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Cabinet appraisals, deuxième filière, parachutages and councillors

One of the fiercest criticisms made by the European Parliament’s ‘Wise Men’ on the ‘Santer’ Commission was that some of its decisions were tainted with ‘nepotism’.

This Commission took on board all undertakings vis-à-vis the EP and European citizens that:

· such allegations would NEVER be levelled at it;

· COMPLETE transparency would be guaranteed in all appointments;

· a new policy would be put in place to motivate staff more effectively.

But where has it got us?

Over the last two years, your civil service has spent a very large amount of its time overseeing the implementation of the first tranche of reform, the CDR.

This has involved a procedure that is cumbersome, protracted and marked by disputes – the Joint Assessment Committee + about 2000 appeals. And motivation has plummeted as a result. Improvements have been made recently, but much remains to be done.

The ALLIANCE is also extremely concerned about the other matter that was seen by the Commission as a key element of its staffing policy:

· the transparency and objectivity of decisions taken in the appointment of senior managers.

Sadly, we are still a long way from complying with the undertakings that were made.

I want to raise the issue once again of cabinets’ ‘forced’ use of the promotion procedures during the previous exercise which, by allowing certain people to enjoy ultra-rapid careers, curbed the careers of other staff members.

The ALLIANCE acknowledges that colleagues in cabinets are often among best, and this acknowledgement has provided more favourable conditions for these colleagues in the context of the promotion procedures.

Surely one of the most serious events was the Commission’s decision to offer promotions up to A3 (middle management) without an opinion from the CCA.

The two sides of the CCA agreed on a way of objectively comparing the merits of promotable officials, but representatives of the Administration wanted to add to a list of the most meritorious – one that had been drawn by agreement on both sides – two cabinet members who did not meet the merit criteria. This decision not to comply with merit criteria led to the promotion of one colleague who had had seniority since 2001 and was promoted in 2003, and of another who had not been the cabinets’ second proposal. The new promotion exercise has just got under way. The ALLIANCE will continue to defend the principle that has been stated, but not complied with, by this Commission, which is:

· promotion on the basis of merit.

However, the situation could get worse as the end of this Commission approaches.

In his letter of 23 December 2003, President Prodi reassured the ALLIANCE that ‘although the Commission occasionally used this option of simultaneous publication [i.e. internally and externally], particularly in respect of jobs calling for special skills and/or with a view to broadening the scope of potential candidates, external applications continued to be the exception.’ Unfortunately, what has happened since then – and will continue to happen – totally belies this statement.

On 18 March 2004, and flatly contradicting these statements, the Commission published both internally and externally an A3 post (COM/A/1/04) in DG Commerce, neither the nature, nor the duties nor the profile of which justified recourse to external recruitment.

Could this be the beginning of a campaign of parachutages of colleagues in cabinets?

New appointments to EUROSTAT, following internal and external publication, seem to follow the same logic. According to information we have received, one of the Directors appointed does not have the qualifications set out in the vacancy notice. In order to avoid the rigour of the Court of First Instance, it seems that some mouth-watering proposals (including a post of Director in Geneva) are being offered to a candidate who lodged an appeal.

Furthermore, in his communication of 18 February 2004, Vice-President Kinnock proposes to establish ten new special Councillor posts on A2. These posts may be targeted at cabinet members who do not have the objective profiles for internal applications, and that is why it is necessary to publish vacancies both internally and externally. This could lead to some young officials on A4 becoming A2 – and that sort of reaction could result in the publication of A1 posts.

The ALLIANCE has no difficulty in following the logic set out in President Prodi’s letter, BUT improper use of external recruitment and the fact that beneficiaries of this procedure are simply cabinet members could be badly received by officials and by the European Parliament.

The ALLIANCE acknowledges the merits of cabinet colleagues, but the jumps in grades are not justified, particularly when they are accompanied by higher management duties for candidates who have no previous experience of middle management in services.

This Commission will be called upon to justify the use of the parachutage technique, which inevitably smacks of the idea of nepotism, which in turn created so many problems for the last Commission. The ALLIANCE will take all necessary steps to ensure that European taxpayers are informed. 

Furthermore, the balance between the distribution of these management posts among cabinet members may well reduce the number of posts initially earmarked for nationals of the new member states (e.g. the Director post in Geneva and the DDG post in AIDCO).

The ALLIANCE calls on this Commission to abide by its commitment to transparency and, to this end, demands the establishment of a table of officials/other agents who are working and/or have worked in cabinets, together with their grade on appointment to the cabinet, their grade when they leave, and the way in which they have moved forward in their careers (e.g. internal or external appointment, competition or promotion).

Before concluding, the ALLIANCE wishes to draw this Commission’s attention to the situation of a large number of councillors who have often been under-used, sometimes for as long as five years. The ‘wild’ restructuring exercises that took place in late 1999 led to the frequently arbitrary dismissal of dozens of middle managers. The ALLIANCE is calling for consultation to ensure that solutions are found for these colleagues.

Lastly, the fact that many Commissioners are leaving their posts long before the end of the mandate might well damage the Commission’s independence.

Franco Ianniello 28 April 2004
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