Italy
	X
	X

	Associazione Forensics Group
	Italy
	X
	

	Bance d'Italia
	Italy
	X
	

	CGIL - Confederazione Generale Italiana Del Lavoro
	Italy
	
	X

	Confagricoltura
	Italy
	
	X

	Confcommercio, Confederazione Generale Italiana delle Imprese, delle Attività Professionali e del Lavoro Autonomo
	Italy
	
	X

	Confetra - Confederazione Generale Italiana dei Trasporti e della Logistica
	Italy
	X
	X

	Consiglio Nazionale dell'Ordine dei Consulenti del Lavoro
	Italy
	X
	X

	Ente Nazionale per l'Aviazione Civile
	Italy
	X
	

	FISAC - CGIL (Federazione Italiana Sindicato Assicurazioni Credito)
	Italy
	
	X

	Funzione Pubblica CGIL
	Italy
	
	X

	Ministero della Giustizia (Ministry of Justice)
	Italy
	X
	

	Transparency International Italia
	Italy
	
	X

	UILCA - Unione Italiana del Lavoro Credito, Esattorie e Assicurazioni
	Italy
	
	X

	Utilitalia, Federiazione Utilities
	Italy
	
	X

	Administrative Penalties Department, Procurement Monitoring Bureau 
	Latvia
	
	X

	Competition Council of the Republic of Latvia (Konkurences padome)
	Latvia
	X
	X

	Corruption Prevention and Combating Bureau
	Latvia
	
	X

	Department of Public Administration Policy, Whistleblower contact point at the State Chancellery  
	Latvia
	X
	X

	Human Resources Policy Department, Whistleblower contact point at the State Chancellery 
	Latvia
	
	X

	Latvian Business Association 
	Latvia
	
	X

	Latvian Chamber of Commerce and Industry
	Latvia
	
	X

	Latvian Employers' Confederation
	Latvia
	
	X

	Latvian Trade Union of Education and Science Employees (LIZDA) 
	Latvia
	
	X

	Latvian Union of Free Trade Unions 
	Latvia
	
	X

	Legal Department - Competition Council of the Republic of Latvia (Konkurences padome)
	Latvia
	X
	

	Prosecutor's Office of the Republic of Latvia (Latvijas Republikas prokuratūra)
	Latvia
	X
	X

	Public policy center PROVIDUS 
	Latvia
	
	X

	South Kurzeme Municipality, Internal Audit Division
	Latvia
	
	X

	State Labor Inspectorate (Valsts darba inspekcija)
	Latvia
	X
	X

	State Revenue Service (Valsts ieņēmumu dienests)
	Latvia
	X
	X

	Transparency International Latvia - Delna 
	Latvia
	
	X

	VAS Latvijas Loto
	Latvia
	X
	

	Agenția Națională de Integritate (ANI) - National Integrity Agency
	Romania
	
	X

	APADOR-CH
	Romania
	X
	

	Asociatia A Patra Putere - Fourth Estate Alliance
	Romania
	
	X

	Asociatia Avertizorilor in Interes Public - NGO Whistleblower Association
	Romania
	
	X

	Asociatia Ecologica Regionala - AER Muntenia Sud (Regional Ecological Association - AER Muntenia Sud)
	Romania
	
	X

	Asociatia Marilor Retele Comerciale din Romania (AMRCR) 
	Romania
	
	X

	Asociatia pentru Cooperare si Dezvoltare Durabila (ACDD) -Association for Cooperation and Sustainable Development
	Romania
	X
	X

	Blocul Național Sindica (BNS) - National Union Bloc
	Romania
	
	X

	CNSLR- FRATIA
	Romania
	X
	X

	Direcția Națională Anticorupție (DNA) - National Anticorruption Directorate
	Romania
	
	X

	Expert Forum
	Romania
	
	X

	Funky Citizens 
	Romania
	
	X

	Ministry of Justice Romania
	Romania
	
	X

	Societatea Academica din Romania - Romanian Academic Society
	Romania
	
	X

	Transparency International Romania
	Romania
	X
	X

	Total consulted organisations: 84

	of which
	40
	67




______________
In your opinion, to what extent has public trust increased that individuals can safely report wrongdoing falling within the scope of the Directive or national legislation without fear of retaliation?
By country

To a large extent	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.1111111111111111	0.125	To a moderate extent	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.25	0.33333333333333326	0.375	0.5714285714285714	To some extent	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.55555555555555558	0.25	0.25	0.375	0.2857142857142857	Not at all	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.33333333333333326	0.5	8.3333333333333315E-2	I do not know	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.33333333333333326	0.125	0.14285714285714285	



Have national authorities or social partners launched awareness-raising or information campaigns to change cultural perceptions of whistleblowing and inform citizens about their rights?
By country

Yes	
Denmark	Italy	France	Romania	Latvia	0.33333333333333326	0.375	0.55555555555555558	0.75	0.8571428571428571	No	
Denmark	Italy	France	Romania	Latvia	0.25	0.25	0.44444444444444442	0.25	0	I don't know	
Denmark	Italy	France	Romania	Latvia	0.41666666666666674	0.375	0	0	0.14285714285714285	



What is the role of the media concerning whistleblowing?

Answers	
Media reports the cases of whistleblowing but does not collaborate with whistleblowers and facilitators	Media usually do not deal with whistleblowing issues	Whistleblowers and facilitators regularly collaborate with Media	I do not know	Media provide for a moderate coverage of these issues	2	4	5	10	19	Media reports the cases of whistleblowing but does not collaborate with whistleblowers and facilitators	Media usually do not deal with whistleblowing issues	Whistleblowers and facilitators regularly collaborate with Media	I do not know	Media provide for a moderate coverage of these issues	Ratio	Media reports the cases of whistleblowing but does not collaborate with whistleblowers and facilitators	Media usually do not deal with whistleblowing issues	Whistleblowers and facilitators regularly collaborate with Media	I do not know	Media provide for a moderate coverage of these issues	0.05	0.1	0.125	0.25	0.47499999999999998	


Type of organisation

Answers	
Public authority	Civil society organisation	Workers’ organisation	Other	Business and employer’s organisation	13	10	7	6	4	


In which EU Member State is your organisation based?

Denmark	France	Italy	Latvia	Romania	
Denmark	France	Italy	Latvia	Romania	12	9	8	7	4	


Do you have experience working on cases of whistleblowing which have developed after the transposition of the Directive?

Answers	65%
25%
10%

Yes	No	No Answer	26	10	4	Ratio	Yes	No	No Answer	0.65	0.25	0.1	

Has the national law implementing the Directive extended its scope beyond the material scope areas listed in its material scope? 

Answers	65%
18%
18%

Yes	No	I don't know	No Answer	26	7	7	0	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	No Answer	0.65	0.17499999999999999	0.17499999999999999	0	

Has the national law implementing the Directive extended its scope beyond the material scope areas listed in its material scope?
By country

Yes	
France	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.7777777777777779	0.66666666666666652	0.625	0.5714285714285714	0.5	No	
France	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0	0.25	0.2857142857142857	0.5	I don't know	
France	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0.33333333333333326	0.125	0.14285714285714285	0	



Does the current material scope limitation in the Directive hamper its effectiveness? 

Answers	[PERCENTAGE]

[PERCENTAGE]

Yes	No	I don't know	16	12	12	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.4	0.3	0.3	

Does the current material scope limitation in the Directive hamper its effectiveness (e.g. because the potential reporting persons are not sure when the breach enters the scope of the Directive)?
By country

Yes	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	France	Romania	0.375	0.5714285714285714	0.66666666666666652	0.75	No	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	France	Romania	0.33333333333333326	0.25	0.2857142857142857	0.33333333333333326	0.25	I don't know	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	France	Romania	0.66666666666666652	0.375	0.14285714285714285	



Does the national legislation transposing the Directive provide effective protection to the persons listed by Article 4 of the Directive?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	26	7	7	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.65	0.17499999999999999	0.17499999999999999	

Does the national legislation transposing the Directive provide effective protection to the persons listed by Article 4 of the Directive?
By country

Yes	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.55555555555555558	0.5	0.875	0.7142857142857143	0.75	No	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.33333333333333326	0.16666666666666663	0	0.14285714285714285	0.25	I don't know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0.33333333333333326	0.125	0.14285714285714285	0	No Answer	France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0	0	0	



To your knowledge, have internal reporting channels been established in your country since the transposition of the Directive?

Answers	

Yes	No	I don't know	No Answer	35	1	4	0	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	No Answer	0.875	2.5000000000000001E-2	0.1	0	

Are they functional (including e.g. accessibility, training for people that should use them and administrative burden) and perceived as trustworthy and accessible by potential whistleblowers?

To a large extent	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.3	0.17499999999999999	To a moderate extent	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.25	0.27500000000000002	To a limited extent	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.1	0.1	Not at all	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.05	0.05	I don't know	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.17499999999999999	0.27500000000000002	No Answer	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.125	0.125	



Are they functional (including e.g. accessibility, training for people that should use them and administrative burden) and perceived as trustworthy and accessible by potential whistleblowers?  Functional

To a large extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.33333333333333298	0.375	0.5714285714285714	0.25	To a moderate extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0.33333333333333326	0.375	0.2857142857142857	0	To a limited extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.22222222222222221	8.3333333333333315E-2	0	0	0.25	Not at all	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0	0.125	0	0	I don't know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.33333333333333326	8.3333333333333315E-2	0.125	0.14285714285714285	0.25	No Answer	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.22222222222222221	0.16666666666666663	0	0	0.25	



Are they functional (including e.g. accessibility, training for people that should use them and administrative burden) and perceived as trustworthy and accessible by potential whistleblowers?  Trustworthy

To a large extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.16666666666666663	0.5	0.14285714285714285	0	To a moderate extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.22222222222222221	0.16666666666666663	0.375	0.5714285714285714	0	To a limited extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	8.3333333333333315E-2	0	0	0.5	Not at all	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	8.3333333333333315E-2	0	0	0	I don't know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.33333333333333326	0.33333333333333326	0.125	0.2857142857142857	0.25	No Answer	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.22222222222222221	0.16666666666666663	0	0	0.25	



Have the internal channels been introduced following consultation and in agreement with the social partners?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	10	7	23	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.25	0.17499999999999999	0.57499999999999996	

What does the State’s encouragement to use internal reporting channels first consist of?


In practice, it is an obligation to use the internal channel first	There is a moderate encouragement	There is no encouragement	I don't know	8	21	5	6	In practice, it is an obligation to use the internal channel first	There is a moderate encouragement	There is no encouragement	I don't know	


What does the State’s encouragement to use internal reporting channels first consist of?

In practice, it is an obligation to use the internal channel first	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	8.3333333333333315E-2	0.5	0.2857142857142857	0	There is a moderate encouragement	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.55555555555555558	0.58333333333333337	0.375	0.5714285714285714	0.5	There is no encouragement	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	8.3333333333333315E-2	0.125	0	0.5	I don't know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.22222222222222221	0.25	0	0.14285714285714285	0	No Answer	France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0	0	0	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	




To your knowledge, have external reporting channels been established in your country since the transposition of the Directive?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	No Answer	37	1	2	0	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	No Answer	0.92500000000000004	2.5000000000000001E-2	0.05	0	

Are they functional (including e.g. accessibility, training for people that should use them and administrative burden) and perceived as trustworthy and accessible by potential whistleblowers?

To a large extent	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.32500000000000001	0.32500000000000001	To a moderate extent	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.32500000000000001	0.27500000000000002	To a limited extent	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.15	0.2	Not at all	Functional	Trustworthy	0	0	I don't know	
Functional	Trustworthy	0.125	0.125	No Answer	
Functional	Trustworthy	7.4999999999999997E-2	7.4999999999999997E-2	



To your knowledge, since the national transposition:

Yes	
has the awareness of reporting possibilities increased in your country?	has the reporting in your country increased overall?	0.625	0.47499999999999998	No	
has the awareness of reporting possibilities increased in your country?	has the reporting in your country increased overall?	0.1	2.5000000000000001E-2	I don’t know	
has the awareness of reporting possibilities increased in your country?	has the reporting in your country increased overall?	0.27500000000000002	0.5	
has the awareness of reporting possibilities increased in your country?	has the reporting in your country increased overall?	
has the awareness of reporting possibilities increased in your country?	has the reporting in your country increased overall?	
has the awareness of reporting possibilities increased in your country?	has the reporting in your country increased overall?	



To your knowledge, do whistleblower reports in your country regularly lead to investigations, disciplinary measures or corrective actions?

Answers	 [PERCENTAGE]

 [PERCENTAGE]



Yes	No	I don't know	19	4	17	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.47499999999999998	0.1	0.42499999999999999	

To your knowledge, do whistleblower reports in your country regularly lead to investigations, disciplinary measures or corrective actions?

Yes	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.55555555555555558	0.41666666666666674	0.625	0.5714285714285714	0	No	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.16666666666666663	0	0.14285714285714285	0.25	I don't know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.44444444444444442	0.41666666666666674	0.375	0.2857142857142857	0.75	No Answer	France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0	0	0	



Are you aware of the reporting tools set up by EU institutions under the Directive?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	15	16	9	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.375	0.4	0.22500000000000001	

In your opinion, to what extent are anti-retaliation measures (e.g., reinstatement, interim relief, compensation) effectively enforced by authorities and courts?

To a large extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0.375	0.14285714285714285	0	To a moderate extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0.16666666666666663	0.125	0.2857142857142857	0.25	To some extent	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.7777777777777779	0.16666666666666663	0.25	0.14285714285714285	0.5	Not at all	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	8.3333333333333315E-2	0	0	0	I do not know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.58333333333333337	0.25	0.42857142857142855	0.25	No Answer	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0	0	0	



In your opinion, are competent authorities and courts adequately resourced to enforce protections?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	13	14	13	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.32500000000000001	0.35	0.32500000000000001	

In your opinion, are competent authorities and courts adequately resourced to enforce protections? 

Yes	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.5	0.5	0.2857142857142857	0.25	No	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	1	8.3333333333333315E-2	0	0.14285714285714285	0.75	I don't know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.41666666666666674	0.5	0.5714285714285714	0	No answer	France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0	0	0	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	



To your knowledge, are support measures available to all reporting persons and facilitators?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	14	13	13	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.35	0.32500000000000001	0.32500000000000001	

To your knowledge, are support measures available to all reporting persons and facilitators?
By country

Yes	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0.16666666666666663	0.625	0.7142857142857143	0.25	No	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.88888888888888884	0.25	0	0	0.5	I don't know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.58333333333333337	0.375	0.2857142857142857	0.25	No answer	France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0	0	0	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	



Do sectoral or professional confidentiality rules (e.g. in banking, defence, healthcare) complement or conflict with whistleblower protections in practice?

Answers	
Complement	Conflict	Both	Neither	I do not know	13	7	8	2	10	Ratio	Complement	Conflict	Both	Neither	I do not know	0.32500000000000001	0.17499999999999999	0.2	0.05	0.25	

Do sectoral or professional confidentiality rules (e.g., in banking, defence, healthcare) complement or conflict with whistleblower protections in practice?
By country

Complement	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.22222222222222221	0.25	0.625	0.2857142857142857	0.25	Conflict	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.33333333333333326	0.25	0.125	0	0	Both	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.33333333333333326	0	0	0.2857142857142857	0.75	Neither	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0.1111111111111111	0	0	0.14285714285714285	0	I do not know	
France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0.5	0.25	0.2857142857142857	0	No Answer	France 	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	0	0	0	0	0	



 In your view, is the current material scope of the Directive correctly designed to achieve its objectives?
By country

Yes, it should be kept as is	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.1111111111111111	0.25	0.5	0.625	0.7142857142857143	No, it should be expanded	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.55555555555555558	0.75	0.25	0.25	0.14285714285714285	No, it should be narrowed	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	I don't know	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.33333333333333326	0.25	0.14285714285714285	No Answer	
France	Romania	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.125	



Should protection extend beyond the current scope to include social-domain issues, such as workplace harassment, discrimination, or health and safety, that cause harm to public interest?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	17	16	7	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.42499999999999999	0.4	0.17499999999999999	

Should protection extend beyond the current scope to include social-domain issues, such as workplace harassment, discrimination, or health and safety, that cause harm to public interest?
By country

Yes	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	France	Romania	0.16666666666666663	0.25	0.42857142857142855	0.66666666666666652	1	No	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	France	Romania	0.41666666666666674	0.5	0.5714285714285714	0.33333333333333326	I don't know	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	France	Romania	0.41666666666666674	0.25	



Has the fact that the Directive does not cover harm to public interest linked to work-related issues created gaps or inconsistencies in national protection frameworks?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	6	11	23	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.15	0.27500000000000002	0.57499999999999996	

To your knowledge, have trade unions, professional associations or civil society organisations gained a role in supporting whistleblowers or monitoring implementation?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	26	3	11	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.65	7.4999999999999997E-2	0.27500000000000002	

 To your knowledge, have trade unions, professional associations or civil society organisations gained a role in supporting whistleblowers or monitoring implementation?
By country

Yes	
Italy	Denmark	Latvia	Romania	France	0.375	0.5	0.7142857142857143	0.75	1	No	
Italy	Denmark	Latvia	Romania	France	0.125	8.3333333333333315E-2	0.25	I don't know	
Italy	Denmark	Latvia	Romania	France	0.5	0.41666666666666674	0.2857142857142857	



To your knowledge, are third-party reports by such organisations accepted under national rules?

Answers	
Yes	No	I don't know	13	9	18	Ratio	Yes	No	I don't know	0.32500000000000001	0.22500000000000001	0.45	

To your knowledge, are third-party reports by such organisations accepted under national rules?
By country

Yes	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	France	0.25	0.42857142857142855	0.5	0.66666666666666652	No	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	France	0.16666666666666663	0.125	0.2857142857142857	0.25	0.33333333333333326	I don't know	
Denmark	Italy	Latvia	Romania	France	0.83333333333333348	0.625	0.2857142857142857	0.25	



To your knowledge, have social partners been involved in the implementation of the Directive in your country?
By country

Yes	
Romania	France	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.44444444444444442	0.58333333333333337	0.625	1	No	
Romania	France	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	0.33333333333333326	8.3333333333333315E-2	0.25	I don't know	
Romania	France	Denmark	Italy	Latvia	1	0.22222222222222221	0.33333333333333326	0.125	
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In your opinion, to what extent are antiretaliation measures (e.g.,
reinstatement, interim relief, compensation) effectively enforced by
authorities and courts?
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In your opinion, to what extent are crossborder
whistleblowing cases handled more effectively
since the Directive?
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In your view, is the current material scope of the
Directive correctly designed to achieve its
objectives?
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In your opinion, to what extent has public trust
increased that individuals can safely report
wrongdoing falling within the scope of the

Directive or national legislation, without fear of
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