
                          
 

To: Member State Representatives on the Provisional Council 

Copies: President and Vice-President of the Permanent Commission and DG EUROCONTROL. 

Sent by email 

Brussels, 24/5/22 

Subject: 2022 Administrative Reform 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

We hereby wish to inform you that the new Administrative Reform package which will be presented 

to you at the next PC 57 is not supported by three representative EUROCONTROL trade unions, even 

though the consultation process has not yet been concluded. 

We would like to explain the reasons why the three unions are not in a position to agree to the 

proposed Administrative Reform. We can summarise our position as two main points relating to 

timing and circumstances, and to the merit of the proposed Reform. 

 With regard to timing and circumstances, the timing of the Reform is completely 

inappropriate. The Agency is still suffering from the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and 

we are in the middle of another crisis, with one of our Member States brutally attacked by a 

neighbouring State. Staff are exhausted after almost five years under a Director General who 

has never stopped undermining the working environment and conditions (see the Staff 

Satisfaction Survey at Annex). We believe that the current circumstances require us to stand 

united and to engage staff more than ever in support of European aviation, rather than to 

confuse them with anxiety-provoking proposals which have no purpose other than to attack 

them by reducing their rights under the staff regulations. 

 

 With regard to the merit, we have never seen such an uncoordinated approach, with a lack 

of clear objectives, starting from the reason for having this Reform. This is a question which 

the EUROCONTROL management is still unable to answer properly. We will be very clear: 

there is no advantage in this Reform neither for the Member States nor for the staff.  

 

More specifically: 

 

1. The EUROCONTROL management claims that the proposed Reform is oriented 

towards the performance of staff. However, there is nothing in the proposals to 

improve performance, apart from an uncontrolled free-market (management-oriented) 

bonus system. The focus of the proposals is the possibility of dismissing staff after 

two negative appraisals. There is not a single argument or explanation as to how staff 

productivity will be increased.  

 

2. The three unions are against the blocking of career progression and the introduction 

of discriminatory measures which will open the Agency up to legal liabilities. At 

present, owing to the application of previous inconsistent career reforms, which were 

not duly evaluated and were implemented without any impact assessment (ignoring 

the three unions’ requests), Agency management is incapable of assessing and 

 



forecasting future needs, of maintaining existing staff motivation or of attracting the 

right staff competencies. Moreover, the proposed Reform does not simplify the career 

structure but makes it more difficult, with artificial barriers to block even well 

performing staff. 

 

3. The three unions are opposed to increasing uncertainty in contract conditions, in 

particular with regard to job security and pension eligibility. This is something we are 

already experiencing, not attracting the best candidates and losing expertise in all 

fields owing to incomprehensible and systematically poor employment conditions. 

Further attacks on working conditions will aggravate these negative effects.  

Staff on fixed-term contracts are systematically offered an extension of four years 

instead of contracts for an undetermined period (excluding pension entitlements). 

Several new colleagues have already left the Agency before the end of their five-year 

contracts and others are considering leaving. Consequently, the new HR recruitment 

policy negotiated in 2019 with the trade unions and approved by the Member States is 

currently not being respected. 

More stability and an end to precariousness would improve the productivity of 

Agency staff, where needed, and would increase product quality. EUROCONTROL’s 

ability to deliver has relied historically on the quality of the working level of staff and 

not on the Director General.  

 

4. The three unions are totally opposed to the abolition of the partial invalidity scheme, 

which was a social advance following the 2016 Reform (and an explicit request by 

the administration, which wanted this new statutory provision for medical and 

professional reasons) and whose objectives were to gradually bring staff back to 

work, or at least leave them partially active for medical, social and professional 

reasons. This abolition is a measure reminiscent of the dark ages of labour relations 

and is totally unacceptable. According to the text of the proposed Reform, you are 

either 100% fit or 100% disabled after two years. This is another example of 

management inconsistency: rather than applying the current rules and monitoring to 

ensure that some staff are not abusing the system, it prefers to indiscriminately punish 

all staff members, including people with serious illnesses, who will be unfairly and 

severely penalised. 

 

5. The three unions do not understand the reason behind the refusal of the 

EUROCONTROL administration to include “conflict of interest” rules in the 

Agency Statute, given that certain irregularities have already arisen, and need to be 

regulated in order to assure transparency and integrity in our Agency. The unions 

have asked for this in the discussions/negotiations, not only in the interests of staff 

but also for our Member States and stakeholders. This is a very weak point of our 

Organisation: the Director General has an immense discretionary power over staff, 

and staff can only appeal to him if there is a problem of transparency or integrity. A 

sound external mechanism to control the Agency, along the lines of that put in place 

for European Union agencies and institutions needs to be introduced, but 

EUROCONTROL management refuses to take this matter seriously. 

We would draw your attention to the fact that the Director General delegated the entire negotiation 

process and did not even deign to attend the negotiation meetings, refusing to engage in dialogue with 

the unions on a Reform which was being pushed by him alone.  

During the exchanges with the Agency's directors, the Unions have showed a willingness to 

collaborate and put forward counter-proposals to ensure equal treatment for all staff, consistency of 

measures and assurance of expertise, all of which would have contributed to a balanced agreement in 



order to gain efficiency and effectiveness. The administration did not even take the time to justify why 

they would not even consider our proposals, and was unable to provide us, or you, with a detailed 

assessment of the impact of such an important reform, but is merely asking you to ratify what it has 

decided in isolation. 

We would like to point out that, in the absence of finalised statutory texts of this reform, and on the 

basis of concepts rejected by the majority of the trade unions, the Director General will, however, try 

to present, during the meeting of the President’s Bureau of the Provisional Council, a so-called 

"concept of reform" and hopes to obtain the support in principle of the Member States’ 

representatives.  

We currently assume that he may try this again at the 57th Session of the Provisional Council. The 

details of the Director General's reform (legal texts) would then be subsequently sent to the Member 

States for approval by correspondence. The unions are opposed to this approach, which affects the 

legality of the framework agreement signed between the Permanent Commission (delegating to the 

DG) and the unions.  

The EUROCONTROL Member States need to realise that this Reform will lead EUROCONTROL to 

an unknown and recklessly uncertain situation, which will have many negative consequences for the 

Agency, as described above. 

The Agency management cannot continue to operate without proper detailed analyses of costs and 

benefits and legal impacts, but only on the basis of wishful thinking and “random assumptions”, 

avoiding responsibility for the results because most of them will have left the Agency when we assess 

the consequences. The Member States and the staff will have to pay the bill. 

For the above reasons, we, the three EUROCONTROL unions call, for your direct intervention in 

order to restore an appropriate social dialogue and a trusting relationship in the Agency. We believe 

that EUROCONTROL has a fundamental role to play in facing the current crisis and will be 

instrumental in the recovery of air traffic and in supporting European aviation effectively.  

We would be more than happy to further discuss with you on any occasion you may deem appropriate 

and we wish to stand by your side to act in the best interests of our Organisation and European 

aviation.  

Yours faithfully, 

 

                                                     

Georges Tsolos                        Benoit Bams                            Maria Aguilera 

Vice-President                                           President                                  President                          




