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Grievance Reporting, Investigative and 

Disciplinary (GRID) processes: An Employer’s 

primer   
 

Introduction  
 

This Client Update examines what organisations need to take into consideration when structuring their 

Grievance Reporting, Investigative and Disciplinary (GRID) processes, considers the effects of 

situations where GRID processes have failed or are inadequate and suggests steps that organisations 

can take to mitigate litigation and reputation risk, as well as exposure to regulatory sanction; or otherwise 

known as “How to protect and be fair to your employees and lower the risk of trial by public rage, having 

your reputation destroyed, being prosecuted by the authorities and being hit with lawsuits.” 

 

GRID processes must be fair, transparent and consistent 

 

GRID processes address a set of very common issues faced by organisations—what happens when an 

organisation receives a complaint about an act or acts of purported misbehaviour or misconduct? Is the 

act complained of even actionable? How should the complainant or victim be dealt with? How will the 

perpetrators be investigated or punished? How will the victims be cared for? Who decides what is the 

right or sufficient types and degrees of action to be implemented? What after-event follow-ups will there 

be? In what cases should the authorities be informed?  

 

An organisation’s approach to GRID processes will invariably be driven by and be a reflection of its core 

values and culture. Consider this—a complaint is made by a team member that her manager has been 

“harassing” her with unreasonable deadlines, is openly dismissive of her work and uses harsh language 

at the workplace including questioning her intelligence, motivation and fitness to be on the team. An 

organisation which has a hard-driving, performance-focused, winner-takes-all type of culture may simply 

brush off this type of complaint and even penalize the complainant for being “weak”; and use this 

complaint as a basis to counsel her out. In contrast, an organisation which practices values like “respect” 

and “care for staff” would probably react by chastising the manager for her intemperate and emotionally 

abusive language that ought to have no place in the modern workplace.    

 

Consequently, because attitudes, values and cultures will differ with every organisation, short of acts 

amounting to those caught by the law, there will seldom be a mutually satisfactory outcome for all parties 

to the incident. This is why, above all, an organisation’s GRID processes must be, and must be seen to 

be, fair, transparent and consistent. People may not necessarily agree with the outcome wholeheartedly, 

but if they feel that the organisation has been open and objective, and the processes in managing the 

complaint have adhered to fair and transparent standards, it is more likely than not that they would be 

prepared to accept the consequences.  
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So what would amount to fair, transparent and consistent GRID processes? Two cardinal principles 

must always be observed: first, the process must not be biased, and second, there must be a fair 

hearing. What this means in practice includes the following non-exhaustive threshold conditions:  

 

(a) the complainant cannot also be a judge in the matter; 

(b) the respondent must have an opportunity to understand the allegations and respond to 

and/or contest them; 

(c) parties must be given reasonable time to seek legal advice should they wish; 

(d) any punishments doled out must be provided for in the organisation’s code of conduct / 

employment documents, proportionate to the misconduct in question and be consistent with 

prior similar instances; and 

(e) there must be a right of appeal against any decision at first instance. 

 

The whole point of these principles and in having a fair and transparent GRID process is to ensure that 

there is no premature determination of liability or the dismissal of the complaint until and unless a 

sufficient inquiry has been made, evidence has been collated and reviewed, all relevant parties have 

been heard, any mitigatory facts have been considered, before an appropriate conclusion is made—

and if disciplinary measures are necessary, then for the punishment to be in line with the law and 

relevant regulations. 

 

Put another way, effective GRID processes are the antithesis of mob rule: where the investigative 

process is a genuine fact-finding exercise rather than a pre-determined witch hunt or a fault-finding 

exercise to justify, for example, the termination of an employee’s employment; and where fault is found, 

for the offending employee to be punished and/or for the conduct to be rectified in strict accordance with 

the disciplinary process rather than at the capricious will of the powers that be or the demands of the 

complainant. 

 

Two final points to note when structuring an organisation’s GRID processes: First, organisations must 

ensure that in certain categories of complaints / misconduct such as where sexual harassment or 

bullying is alleged, the processes should provide for the protection of the complainant’s privacy / identity 

and where applicable, expedited and/or special reporting lines and processes which make it less 

intimidating for the alleged misconduct to be reported.  

 

Consequently, organisations should ensure that they have staff who have received proper training to 

deal with sexual harassment / assault and other types of complaints that require strict confidentiality and 

sensitivity. 

 

Second, the GRID processes must specifically provide that there will be zero-tolerance for retaliatory 

conduct, which would be dealt with severely. The organisation must also recognise that such retaliatory 

conduct could be insidious and not necessarily always easy to define. Without the organisation’s 

express assurance of safety for such complaints, there will naturally be a chilling effect, as subordinates 

would be afraid to speak up against acts of misconduct which they are aware of, for fear of being targeted 

by their angered or vindictive co-workers, and especially superiors.      
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Inherent risks to organisations 
 

Organisations that do not have in place proper GRID processes face significant risks. 

 

Reputational risks to the organisation and its senior management 

 

In today’s hyper-connected world, organisations should expect that aggrieved employees may choose 

to take their complaints online to publicly air their dissatisfaction with the organisation’s response (or 

lack thereof) to intentionally shame and embarrass the organisation and its key management team. 

Sadly, it is also a known fact that in such instances, self-righteous internet vigilantes would then join in 

the fray to dig up and publish details of the organisation, including the identity and personal and family 

particulars of senior management to name and shame them and conduct a highly public trial-by-media 

driven by the online mob. While doxxing and the harassment of the organisation’s senior management 

is illegal, the damage would already be done given the speed at which these matters can go viral. 

 

Even if there are no instances of harassment against the organisation or its senior management, it would 

nonetheless be severely embarrassing for the organisation to have its actions and policies / procedures 

laid out and come under the lens of scrutiny of the on-line community and be at the mercy of the court 

of public opinion.  

 

While there is little that an organisation can do to prevent a disgruntled employee from airing his or her 

grievances online, the organisation would be in a much better position to de-escalate the situation, 

defend itself and to shape the online narrative if it is able to demonstrate that the aggrieved employee 

in question had been treated fairly and accorded due process pursuant to its GRID process.  

 

Employee morale 

 

Without proper GRID processes and where investigations and disciplinary actions are conducted in an 

ad-hoc, discretionary fashion, the organisation runs the real risk that it would be perceived to be unfair 

and unjust, even if the organisation’s actions are well-meaning and ironically even where the eventual 

outcome may even be correct. Allegations would also be made that the organisation is trying to 

whitewash the incident or to protect one or both sides to the matter. Unfortunately, it should be taken as 

a given that adverse inferences would quickly be made against the organisation and the organisation 

would seldom have the benefit of the doubt.   

 

Quite apart from the uncertainty felt by the parties to the GRID processes, other employees would also 

be carefully watching how the organisation handles the matter—and the very fact that there are no clear 

GRID processes for others to refer to will usually cause a cascade of negativity and loss of confidence 

in respect of the organisation’s ability to properly manage these types of matters. Consequently, this 

results in employees losing trust in the organisation thereby affecting employee morale, productivity and 

loyalty; all of which would undermine the organisation’s ability to function effectively and place the 

organisation in crisis mode. 
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Exposure to claims by victim, accused person and prosecutions by the authorities 

 

Quite apart from affecting employee morale in general, the employees involved in the ad-hoc 

proceedings may also accuse the organisation of failing to properly fulfil its employer’s duties to them 

by: (a) failing to put in place proper measures to ensure a safe work environment and by failing to ensure 

that action was taken to address the grievance fairly and promptly; and (b) in the case of the person 

being complained against or being investigated, he or she may allege that the entire process is biased, 

has been tainted by unfair practices and dispute and challenge the outcome. This is especially so if the 

accused employee was not given an adequate opportunity to address the allegations made; or as is 

often the case told different things by different members of the management in an unstructured and 

disorganised manner.   

 

In both instances, it would also open the possibility for aggrieved employees to allege that the employer 

has breached the terms of their employment, and even to allege that they have been wrongfully or 

constructively dismissed as well.   

 

Organisations in these situations also risk complaints being made to the Tripartite Alliance for Fair 

Employment Practices (TAFEP) or the Ministry of Manpower (MOM) for poor and/or unfair employment 

practices.  This may lead to investigative action and sanctions being imposed on the organisation if it 

cannot justify its actions, processes / protocols when asked to do so. 

 

Good practices for effective GRID processes 

 

Here are some non-exhaustive good practices that organisations should adopt when reviewing or 

structuring their GRID processes.  

 

They should be clearly structured and easily understood so that employees undergoing these processes 

understand what steps will be taken at every step of the way, from how the grievance / complaint will 

be received, to how it will be investigated and who it would be investigated by, and what possible 

ramifications might result in the event that the disciplinary committee makes a decision, to what avenues 

of appeal there are and what recourses are available. These GRID processes should also be located in 

an easily accessible place such as the company intranet so that no employee can allege that he or she 

has no access to these processes.  

 

Disciplinary processes ought to clearly define the type of conduct that would constitute an offence 

actionable under its framework and the degree thereof that would trigger corresponding consequences; 

in addition, the consequence / penalty must comply with the principle of proportionality. For instance, it 

would be unhelpful to merely state that “misconduct” may result in “disciplinary action” without any 

further elaboration as to what type of misconduct or degree of misconduct would trigger such a 

draconian consequence. Instead of stating “habitually late”, and allowing the employee to argue that 

his/her lateness was immaterial or non-habitual, the organisation can simply define lateness to mean 
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arriving at the workplace more than 15 minutes after the official start time and habitual to mean any 

more than 3 times in a month.  

 

The investigative and disciplinary process should be carefully documented and interviewees should be 

required to initial their agreement to interview records, especially if these records are reduced to a 

summary. This is to prevent later allegations that the summaries were inaccurate. Where possible, these 

interviews should be recorded so that a full transcript can be made available where necessary to verify 

what was said by whom, and in what context.   

 

Recording interviews will have the benefit of not just protecting the organisation, but also protecting the 

interviewee—if the investigators know that they are being recorded, the likelihood of them employing 

underhanded tactics or threats to coerce favourable responses from the interviewee will be significantly 

reduced.  

 

Ultimately, a good and simple rule of thumb to assess an organisation’s GRID processes is to simply 

ask oneself: If I were to be subject to this process, would I feel prejudiced—or would I feel assured and 

comforted that I would be treated fairly?  

 

Finally, in the event that the organisation has to investigate a contentious, confidential or sensitive 

matter, organisations should consider engaging solicitors to manage the entire investigative process 

and to furnish a report to the board of directors or the disciplinary committee. This has significant 

advantages. First, the appointment of a credible and independent third party immediately lends gravity 

and imbues the investigation with impartiality. It would be less likely that parties to the matter will 

complain of bias.  

 

Second, when solicitors are engaged, their work products, views and advice to the disciplinary 

committee and organisation become subject to and protected by solicitor-client confidentiality. This 

means that in the event that a lawsuit is launched against the organisation, and save in very exceptional 

circumstances, it need not disclose the details of the investigation to the plaintiff employee who is suing 

the organisation. This affords the organisation with an additional layer protection when the matter turns 

contentious.   

 

Concluding Words 
 

In today’s more adversarial and litigious environment, having robust GRID processes will go a long way 

in protecting your employees and your own organisation. A failure to acquire this baseline competency 

and standard of internal documentation would not only expose the organisation to potential liability, but 

also to negative publicity and criticism. If organisations do not seize the initiative in defining their own 

GRID processes and standards on their own terms, then they must be prepared for the online and public 

pitch forks to define it for them. 

 

For further questions, please feel free to contact our team below. 
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Contacts 
   

     

 
 

Jonathan Yuen 
Partner 
Commercial Litigation  
Head, Employment & Benefits 
(Disputes) 
 
D (65) 6232 0161 
F (65) 6428 2152 
 
jonathan.yuen@rajahtann.com  
 

 

 
 

Desmond Wee 
Partner 
Head, Corporate Commercial 
Employment & Benefits (Non 
Contentious) 
 
D (65) 6232 0474 
F (65) 6428 2198 
 
desmond.wee@rajahtann.com  
 

   

   

 
 

Kala Anandarajah 
Partner 
Head, Competition & Antitrust 
and Trade 
Employment & Benefits 
 
D (65) 6232 0111 
F (65) 6428 2192 
 
kala.anandarajah@rajahtann.com  
 

 

  

 

Please feel free to also contact Knowledge and Risk Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com

mailto:jonathan.yuen@rajahtann.com
mailto:desmond.wee@rajahtann.com
mailto:kala.anandarajah@rajahtann.com
mailto:eOASIS@rajahtann.com
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Our Regional Contacts 

  

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

T  +65 6535 3600   

F  +65 6225 9630 

sg.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Christopher & Lee Ong 

T  +60 3 2273 1919    

F  +60 3 2273 8310 

www.christopherleeong.com  

  

 

R&T Sok & Heng Law Office 

T  +855 23 963 112 / 113    

F  +855 23 963 116 

kh.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann NK Legal Myanmar Company Limited 

T  +95 9 7304 0763 / +95 1 9345 343 / +95 1 9345 346 

F  +95 1 9345 348 

mm.rajahtannasia.com 

  

 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

Shanghai Representative Office 

T  +86 21 6120 8818    

F  +86 21 6120 8820 

cn.rajahtannasia.com 

Gatmaytan Yap Patacsil Gutierrez & Protacio (C&G Law)  

T  +632 894 0377 to 79 / +632 894 4931 to 32 / +632 552 1977 

F  +632 552 1978 

www.cagatlaw.com 

  

 
Assegaf Hamzah & Partners 

 

Jakarta Office 

T  +62 21 2555 7800    

F  +62 21 2555 7899 

 

Surabaya Office 

T  +62 31 5116 4550    

F  +62 31 5116 4560 

www.ahp.co.id 

 

R&T Asia (Thailand) Limited 

T  +66 2 656 1991    

F  +66 2 656 0833 

th.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann LCT Lawyers 

 

Ho Chi Minh City Office 

T  +84 28 3821 2382 / +84 28 3821 2673    

F  +84 28 3520 8206 

 

Hanoi Office 

T  +84 24 3267 6127    

F  +84 24 3267 6128 

www.rajahtannlct.com 

 

 

Rajah & Tann (Laos) Sole Co., Ltd. 

T  +856 21 454 239    

F  +856 21 285 261 

la.rajahtannasia.com 

Member firms are constituted and regulated in accordance with local legal requirements and where regulations require, are 

independently owned and managed. Services are provided independently by each Member firm pursuant to the applicable terms 

of engagement between the Member firm and the client. 
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Our Regional Presence 
 

 
 
 
 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is one of the largest full-service law firms in Singapore, providing high quality advice to an impressive list of clients.  
We place strong emphasis on promptness, accessibility and reliability in dealing with clients. At the same time, the firm strives towards a practical 
yet creative approach in dealing with business and commercial problems. As the Singapore member firm of the Lex Mundi Network, we are able to 
offer access to excellent legal expertise in more than 100 countries.  
 
Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is part of Rajah & Tann Asia, a network of local law firms in Singapore, Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Lao PDR, 
Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. Our Asian network also includes regional desks focused on Japan and South Asia.    
 
The contents of this Update are owned by Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP and subject to copyright protection under the laws of Singapore and, through 
international treaties, other countries. No part of this Update may be reproduced, licensed, sold, published, transmitted, modified, adapted, publicly 
displayed, broadcast (including storage in any medium by electronic means whether or not transiently for any purpose save as permitted herein) 
without the prior written permission of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 
 
Please note also that whilst the information in this Update is correct to the best of our knowledge and belief at the time of writing, it is only intended 
to provide a general guide to the subject matter and should not be treated as a substitute for specific professional advice for any particular course 
of action as such information may not suit your specific business and operational requirements. It is to your advantage to seek legal advice for your 
specific situation. In this regard, you may call the lawyer you normally deal with in Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP or e-mail Knowledge & Risk 
Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com. 
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