Abolition of CDR 

New evaluation and promotion system to be introduced in 2008
What the different proposals say
Following the 'Let's simplify' initiative by Commissioner Kallas last year, and his promise to introduce a new, simple and transparent staff appraisal system, R&D and the Alliance Trade Unions in October 2006 took the initiative and submitted a fully fledged proposal for a new system to replace the cumbersome and despised CDR that over the past five years had rendered the life of many colleagues so difficult. More than six months later, the administration started to test three different options, among them ('option 2' on the ADMIN website) the R&D/Alliance proposal. Our proposal fulfils all of Mr. Kallas' requirements – by its simplicity and transparency. 
The R&D/Alliance system has been tested at length and to considerable satisfaction of all players involved – evaluators as well as assessed - in another EU institution. The European Parliament which operates under the same Staff Regulation as the Commission , for many years has done well with a non-controversial appraisal system that takes merit into account and allows for rapid careers - though not, as the CDR does, at the expense of 'normal performing' colleagues! In the EP not only is the annual assessment no reason for major discontentment and de-motivation as is the case in the Commission. But colleagues' careers are also progressing much better. 

The question of "Cabinet careers' will also need to be addressed in the framework of the new evaluation and promotion system, otherwise the entire exercise will be made hostage to this specific problem. R&D/Alliance suggests solving this (permanent) problem of our institution in a separate specific framework.
Yes, Mister Kallas, let's simplify! 

Be bold and take a really simple, transparent and well-tested system on board.

R&D promised to keep staff informed about the progress of the ongoing pilot tests in search of a less controversial and more just evaluation and promotion system. 

Since the three proposals under test this summer differ substantially, while a few features appear similar, we have compared them for you:
	Criterion
	ALLIANCE
	ADMIN
	USF
	Comment

	Simplification
	YES for everybody

	NO for colleagues
YES for hierarchy
	NO for colleagues
YES for hierarchy
	The R&D/Alliance proposal constitutes a real simplification for everybody involved (colleagues, hierarchy, Human Resources). A high degree of complexity and opaqueness have proven to be a source of considerable stress for all sides.

	Transparency
	YES
	NO
	NO
	The R&D/Alliance proposal by its very simplicity is transparent. 

	Assessment criteria
	REDUCED
only those criteria relevant to the concrete job may be assessed according to a simplified standard table.
	INCREASED
standard set of assessment criteria + text boxes to become even more complex
	INCREASED
standard set of assessment criteria + text boxes to become even more complex
	The R&D/Alliance proposal foresees a simplified set of assessment criteria that are relevant to the job, replacing the complex wording-puzzle imposed on hierarchy at present. R&D/Alliance wants to avoid a complicated point + group structure that risks to add to the current system's stress, and to continue the hypocrisy surrounding the drafting of the reports in the present system.

	Promotion Points to replace 'merit points' and 'priority points'
	YES
	YES
	YES
	Everybody recognises by now that this distinction is artificial.

	Merit at the base of promotion?
	YES
	YES
	YES
	R&D/Alliance proposal eliminates unnecessary sub-division and appreciates 'normal' careers. The application of the CDR has shown that 95% of the evaluated officials are 'normal' performers (in the range of 13 to 16 merit points) in the present system, and that careers have not speeded up by the current artificial sub-divisions, quite to the contrary.

	New points range
	1-3
no more half points
	0-20
no more half points
	0~43
no more half points;
with different ranges of points for different grades
	R&D/Alliance proposal is similar to EP with distinction of three performance levels corresponding to rapid-normal-slow career (the only ones that really matter). R&D/Alliance recognizes the need to ensure fast track carriers, but without penalising normal ones. Of the fixed quota per head of 2.1 point attributed per 'promotable' the 0.1 decimal will be used for this purpose. Other points will be lost if not attributed.

	Merit groups
	3 merit groups: corresponding to rapid-normal-slow career rhythm
	5 merit groups:
excellent-very good-good-satisfactory-poor
	7 merit groups:
exceptional- excellent-very good-good-satisfactory-sufficient-insufficient
	The R&D/Alliance proposal reduces the career profiles to those necessary for promotion speeds reflecting the reality in a public administration, as proven by the statistics of the past experience of 5 years with the CDR.  More merit groups are artificial, difficult to manage and risk to open the door for all kind of manipulation. 

	Sub groups of points
	NO
No artificial distinction beyond the three career paths
	YES
in addition to 5 merit groups, 3 sub-points in every merit group; total of 15 possibilities
	YES
in addition to 7 merit groups up to 9 sub-points per merit group; total of over 50 possibilities!
	The R&D/Alliance proposal constitutes a real simplification to the necessary criteria for promotion. Any subdivision of a merit group increases artificially the complexity and opaqueness of the evaluation process – leaving ample room for manipulation, and as a consequence unnecessarily straining relationships between colleagues and hierarchy.

	Normal careers
	around 85%
normal notation is equivalent to average promotion speed

	between 50% and 70%
normal notations are promoted between 66% and 100% of average promotion speed
	unspecified (50%?)
promotion speed for category good is between 100 and 115% of average promotion speed
	R&D/Alliance proposal establishes a clear connection between the slow-normal-rapid career paths and average speed for promotion, in line with the provisions of the Staff Regulation.

	Rapid careers possible 
for very high merit
	max of 10%
	up to 25% to the detriment of normal performers;

no separate quota
	around 25%?
different percentages for various grades, to the detriment of normal performers;

no separate quota
	In order to obtain a just evaluation of colleagues' merits, reward in the form of rapid careers must be possible, but not necessarily obtained through artificial complexity and a huge margin of manipulation at the detriment of the 'normal performers' in each grade. R&D/Alliance aim at removing the present inequality of treatment for normal performers, while allowing for a just and realistic rate of 'High Flyers' in each DG and grade who display special merit. 

	Trade off between points for high flyers and normal performers?
	NO
all points for 'rapid career' paths are taken from a special quota,
	YES
worse than in the current system
	YES
much worse than in the current system
	R&D/Alliance proposal removes moral hazard for DGs imposed by an unhealthy zero sum game in the present CDR system. In order to get out of that trap, R&D/Alliance propose to attribute a fixed quota of 10% of promotion points to the 3 points/rapid career profile. This is done via the 2.1 attribution of pointes per head, whereby the 0.1 decimal constitutes the rapid career quota for the 3rd points, with Chinese walls to the rest of the contingent built into the system.

	Annual dialogue without discussion of points
	YES
	YES, but…
	YES, but…
	Dialogues and reports are planned to contain only qualitative assessment (wording) in all 3 proposals. The R&D/Alliance proposal has a potential of taking the point-negotiation out of the dialogue. R&D/Alliance wants avoid the undignified horse trading by discussing belonging to a certain 'merit group' and receiving sub-points within it. 

	DG freedom to defining individual 'promotion strategies'
	REDUCED
	ENLARGED
	ENLARGED
	The R&D/Alliance proposal foresees a larger responsibility for co-ordination across the numerous Commission services for DG ADMIN, in order to improve equality of treatment for colleagues in different DGs.

	Appeals procedure
	Two steps reinforced
enlarged role and strengthened composition for Joint Evaluation Committee and Promotion Committees, with equal weight for staff reps
	Reduced to one step
new 'Joint Appeal Committee' dealing with both quality assessment of 'merit' and points attribution
	Two steps as before
same appeal system as before, with weak staff representation, but a Joint Evaluation 'close to DG'
	The R&D/Alliance proposal leaves the appeals procedures intact, improving the functioning of the competent institutions, namely the Joint Evaluation Committees and the Promotion Committees.

	Transition
	One year 2008
colleagues still in transition promoted without further delay, taking their very high merit over time into account. From 2008, new stable thresholds would apply.
	2008-2012
ADMIN plans to gradually adjust real promotion rates (at present far too long) to those foreseen by the Staff Regulation.
	Up to individual DGs
Annual average of 2002-2007 period taken as 'historic' basis for transition. Two groups of officials with different career paths to remain for some time to come (not specified).
	Given the large career delays occurred for normal performing colleagues in transition (those not yet promoted since 1.1.2003), the R&D/Alliance proposal foresees a special (budgetary) effort in 2007 and 2008, in order to avoid a double transition under the new system. 

	Thresholds
	Fixed as soon as possible for all grades

at 6-8-10 points, corresponding to a career duration of 3-4-5 years in line with Staff Regulation; provided budgetary means; if not sufficient, thresholds might be higher in certain grades during the first few years.
	fixed for most grades
…but not all; 'historic threshold' 2000-2006/7 for colleagues in transition; fixed thresholds according to Staff Regulation for colleagues promoted since 2003 or having joined thereafter.
	fixed for some grades
…but not all; historic threshold with individual 'waiting time in the grade' for colleagues in transition (leaving the speed of that process to the hierarchy/DG); complicated distinction between various grades.
	On the basis of such a special budgetary effort in 2007 and 2008, the R&D/Alliance proposal foresees a rapid transition to a new grid of fixed and very simple thresholds.  

	Transition for new grades, end of career, former C and D grades
	YES
Statutory provisions remain in place
	YES
Statutory provisions remain in place
	YES
Statutory provisions remain in place
	All proposals agree that the transition provisions for the gradual kicking in of former 'end of career' grades, or new grades as well as former C and D grades, now AST, will remain in place.

	Filling of rucksack
	as percentage of actual distance to threshold at the end of 2007, translated into the same percentage of distance to the new threshold
	as percentage of actual distance to threshold at the end of 2007, translated into the same percentage of distance to the new threshold
	complex proposal with 'historic' element of average merit 2003-2006; basic principle of proportional distance to new thresholds roughly observed.
	Everybody agrees that it was a major mistake not to fill the rucksack in 2003 when the numerical CDR promotion system was introduced. As a consequence nearly all colleagues not promoted precisely that year lost out on their careers. There is broad agreement between the three proposals that this mistake is not to be repeated: this time round, rucksacks will be filled. 


