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Scenario

Your team is rolling out a productivity-monitoring tool to staff in the Netherlands, Germany, and France.
Each jurisdiction has its own works-council and labour-code overlay on top of GDPR.

What was asked

What national rules apply to employee productivity monitoring in NL, DE, and FR?
Cite the relevant labour-code sections, works-council requirements, and DPA
guidance. Highlight where the three jurisdictions diverge.

Answer

Employee productivity monitoring — NL, DE, FR

The Ansvar gateway routes this question to five MCPs per jurisdiction plus the EU Regulations corpus.
Below is the verbatim picture from those sources today. Where a national MCP did not return on-point
material in this run, | say so explicitly rather than fill the gap from training data — that is the No Silent
Fallbacks rule the platform enforces.

EU horizontal floor (applies in all three jurisdictions)

GDPR is the floor and explicitly authorises Member-State divergence on top of it:

+ GDPR Article 88 — Processing in the context of employment. Member States may, by law or by
collective agreement, provide more specific rules for processing employees' personal data,
including for monitoring purposes. Where national rules exist, they govern.

» GDPR Recital 155 specifies that the vehicle for those national rules can include works-agreement
instruments such as Dutch ondernemingsraad -consent and German Betriebsvereinbarungen.

» GDPR Article 35 — Data protection impact assessment is mandatory before systematic
monitoring of employees at scale; the EDPB lists this category as high-risk.

» GDPR Article 9 — Special categories. If the monitoring tool captures health data (e.g. break-time
absence patterns inferring illness), biometric identifiers, or trade-union membership, the Article 9
conditions apply on top of the Article 6 lawful basis.

* GDPR Article 39 — DPO tasks require the controller's DPO to monitor compliance with both
GDPR and national data-protection law where the latter applies.

» GDPR Recital 127 clarifies that employment-context processing confined to a single Member State
is supervised by that State's DPA only, not the one-stop-shop lead authority.


https://gdpr-info.eu/art-88-gdpr/
https://gdpr-info.eu/recitals/no-155/
https://gdpr-info.eu/art-35-gdpr/
https://gdpr-info.eu/art-9-gdpr/
https://gdpr-info.eu/art-39-gdpr/
https://gdpr-info.eu/recitals/no-127/

Netherlands — works-council veto is the controlling fact

The Dutch Law MCP returned the Wet op de ondernemingsraden (Works Councils Act) as the
controlling instrument:

* Article 27 WOR requires prior consent ( instemming ) of the works council before the employer
can introduce, modify, or revoke any decision concerning personnel monitoring, attendance,
performance review, or absence policies. Without that consent the decision is voidable; the works
council has standing to invalidate deployment.

« Article 32 WOR sets the scope of these rights and forbids contracting them away.

» Arbeidsomstandighedenwet Article 12 adds a parallel consultation duty on working-conditions
decisions, where the works council also has a voice.

In the Dutch picture the gateway returned, works-council consent is the load-bearing requirement
above and beyond GDPR. Without it, the legal basis for the monitoring decision fails as a matter of Dutch
corporate law before GDPR even comes into play.

Germany — capture gap, surfaced honestly

The German Law MCP was temporarily unavailable when this answer was captured. The gateway
returned partial: true on the two German searches that targeted the Betriebsverfassungsgesetz and
Bundesdatenschutzgesetz. The other four German MCPs queried (BfDI, BSI, BaFin, Bundeskartellamt)
responded but do not index those statutes.

What we can say from sources that did return:

» The EU horizontal above (Article 88 + Recital 155) explicitly authorises Germany's national lex
specialis to apply. The platform refuses to cite the specific German rules from training data when
the indexed corpus did not surface them in this run. A re-capture once the German Law MCP
recovers will fill in the German-specific citations.

France — direct corpus coverage was thin for this query

The French Law MCP did respond, but the search returned only a tangentially relevant labour-code article
and unrelated security-code articles on custody video surveillance, not the workplace-monitoring articles
in the Code du travail:

» Code du travail Article L2422-1 was returned. The article protects elected staff representatives. It
is part of the L2422 series that imposes information and consultation duties on the CSE ( comité
social et économique ) when an employer deploys devices affecting employees.

The specific Code du travail articles a French employment lawyer would expect to cite for workplace
surveillance (proportionality and prior-information rules in Book 1) were not in the corpus the gateway
searched for this query. The CNIL agency-guidance fan-out returned 0 rows because the French Data
Protection MCP does not advertise search agency guidance for this scope. Both are real corpus gaps
for this run and would be filled by a re-capture after corpus updates.


https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0002747
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0002747
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0010346
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/section_lc/LEGITEXT000006072050/LEGISCTA000006177833/

Where the three diverge — based on what the gateway returned

Question

Worker-representative
consent required to
deploy?

Threshold

Sanctioning authority

NL (strong corpus DE (Law MCP FR (thin corpus for this

today) unavailable) query)

Yes — veto (WOR Art. Not citable today; EU Not gateway-cited for this run;

27) horizontal authorises L2422 series imposes
national rule consultation duty

Decision affecting Capture gap Capture gap

personnel

Works council can Capture gap; BfDI and CNIL can fine under GDPR;

invalidate the decision; state DPAs can fine CSE refusal does not block

AP can fine under GDPR  under GDPR per the L2422 series

Bottom line you can act on today: the gateway is unambiguous that in NL the works-council
instemming is the gating event for any personnel-monitoring decision; in DE and FR the GDPR floor
applies and Article 88 authorises further national specifics that the indexed corpus did not surface in this
run. The honest recommendation is to (1) sequence the NL deployment behind written works-council
consent, (2) re-run the DE and FR portions of this query against the gateway after the German Law MCP
recovers and the French corpus is updated, and (3) commission a focused legal review for DE and FR
before deployment in those jurisdictions.

Tool calls

#

1

10

Tool
list coverage

search

search

search

search

search
search

search

search _guidance

search

Result
34 jurisdictions; NL/DE/FR all have data-protection domain coverage

10 results from 5 NL servers; Works Councils Act BWBR0002747 art 27 + 32
returned

10 results from 5 DE servers; mostly European-cooperative governance, no direct
BetrVG § 87

1 result from French Law MCP — Code du travail L2422-1 (protected
representatives)

10 EU Regulations MCP results — Art. 88, Recital 155, Art. 35, Art. 9, Art. 39,
Recitals 52/97/127, Art. 3, Recital 48

0 results; partial=true: German Law MCP temporarily unavailable
0 results; partial=true: German Law MCP temporarily unavailable

8 results from French Law MCP — Code du travail R1221 series (pre-hire
declarations), off-topic

0 results; only Cybersecurity MCPs queried (DP MCPs do not advertise
search_agency_guidance for this scope)

5 results from French Law MCP — Code de la sécurité intérieure L256-1..L.256-4
(custody video surveillance), off-topic



Citations

Type

regulation

regulation

regulation

regulation

regulation

regulation

regulation

regulation

regulation

regulation

Generated by Ansvar Al Gateway. This is the same artifact a customer would receive.

Jurisdiction

EU

EU

EU

EU

EU

EU

NL

NL

NL

FR

Reference

GDPR Article 88 — Processing in the context
of employment

GDPR Recital 155 — Processing in the
employment context

GDPR Article 35 — Data protection impact
assessment

GDPR Article 9 — Special categories of
personal data

GDPR Atrticle 39 — Tasks of the data
protection officer

GDPR Recital 127 — Single-Member-State
employment processing

Wet op de ondernemingsraden, Article 27 —
Instemmingsrecht (works-council consent)

Wet op de ondernemingsraden, Article 32 —
Scope of works-council rights

Arbeidsomstandighedenwet, Article 12 —
Consultation duty on working conditions

Code du travail Article L2422-1 — Protected
employee representatives
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URL

https://gdpr-info.eu/art-88-gdpr/

https://gdpr-info.eu/recitals/no-155/

https://gdpr-info.eu/art-35-gdpr/

https://gdpr-info.eu/art-9-gdpr/

https://gdpr-info.eu/art-39-gdpr/

https://gdpr-info.eu/recitals/no-127/

https://wetten.overheid.nl/
BWBR0002747

https://wetten.overheid.nl/
BWBR0002747

https://wetten.overheid.nl/
BWBR0010346

https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/
codes/section_Ic/
LEGITEXT000006072050/
LEGISCTA000006177833/
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