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Dear colleagues,

Together we have embraced a new way of working to achieve
the Commission objectives. We have navigated these
transformations and implemented them in our weekly routine.

Your working conditions remain our utmost priority and we are
committed to providing a supportive environment that fosters
both personal growth and professional success, while taking
into account the interest of the service.

With this in mind, we evaluated the implementation of the
Commission Decision on working time and hybrid working with
open communication, ensuring your voices are heard and your
concerns are addressed.

Gertrud INGESTAD
Director-General for Human Resources and Security
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1.Executive Summary

Evaluation

The Commission Decision C(2022) 1788
final on working time and hybrid working
(‘the Decision’) was adopted on
24 March 2022 and entered into force on
1 April 2022.

The Decision aims to create an attractive
workplace for all by offering flexible and
modern  working  conditions,  while
complementing the Commission policies
on greening and buildings. It also aims at
providing staff with autonomy through
trust-based management, while ensuring
that the interest of the service prevails. In
addition, it aims at protecting the health
and wellbeing of staff and improving
their work-life balance.

Article 17 of the Decision requires the
Directorate-General for Human Resources
and Security (DG HR) to evaluate its
implementation by 30 September 2023.
On this basis, the Commission will assess
whether adjustments are required, after
concertation with the trade unions (see
Decision’s objectives).

DG HR evaluated the implementation,
analysing quantitative and qualitative
data from pulse surveys, detailed
statistical data from Sysper, feedback
from focus groups of staff, managers,
and HR Correspondents as well as from
the opinions of the consulted committees
and other stakeholders. In addition, an
analysis of other EU and international
institutions’ practices has been carried
out (see methodology). Moreover, recent
policies in private companies were
observed.

However, it should be noted that the
evaluation is based only on the
experience gained in the last 18 months

and that the used data covers 12 months
only. Therefore, the results of the
evaluation are merely a picture of the
situation of the last months.

Conclusions

Based on the results of the evaluation
carried out as described in the
methodology section under 5. Annex,
DG HR believes that the
implementation of the Commission
Decision on working time and hybrid
working generally works well, although
some adjustments need to be built in. It

provides reasonable assurance
regarding compliance  with  the
Decision’s provisions and the

achievement of the overall objectives
of the Decision (see Conclusion).

Overall, staff and management
appreciate the changes and the flexibility
in working conditions. It increased the
autonomy of staff, their sense of
empowerment, ownership, and
responsibility. It leads to staff going the
extra mile with increased productivity and
efficiency, finding more solutions and
being more creative. Therefore, it can be
considered that the institution benefits
through better performance and higher
motivation.

e The evaluation of the Decision has
shown that the productivity of work
was ensured while the new working
conditions have improved work-life
balance and have reduced the
incidence of different types of leave
and part-time work. Staff have
adequately combined working at the
office and teleworking.



https://commission.europa.eu/about-european-commission/organisational-structure/people-first-modernising-european-commission/people-first-greening-european-commission_en#documents
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/staff/EN/buildings-transports/buildings/buildings-policy/Pages/index.aspx
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The implementation resulted in a wide
degree of satisfaction of all staff, at
all levels and in all places of
employment which is a key element
for the attractivity of the Commission.
This was confirmed by the trend
observed in some private companies
that decided to backtrack by reducing
flexibility and realised quickly that
this impacted their attractiveness,
especially for young people who seek
flexibility.

For both staff and managers, a
certain unclarity was observed
regarding the authority deciding (e.g.
staff themselves, the line manager or
the Director-General) on the extent of
the provided flexibility particularly
regarding the physical presence (e.g.
number of days present in the office)
while taking into account the interest
of the service. There was also
uncertainty regarding occasions when
office presence is mandatory such as
inter-institutional obligations, College
preparation related work and work
enhancing team cohesion.

The implementation of the Decision
which underscores the significance of
the right to disconnect, addresses
psycho-social risks globally and on

average enabled a manageable
assignment of tasks to staff.
However, additional clarifications

regarding the implementation of the
newly granted right to disconnect are
asked for.

A large majority of staff have
benefitted equally from the
implementation of the Decision while
providing flexibility for Directorates-
General to adapt working
arrangements to their specific needs.

The Decision facilitates an output-
based approach, essential to trust-
based management as a key priority
of the HR strategy. However, it would
require further gquidance, including
sharing best practices, in particular
for managers and newcomers.

The implementation of the Decision is
a challenge regarding the integration
of newcomers and team cohesion,
but measures can be introduced in
this respect.

The implementation of the Decision
has positively impacted the CO02
emissions of the Commission,
through the decrease of commuting
emissions, the reduction of office
space and consequently reduced
consumption of energy, therefore
generating savings for Heading VIl in
the long run.

The Joint Committee on Working
Time and Hybrid Working was
effectively established and worked in
a constructive spirit.




Evaluation of the implementation of the Commission Decision on working time and hybrid working

Recommendations

Based on the evaluation, DG HR
proposes to further strengthen the new
working conditions environment while
continuing with the current rules and
with monitoring of the implementation
of the Decision.

A number of areas for improvement were
identified together with staff and
managers that DG HR recommends
focusing on through the following actions
(see Recommendations):

e Develop further a hybrid management
culture, with more guidance and raise
awareness in particular for managers
and newcomers to optimise the
possibilities offered by the Decision.

e Provide best practices to support the
integration of newcomers.

e Enhance team cohesion by sharing
concrete good practices.

e C(lose follow-up of credit hours to
avoid unreasonable accumulation of
hours over time. The possibility of a
limited and focused amendment to
the Decision concerning the
accumulation of credit time may have
to be considered.

e Further identify tasks that are not
compatible with teleworking.

e Follow up on the occurrence and the
ability to address more specific
situations, such as for carers of
children/relatives with a disability and
aiming at even closer monitoring the
gender balance concerning the usage
of different types of leaves, office
presence and teleworking.

e Improve time registration tools for
accurate, effective and efficient
encoding and monitoring including
tools to measure effective office

presence in buildings (morning and
afternoon), to be able to follow trends
in behaviours, but also to determine
and address non-compliance.

Set up a standard procedure that
determines the steps to be followed
in case non-compliance is suspected
and the measures to be taken in case
non-compliance is confirmed. Staff
should be made aware of the process
and the consequences in case of non-
compliance.

Continue closely monitoring the
implementation of the Decision to be
assured that we continue to provide a
supportive environment for all staff
that fosters both personal growth and
professional success, while taking
account of the interests of the
service. .




Evaluation of the implementation of the Commission Decision on working time and hybrid working

2.Introduction

on working time and hybrid working (‘the

Context

In 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic
drastically changed the way the
European Commission works and
colleagues interact. At the Commission,
over 30000 staff went from working
predominantly at the office, to
teleworking for almost 2 years based on
a derogation to the former Commission
Decision on Teleworking®. It was the
biggest change to the Commission staff’s
working life that the organisation had
ever encountered. This increased the
necessity to move away from traditional
systems to a new more dynamic culture
with increased flexibility and fluidity for
all levels of staff. In 2022, a new Human
Resources strategy for the Commission
(HR strategy) was adopted setting out a
common vision for the Commission where
people come first. The Commission
committed to working in an effective,
smart and collaborative way, showcasing
a trust-based, inclusive and respectful
workplace in line with European values.
Moreover, it committed to fostering and
modelling a service culture and client-
oriented mindset, built on the inherent
motivation and sense of purpose of staff
and achieving a flexible and green
workplace.

The HR strategy comprises 24 actions to
reach this common vision. Many of the
actions promised have already been
delivered. Action 2 provides for a new
Commission Decision C(2022) 1788 final

! Commission Decision C(2015)9151 final of

17.12.2015 on the implementation of telework

Decision’) that was adopted on 24 March
2022 and entered into force on 1 April
2022.

European
Commission

on working time and hybrid working

Decision’s objectives

The Decision aims to create an attractive
workplace for all by offering flexible and
modern working conditions. Moreover, it
aims to provide staff with autonomy
through trust-based management,
while ensuring the interest of the
service prevails. In addition, it aims to
protect staff’s health and wellbeing and
improve their work-life balance.

The decision also sets out a series of
specific objectives described in the next
section.



https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/sites/hr-policies
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/sites/hr-policies
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/sites/hr-policies
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/sites/hr-policies/SitePages/HR-Strategy-Results.aspx
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/sites/hr-policies/SitePages/HR-Strategy-Results.aspx
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/sites/hr-policies/SitePages/HR-Strategy-Results.aspx
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/flexible-working/Pages/index.aspx
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/flexible-working/Pages/index.aspx
http://www.cc.cec/sg/vista/icefaces/resource/MTY5ODM2MDExOA==/C_2015_9151_F1_COMMISSION_DECISION_EN_V8_P1_834272.PDF
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Main changes introduced by the
Decision

While the rules on working time remained
roughly the same compared to the
previous Decision?, there were a few
important changes:

e The introduction of the right to
disconnect by  establishing a
disconnection period from 19:00 to
8:00.

e The change from core time during
which staff must work, to interaction
timeslots during which staff at least
have to be available for interaction.

e The possibility to carry over any
credit balance per month instead of a
maximum of 20 hours.

e Credit hours recorded during
teleworking are now counted towards
the flexitime balance.

The rules on teleworking for staff eligible
to telework changed substantially
compared to the previous Decision?:

o Teleworking 20% of the weekly
working time became a right.

e There is no longer a distinction
between structural and occasional
teleworking.

e Teleworking is not limited to half or
full days but can be taken in
agreement with the line manager in
shorter periods.

e The possibility to telework is extended
from 2.5 days a week to a maximum
of 3 days a week.

2 Commission Decision C(2014) 2502 final of
15.4.2014 on working time

3 Commission Decision C(2015)9151 final of
17.12.2015 on the implementation of telework

e The option to telework outside the
place of employment was introduced.
While the changes regarding the rules on
telework were gradually introduced
during the end of the COVID-19
pandemic, to facilitate the initial
implementation and ensure consistent
application of the Decision, an overview
of the key elements of the Decision and
Frequently Asked Questions on the
Decision were provided shortly after.

Evaluation of the implementation
of the Decision

Article 17 of the Decision requires DG
HR to evaluate its implementation by
30 September 2023. On the basis of this
evaluation and after concertation with
the trade unions, the Commission will
assess whether adjustments are required.

The purpose of this report is to evaluate
the implementation of the Decision by
assessing whether it meets the specific
objectives set by the Decision.

As indicated in 5. Annex contained in the
methodology. the evaluation is based on
the assessment of quantitative and
qualitative data from three pulse surveys,
quantitative data from Sysper and
qualitative data from focus groups and
feedback from other stakeholders. In
addition, the rules are benchmarked with
other EU and international institutions,
and recent policies in private companies
were observed. The results of the
assessments are addressed under the
next sections, after which the report sets
out conclusions and recommendations.

However, it should be noted that the
evaluation is based only on the limited
implementation experience gained in the
last 18 months and that the data used



http://www.cc.cec/sg/vista/icefaces/resource/MTA5ODM0NDE3Mg==/C_2014_2502_F1_COMMISSION_DECISION_EN_V4_P1_766876.PDF
http://www.cc.cec/sg/vista/icefaces/resource/MTY5ODM2MDExOA==/C_2015_9151_F1_COMMISSION_DECISION_EN_V8_P1_834272.PDF
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/staff/Documents/working-conditions/flexible-environment/DecisionTMHW.pdf
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/staff/Documents/working-conditions/flexible-environment/DecisionTMHW.pdf
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/staff/Documents/working-conditions/flexible-environment/20220317OfficialFAQs.pdf
https://myintracomm.ec.europa.eu/staff/Documents/working-conditions/flexible-environment/20220317OfficialFAQs.pdf
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predominantly covers a period of 12
months only. Hence, the results of this
evaluation are merely a picture of the
post Covid-19 circumstances of the last
months. However, this picture may adapt
in the future, as the Commission, as well
as the rest of the world, is still navigating
new realities after the pandemic, with
new insights coming every day. Therefore,
it is also important to benchmark and
share experiences with other EU
Institutions and bodies which come
across similar challenges and may have
different solutions. In that way the
Commission will continue to strive to find
optimal solutions to ensure “People first”
and therefore enjoy the best working
conditions while taking into account the
interest of the service.
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3.Evaluation

This core section relates the results of the evaluation to the objectives of the Decision as
specified in the following recitals:

Improvement of work-life balance by combining working at the office and teleworking
(Recital 1);

Ensuring a reasonable and manageable workload taking into account the right to
disconnect and psycho-social risks (Recital 6, 7 and 9);

Ensuring equal treatment of all staff with access to equivalent means of working
(Recital 12, 14 and 15);

Development of an efficient remote and results-oriented management approach based
on a culture of trust (Recital 4);

Preservation of integration of newcomers and team cohesion (Recital 10);
Reduction of CO2 emissions (Recital 2);

Establishment of a Joint Committee on Working Time and Hybrid Working (Recital 17).

For each objective, an analysis of the implementation is provided based on, where
applicable, pulse survey data, Sysper data, focus group and feedback received from other
relevant stakeholders, including Joint Committees and the Corporate Management Board,
and benchmarking with other EU and international institutions and bodies while recent
policies in private companies were observed.
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Improvement of work-life
balance by combining
working at the office and
teleworking

Objectives

To promote a modern, digital and flexible
working environment, to protect staff’s
health and wellbeing, to enhance
efficiency and improve  work-life
balance.

To provide adapted rules on working time
and set out a new legal framework
facilitating ‘hybrid working’, that is to say
a combination of working at the office
and teleworking, where both modalities
are considered equivalent (Recital 1).

Evaluation

In the pulse survey for staff of February
2023, around 83% of the participants
declared themselves satisfied with the
current flexible way of working (see
Overall impact).

All feedback received
from focus groups and
other stakeholders show
that they value flexible
working. It increased the
autonomy of staff, their sense of
empowerment, ownership, and
responsibility. It leads to staff going the
extra mile with increased productivity and
efficiency, finding more solutions and
being more creative. However, it was also
indicated that some staff are teleworking
and simultaneously undertaking private

duties or tasks which reduce
concentration and dedication.

Participants of focus groups see flexible
working as a clear recruitment
advantage enabling the Commission to
be perceived as a modern employer
giving it a competitive advantage in the
highly competitive and dynamic labour
market. This is of particular importance
for Luxembourg. This is also observed
with the trend that certain private
companies that had decided to backtrack
by reducing flexibility realised quickly that
it impacted their attractiveness, especially
for young people who seek for flexibility.

Moreover, hybrid working helps staff
from different sites work together on an
equal footing.

The overwhelming
e majority of  feedback

‘ recognises that
teleworking works for both
staff and managers.

However, it has been noted by some
managers and committees that staff
should be made more aware that the
interest of the service prevails and if
necessary, managers can limit the
flexibility temporarily, as is also provided
by the Decision. Based on the findings
there is an indication that staff and
managers are not always mindful enough
of their obligation to be present in the
office when necessary in the interest of
the service, for example due to inter-
institutional obligations, College
preparation, taking part in conferences, in
particular when organised by the
Commission or to increase the team
cohesion. For both staff and managers, it
was not always clear who exactly has
the authority to decide (e.g staff
themselves, the line manager or the
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Director-General) to what extent
flexibility (e.g. number of days present in
the office) is indeed possible when
taking into account the interest of the
service.

When looking at other EU and
international institutions and bodies,
the rules are aligned. They all provide
for the possibility to telework on a more
structural basis. Within the EU, most
institutions and bodies have rules which
allow for on average of 2 to 3 days
(40%-609%) of teleworking per week. The
models vary. For some institutions or
bodies, the amount of acceptable
teleworking time is fixed per week (for
example 2 days per week of teleworking),
whereas for others, it is fixed per month
(for example: two weeks per month of
teleworking). Most other EU institutions
and bodies count on a weekly basis to
ensure staff come to the office every
week. Moreover, all EU institutions and
bodies require teleworking in principle to
be performed at the place of
employment/residence (see

Benchmarking).
Wellbeing and Work-life balance

The survey of February 2023 indicated
that all aspects of flexible working were
rated positively by staff, with the highest
ratings for work-life balance (84%),
performance (77%), motivation (77%)
and ability to stay focused (see Overall
impact). These ratings all increased
compared to the June 2022 survey,
therefore, showing a benefit for the
institution.

Participants of focus groups note that the
Decision helps staff spend less time
commuting. Moreover, they can
concentrate better on important
projects, when required.

According to multiple participants, the
flexibility offered by the Decision makes
it easier to accommodate certain
situations without the need to use
different types of leaves and/or work
patterns. For example, to have short
periods of absence during the working
period to pick up the children from school.

These testimonies from focus groups are
corroborated by the data on certain
leaves and part-time work:

e The parental & family leave rate for
2022 (11.5% of staff) s
substantially lower than in 2019
(15.1%) (see the graph below and
Parental & Family Leave). The
difference is consistent for all
months. However, it is particularly
noticeable during July and August.

Parental & family leave
2019-2022

15,1% | 11,8%

11,5%

2019 2020 2021 2022

e There is a decrease of 42% in the
number of special leave days for
the illness of a child, spouse or
relative compared to 2019 (see
Special leaves).

e There is also a decrease in the
number and percentage of part-
timers compared to 2019 (in 2019,
6.8% of the staff was on part-time
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versus 4.7% in 2022) (see Part time
work).

The decreases in these leaves and
working patterns show that staff are less
absent, which means an increase in the
available workforce for the Commission.
However, special care should be given to
encourage staff to feel empowered when
they need to use different types of leaves
and part-time work patterns, to promote
adequate work life balance and the right
to disconnect.

Combination of working at the
office and teleworking

In general, according to

data in Sysper the

2o | average weekly office

Aith } presence across the

Commission is 54.4%

during the observed reference period

from April 2022 to March 2023 (see

General office presence). This presence is

also relatively evenly spread across the
week (see Graph 13).

There is a decrease in the percentage of
staff coming to the office during holiday
periods (see Graph 12 below). One
explanation could be that more staff are
making use of the 10 days of telework
outside the place of employment during
these periods.

Moreover, for end July/August 2022,
some Directorates-General received an
authorisation for 100% telework and in
the first week of January 2023, the
Buildings Energy Saving Together action
took place, for which DG HR authorised
everyone in Brussels and some JRC sites
outside of Brussels to telework for 100%
of their weekly working time.

The vast majority of staff complies
with the requirement to come to the
office for at least 40% of the weekly
working time (see Presence at the
office). For the staff that have been to
the office less than 40% of their weekly
working time, and for which there are no
known reasons, this does not necessarily
mean they are not compliant with the
rules. Different reasons could be given for
why they do not meet the minimum of

Staff grouped by office presence pattern, by week
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N
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40% office presence, such as the
authorisation from the line manager to
telework for reasons linked to the interest
of the service or to mobility.

As regards the accuracy of hours encoded
in Sysper, the staff survey of February
2023 indicates that 70% of the
participants confirmed that they
recorded their working hours / location
as exactly as possible, while 12%
accepted the default hours / location in
Sysper. Therefore, it is possible that
there is an overestimation of presence
in the office since the default place of
work in Sysper changed from “telework”
to “work at the workplace” in June 2022.
For this reason, the default option of
place of work was removed in July 2023
in order to have more accurate data in
the future (see accuracy of encoding
hours).

As indicated in the pulse survey for staff
in February 2023, staff assigned to
traditional offices spent more time in the
office than staff in flexible offices (see
Type of office). This is confirmed by the
data derived from Sysper (see Graph 17).

The 20% right to telework is welcomed
by most of the focus groups participants.
More focused work at home is highlighted
by some participants as an additional
added value of teleworking. Some staff,
HR Correspondents and some committees
even see the need for an increase,
suggesting that the right to telework be
increased to 40% or even 609%,
especially for staff in dynamic
collaborative spaces (DCS). The reasons
given for this were twofold: the working
environment and the limited office space.

It must be noted, however, that in some
situations more office presence s
required, for example to develop and

reinforce team cohesion. Therefore, there
are requests to make managers more
aware of the rules, including the
possibility to require staff to come to the
office up to 100% of the weekly working
time when it is in the interest of the
service.

Nevertheless, in general the minimum 2
days' office presence is valued by many
participants. Some staff even prefer
coming to the office 4-5 days. It is seen
as essential for better communication,
running in-person meetings, socialising,
and maintaining and/or improving
interpersonal relationships.

From April 2022 to

; March 2023, half of

Q the active staff have

teleworked outside

the place of

employment, with an average of 7

working days used. Staff used this

option mostly during the holiday periods

(July, August and December) and have

used this possibility multiple times during

different months (see Teleworking
outside the place of employment).

In the pulse survey, 92% of managers
acknowledged that telework outside the
place of employment has a positive
impact on staff's wellbeing and
contributes positively to their
availability (62%) and performance
(619%) (see Teleworking outside the place
of employment).

HR correspondents and some committees
highlight its importance mostly for
business continuity, especially during
holiday periods and in particular for
small(er) teams. Moreover, the impact of
teleworking outside the place of
employment on the capacity of managers
to manage their team was largely

11
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considered neutral (48%), with far more
managers assessing also this aspect
positively (39%) rather than negatively
(12%).

The overwhelming majority of
participants of focus groups and some
committees also value the possibility of
teleworking from outside the place of
employment, particularly to telework
from their home countries. For some, the
main reasons to use this possibility
include the need to get help with care for
children during school holidays and/or
to take care of aging parents.

Almost all participants and other
stakeholders (e.g. committees) see a
potential improvement in the form of
increasing the days of teleworking
outside the place of employment. Some
also suggest having a possibility to carry
the days over to the next year and others
even suggest that it should not matter
where staff are teleworking. Highlighted
reasons, apart from the above mentioned,
include modernising the institution,
becoming more attractive for young(er)
colleagues, as well as the recognition of
special circumstances, such as the
closures of buildings following the
Building Energy Savings Together (BEST)
Actions or during permanence.

When comparing it to other EU and
international institutions and bodies, on
average, the Commission allows staff
to spend less days teleworking outside
the place of employment. It s,
nonetheless, also not the institution that
allows the least number of days. The
European Parliament does not cater at all
for this possibility, and the Council only
allows for 5 days of teleworking outside
the place of employment a year.

In addition to the 10 days
of teleworking outside the
place of employment, the
Decision also introduced
the possibility for DG HR
to authorise telework outside the place
of employment for exceptional
circumstances, such as duly documented
family reasons. Compared to other EU
and international institutions, the basic
provision again places the Commission in
the middle of the list without taking
account of the possibility for renewal
which  improves the Commission’s
position.

Based on the data in Sysper, more than
2% of the staff have been authorised to
use this possibility. Moreover, the staff
who have used this possibility have
requested on average less (14 working
days) than the maximum amount, which
is 20/21 working days depending on the
month (see Exceptional Teleworking
outside place of employment).

A minority of all participants raised the
topic regarding the process of telework
outside the place of employment for
exceptional circumstances. They asked for
clearer rules and procedures for
obtaining telework outside the place of
employment for exceptional
circumstances, especially for special
(urgent) cases for health-related
reasons (e.g., surgery, help with aging
parents, death of a family member).

Some HR Correspondents advocate for
more leeway and for having more of a
say (concerning the staff of their
Directorate-General) on those special
cases and circumstances. More flexibility
is requested by some participants and
committees, as they find the current
assessment too strict. The assessment
should be based on the type of upcoming
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tasks (if the same level of quality of
output/results would be provided during
teleworking for a longer period or not)
and related to (exceptional) family-
related reasons (e.g., for a certain limited
period for health-related reasons),
including long term and recurring
situations. Therefore, suggestions to
change the Decision concerned the
coverage of serious long-term and/or
recurring situations and the inclusion of
the possibility for staff to come 40% of
their working time to the office on a
monthly, instead of weekly basis, while
being authorised to telework outside the
place of employment for exceptional
circumstances to take care of the family
member for the remaining working time.

Ensuring a reasonable and
manageable workload taking into
account the right to disconnect
and psycho-social risks

Objectives

To protect the health and wellbeing of
staff, line managers should ensure that
the tasks they assign to staff can be
reasonably considered as manageable
within their working time schedule, taking
into account peak periods (Recital 6).

To provide a right to disconnect, taking
into account the European Parliament
resolution of 21 January 2021 with
recommendations to the Commission on
the right to disconnect (Recital 7).

To implement teleworking arrangements
taking into account psycho-social risks
such as those linked to digital overload, a
blurred line between professional and
private lives or social isolation. Having
accompanying measures that ensure
good working conditions and, where
relevant, provide targeted training and
guidance (Recital 9).

Evaluation

Under the Decision, credit hours while
teleworking are counted towards the
flexitime balance. This was not the case
before to prevent staff from working
more while teleworking. On average,
staff work 6 minutes more per day at
home (8:06 per day), and 18 minutes
more per day working at the office
(8:18 per day). Staff who are teleworking
are more likely to start earlier and finish
work earlier, as observed during the
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reference period April 2022-March 2023

(see Working Hours).
()3
@ were registered in 2019
(6 hours and 48
minutes). When looking at 2022, it is still
half an hour below the average of 2019.
Therefore, staff have worked fewer
credit hours on a monthly basis in 2022
than in 2019.

The most net credit
hours per month on
average per person?

Net credit hours
Average Number of credit hours
per staff per month

06:30 § 06:48 j§ 06:07 j§ 06:35 j§ 06:06 § 06:19

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

When looking at the accepted credit time
by the system and the line managers, a
similar trend can be seen, where more
credit hours were accepted and registered
per person in 2019 than in 2022 (see
Credit Hours accepted). Therefore, based
on the data, the fact that there is no
limit any more to carry over credit
hours on average does not necessary
seem to lead to an extreme number of
credit hours being worked and accepted
on average compared to before. Hence,

4 It is the time worked during the month in
addition to the work pattern minus any offsetting
and without carry-over from the previous month.
It also does not take into account whether hours
were deducted by the line managers or the
system.

the overall workload on average in 2022
seems to have been lower than in 2019.

While the total number of credit hours
recorded on average has slightly
decreased compared to 2019, credit
hours continue to be registered, indicating
that on average staff register still more
than 40 hours per week. As a
consequence, if the hours are not offset,
or no recuperation is taken, it can lead to
high numbers of credit hours over a
longer period.

In the focus groups, both staff and
managers raised the fact that it is
difficult to lower the balance of
accumulated credit hours, when
recuperation can only be taken for two
days per month. Moreover, in some
Directorates-General there is constant
time and workload pressure, making it
difficult for managers to accept the
possibility to recuperate. While this is not
visible in the current data from Sysper, it
may become problematic in the future.

Therefore, participants are asking for
clarification on how to recuperate
and/or offset those hours in practice.
Moreover, some committees suggest that
for accumulated hours that are often
never taken by staff, other solutions
should be found to reduce the hours, for
example, by offering special leave based
on a case-by-case analysis instead.

Staff’s health & safety
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In general, participants

of focus groups
EE:I acknowledged the
overall clarity of the

rules of the Decision.
This provides balance and stability, which
is appreciated.

Some committees highlight that more
focus should be put on health and safety
of teleworking, including how to ensure
wellbeing and prevent digital overload
and burnout. Many hybrid and online
meetings are planned back-to-back and
run late in the afternoons. Moreover,
more information should be provided on
how to have a good hybrid working
environment with safe  ergonomic
equipment, including for staff with a
disability. For managers a training session
should be organised on how to manage
staff in a hybrid working environment.

Some staff, managers, a significant
number of HR Correspondents and
committees mention and ask for the
reimbursement of costs of teleworking
from home. On the other hand, some are
mindful of the current global financial
challenges and are fine with bearing
those costs. However, they prefer that at
least staff in the lower grades receive
some compensation to deal with the
costs of energy/internet.

According to the data from Sysper, the
annual leave rate is higher than in 2019.
This is good for the wellbeing of staff, as
annual leave allows staff to rest and
recharge. That the rate is higher than in
2019, may be due to the fact that in
previous years staff used less annual
leave and now need to use them in order
not to lose them (see graph 26 and 27).

Some participants of focus groups and
committees observe that teleworking

and flexible working hours brought
about a decrease in sickness absences
taken due to minor colds or mobility
issues or special leave for sick children.
Some managers highlight their
preference for staff to stay home
teleworking instead of potentially
spreading viruses in the office. The same
applies for staff who feel slightly unwell
but are still able and willing to continue
working.

This is confirmed by data in Sysper. The
sick leave rate for 2022 is lower (4%)
than 2019 (4.2%) and the Covid-19
years were even lower (see Sick Leaves).
It is particularly the case for sick leaves
where a maximum of 3 days have been
taken. In 2019 around 17% of all the sick
leave days taken were less than 3 days,
while in 2022 this was only 11.7%.
Hence, when staff are on sick leave, they
are more likely to use and require it for a
longer period.

Sick Leave Rate (%)
2019-2022

3,60% 3,60% 4,00%

2019 2020 2021 2022

Nevertheless, concerns are also raised by
almost all stakeholders that some sick
staff are working from home instead of
taking the appropriate sick leave, which
is why there is less sick leave of less than
3 days taken. Therefore, while
acknowledging that staff are also
responsible for their own wellbeing,
although managers must be more
cautious in allowing staff to telework
when they indicate that they are not
feeling well.
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Many participants of

focus groups praise the

’)& newly established right

(o] to disconnect. Some

committees note that

this right and respecting it, is crucial in a

context where staff are exposed to a very

significant workload, and the health
risks of digital overload.

Nevertheless, potential risks are raised.
Some of the staff and committees have
indicated that the right to disconnect is
not always respected, either by the
management or by colleagues
themselves. If many colleagues work
during the disconnection period, the
pressure on others to work as well
increases unintentionally. Staff members
struggle to disconnect and work while
they are on leave, including sick leave.

Therefore, staff should be actively
discouraged to work during the
disconnection period. Moreover, line
managers are called upon to be more
careful when requesting staff to work
during the disconnection period, to
prevent unnecessary health risks.

In general, the majority of participants
would prefer additional clarifications
regarding the implementation of the
right to disconnect and its concepts,
more specifically regarding working
hours, the disconnection period and the
concept of being reachable/available
for interaction. For instance, they would
like to know how to deal with
organising/attending meetings that are
scheduled outside the interaction
timeslots and start earlier than 8:00 and
finish later than 19:00.

DG HR is aware of how working lives have
changed since 2020 when teleworking
became a new way of working. As part of

its duty of care to staff, it organises
training courses on Digital Detox,
available to all staff, to draw attention to
issues linked to over connection which
could impact staff health or wellbeing.
The course outlines how working lives
have altered and offers practical
preventative advice to participants on
how to navigate new working ways, while
protecting a healthy work-life balance.
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Ensuring equal treatment of all
staff with access to equivalent
means of working

Objectives

Within the scope of this report, the
objective is to evaluate equal treatment
only in respect to the working time and
the Decision. To ensure all staff are
treated equally, regardless of their
working arrangements, and all have
access to equivalent means of working.
Respect for the principle of equality
should include all diversity aspects, in
particular disability, gender and age
(Recital 12).

To monitor the ratio of teleworking and
working at the office, with special focus
on the use of teleworking per gender.
When monitoring that ratio, where
relevant, DG HR should analyse the
options to encourage the equal use of
teleworking by men and women (Recital
14).

To pay special attention to the
implementation of teleworking
arrangements and their impact on staff
with a disability, notably with regard to
necessary equipment and reasonable
accommodations in accordance with
Article 8 of Commission Decision C(2004)
1318° (Recital 15).

Evaluation

5 Commission Decision C(2004) 1318 of 7.4.2004
implementing Article 1d(4) of the Staff
Regulations.

It should be noted that before the
implementation of the Decision, 63% of
the structural and occasional teleworkers
were female.

Weekly working time at the Office by
Gender and Function group - d Q
April 2022- March 2023

5%% S&%

Total AD  AST  SC

FGI FGII - FGIE FGIV

In 2022, there is only a small difference
between office presence by gender (see
Office presence by Gender). With 59% of
the weekly working time at the office for
men compared to 53% for women, male
staff members are coming slightly more
to the office than female staff. This
conclusion can be drawn for all function
groups. However, there are larger
differences in gender, when it comes to
presence in the office for the AST group
and Function Group 1. For the AST group
57% of male and 49% of female
colleagues are present in the office. For
Contract Agents in Function Group 1, the
figures are 76% and 57% respectively.
This may have to do with the tasks of
these groups which require them to come
to the office. A deeper analysis should be
carried out once the register of tasks that
are not compatible with teleworking is
finalised and published.

When looking at parental and family
leave, part-time work and special leave
for serious illness of a
child/spouse/relative, women still make
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substantially more use of these options
than men. However, the gap between the
genders did decrease with the
introduction of hybrid working.

As hybrid working is indicated as a way to
become a more attractive employer, data
has been extracted regarding the office
presence by age group. Interestingly, the
younger age groups are not the ones
spending the least percentage of their
weekly working time at the office
compared to other age groups. It is the
middle groups (mainly 40-49-year-olds).
This may be explained by the fact that
the younger age groups are often at the
start of their careers and/or may not have
the appropriate working conditions at
home to telework. Therefore, they prefer
to come more to the office. This also
helps them to learn more from
colleagues. However, the eldest age
group (65+) does come to the office the
most of all the age groups (see Office
presence by age group).

When looking at the presence by
management level (see Office presence
by management level), managers spend
on average more time at the office than
the staff. However, the percentage
decreases by level of seniority of the
staff. Therefore, senior managers spend
most time (around 74% per week),
while middle managers and advisers
spend on average respectively 63% and
61%. This confirms what managers
indicated in the pulse survey of March
2023, in which they indicated that they
spend more time in the office on average
than their staff. AD staff spend on

average 53% at the office, which is in
line with the average for staff.

When looking at the office presence rate
per Directorate-General, there are some
substantial differences between the
highest percentage of office presence
and the lowest (see Office presence by
DG). The College has, with a 76% office
rate, the highest percentage of staff in
the office on a weekly basis. However, it
is an outlier, as the next highest ones are
all around 66%. DGT and OP are, with
respectively 42% and 439, the Directors-
General of which the staff comes less
often to the office, but still in line with
the minimum requirement of 40%. This
shows that there is different level of
flexibility needed among DGs as foreseen
by the Decision. It was also indicated by
participants of focus groups that the
possibility to cater for different
circumstances was appreciated.

While the approach not to have a one
size fits all seem to work for some,
alignment in days of mandatory office
presence across the Commission is
asked by others (i.e. participants of
focus groups and one committee). This
is to avoid the concern of discrimination
and potential “DG shopping”, as the
Directorates-General with 2 days’ office
presence are seen as more attractive
than others. To prevent frustration and
discrimination, there is a request for more
harmonisation between Directorates-
General and Units in terms of
implementation of the Decision.

As different Directorates-General have
different implementation practices, it can
lead to “inter and intra DG competition”
when it comes to recruitment of talent
who want more flexibility. Therefore,
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more clarification and alignment on
teleworking, including on the tasks that
are not compatible with teleworking,
should be provided. For this reason,
multiple  HR  Correspondents  and
committees have indicated the need to
receive the register with tasks that are
not compatible with teleworking.

Disability

The Ad hoc committee on reasonable
accommodation is ensuring that eligible
staff have the right equipment both at
the office and at home to be able to
work properly. This also enables staff
with a disability to make use of the
hybrid working arrangements. While there
are some challenges with
accommodation in dynamic collaborative
spaces, appropriate solutions were found.

However, the current rules on office
presence and teleworking do not always
allow for an easy way to address all the
needs of carers of children/relatives

with disabilities, for whom for example
calculating office presence on a monthly
basis would be more convenient.

Office presence by DG
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Development of an efficient
remote and results-oriented
management approach based on
a culture of trust

Objectives

To combine hybrid working with more
flexible rules on working time to provide a
higher degree of autonomy for staff, as
well as a greater sense of responsibility.
For line managers, it will imply taking an
objectives-based and results-oriented
approach and developing an efficient
remote management style based on a
culture of trust.

To adapt these methods to the
management of teams that use
teleworking on a regular basis, in order to
ensure proper work organisation and
integration of team members. In that
respect, DG HR should provide adequate
guidance, training and material resources
as well as streamline good practices
throughout the institution (Recital 4).

Evaluation

Many participants of

Niz focus groups indicated
@ that the Decision
facilitates the output-

based approach. It
increased the quality of work and the
efficiency.

Another aspect raised by a strong
majority of all participants of focus
groups was the importance of the trust-
based approach established by the
Decision. The fact that it goes in both
directions was the most acknowledged,
while highlighting the value of good trust-
based management. The role of the head

of unit/line manager was noted to be
crucial, particularly in the implementation
of the Decision.

Some managers in the focus groups
note that flexibility creates a bigger
burden on them, particularly from the
implementation and follow-up angle.
They highlight some difficulties in follow-
up on precision of working hours and
presence in the office recorded by staff in
Sysper. Some suggest having the
registration of presence cross referenced
with badging data. Moreover, some staff,
managers and HR Correspondents have
indicated that not all possibilities offered
by the Decision are implemented in
Sysper, including granting 100% telework
for the interest of the service.

Moreover, the need for tools for
managers to be able to address non-
compliance was  highlighted as
important, but also the need for clarity on
the possibilities for both staff and
managers in case trust is diminished.
That there are cases of non-compliance is
confirmed by the pulse survey results, as
some staff still refuse to come to the
office (see graph 8) or do not come often
enough (see araph 9). Therefore, a
standard procedure should be set up that
determines the steps to be followed in
case non-compliance is suspected and
the measures to be taken in case non-
compliance is confirmed. Staff should be
made aware of the process and the
consequences in case of non-compliance.

To additionally improve trust-based
management, an increased awareness
of rules by the manager is advocated
for by several HR Correspondents, staff
and committees. This is especially
necessary for the implementation of the
rules in situations where the interest of
the service should prevail. Moreover,
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more guidance and training for managers
should be provided, including on remote
management.

HR Correspondents and committees
indicated that the list of tasks not
compatible with teleworking would be
very useful for the implementation.

In addition, more sharing of best
practices, for example with a page on
My IntraComm, could have a positive
effect and might show pathways for
managers to improve their way of
working and laying more trust upon their
staff. This is especially important when
bearing in mind that some staff mention
that the hierarchy needs to trust them
more.

Preservation of the integration of
newcomers and team cohesion

Objectives

To implement hybrid working in a way
that preserves an adequate welcoming of
newcomers, transmission of knowledge
and know-how, as well as effective
teamworking in a multi-cultural context
and informal collaborative exchanges as
a source of creativity (Recital 10).

Evaluation

The results of the February 2023 pulse
survey indicated that inclusion (52%),
relationships (50% to 579%) and career
opportunities (41%) are the lowest rated
aspects of flexible working development
(see Overall Impact).

As previously mentioned, minimum 2
days' office presence is valued by
participants of focus groups as being
essential for better communication,
running in-person meetings, socialising,
and maintaining and/or improving
interpersonal relationships. Some
participants specifically highlight the
importance of in-person meetings,
conferences and live events with
stakeholders who have travelled. That
staff overall find it important to attend
certain meetings in person is confirmed
by the pulse survey results of February
2023 and of March 2023. In these
surveys, staff indicated that they attend
meetings in person, when possible (see
graphs 6 and 7).

At the same time, while the minimum of
the 2 days’ presence in the office is
valued, it is sometimes found to be too
limited. Some participants of focus
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groups see a decrease in team cohesion,
because there is not always enough
office space on the same floor for the
whole unit to be present on the same
days. Some participants indicated a
decrease in learning from others, and
that interactions with colleagues have
eroded, which could potentially lead to a
lack of cohesion, lack of a sense of
belonging and loneliness. Several of the
participants indicated that increasing the
budget for teambuilding, instead of
decreasing it, would allow them to
organise/participate  in  teambuilding,
activities, which would be wuseful in
building more team cohesion in a hybrid
working environment.

Another issue raised with only 2 days at
the office is the integration of
newcomers, including trainees. The vast
majority of feedback highlights the need
for them to come to the office more
often, particularly at the beginning, to
help with their integration and establish
team cohesion. It also acknowledges the
importance of providing the conditions for
newcomers to build their social and
professional networks. Some ask for an
increased weekly mandatory presence in
the office during the onboarding period,
for newcomers and their mentor, together
with core team members.

Objectives

To see how teleworking contributes to
reducing CO2 emissions arising from
staff commuting and the resulting
congestion, particularly for those who
drive to work and supports the
Commission’s efforts, under the European
Green Deal, to become climate neutral by
2050 (Recital 2).

Evaluation

Reduction of CO2 emissions

Teleworking resulted in fewer trips to the
office and therefore in savings in CO2
and CO2 equivalent (‘CO2e’) emissions
from commuting. In some cases,
however, this resulted in additional
emissions from teleworking at home,
particularly from heating (or cooling) the
home when it would otherwise have been
unoccupied.

Under the Eco-Management and Audit
Scheme (EMAS)®,, the Commission
estimated, and published for the first
time, its emissions generated by
teleworking as part of its overall carbon
footprint in the 2022 Environmental
Statement (for performance up to 2021).
By combining national data on the energy
mix for space heating, with Commission
staff survey data on teleworking
arrangements, teleworking emissions
were estimated to be about 8% of the
total carbon footprint of the
Commission, representing 10 766
tonnes of CO2e. This was less than the
reduction in commuting emissions

& Since 2002 the European Commission
implements the EMAS in order to improve its
environmental performance by systematically
setting objectives and targets, and measuring
progress towards achieving them. DG HR is in
charge of coordinating the system Commission-
wide. See more: EMAS in DG HR (europa.eu)
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between 2019, the last ‘normal’ year
and 2021 which was 15 146 tonnes
CO2e. There has therefore been an
overall net saving in CO2e emissions,
not yet taking into account that
teleworking also contributes to
emissions reductions in other areas
such, e.qg. buildings as described below.

Work is constantly ongoing to improve
the quality of carbon footprint data,
standardising approaches to calculations
across the Commission sites. The EMAS
team is currently working to estimate
teleworking emissions back to 2019 and
this should be reported in the 2023
Environmental Statement (for
performance up to 2022), currently under
preparation.

The Decision, and the possibility for staff
to telework maximum 3 days per week
has enabled the Commission to roll out
more flexible and efficient offices, with a
greater number of staff in DCS. As staff
are spending less time at the office, it is
not necessary to have an assigned desk
available for everyone. Implementing this
approach in newer, and more energy
efficient buildings, while moving out of
older ones, will reduce costs. In Brussels,
draft EMAS data indicates that the
number of buildings decreased from 61
in 2021 to 53 in 2022 with a
corresponding decrease of more than
70 000 sg. m. surface area. Further
reductions are planned.

Finally, it is estimated that there was a
reduction by 8 000 tonnes of the CO2e
emissions in Brussels’ based buildings
as a result of the reduction of office
space occupied by the Commission.”

7 This data still needs to be EMAS verified.

Establishment of a Joint
Committee on Working Time and
Hybrid Working

Objectives

To establish a joint committee that
assists DG HR in monitoring the effective
implementation and compliance with this
Decision. The joint committee may issue
recommendations to DG HR in case it
detects inconsistencies and/or unequal
treatment in the implementation of this
Decision (Recital 17).

Evaluation

The Joint Committee on

@ Working Time and Hybrid

m Working was effectively

created. It adopted its

internal rules in December

2022. More information can be found on
My IntraComm.

To determine whether more changes are
necessary, some participants and one of
the committees consulted suggested that
DG HR continues to take pulse surveys
regarding satisfaction of staff, and to
take appropriate follow-up measures. For
this follow-up, the Joint Committee on
Hybrid Working should consolidate and
enhance its role in monitoring the
implementation of the Decision.

The committee has been working in a
constructive spirit. However, it indicated
that they need more information from DG
HR concerning the type of questions and
issues that are emerging. To enhance
information gathering, it is suggested to
include the possibility for the committee
to hear individual cases, which is now
excluded.
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4. Conclusion and Recommendations

Conclusion

Based on the results of the evaluation carried out as described in the methodology
section in Annex, DG HR believes that the implementation of the Commission Decision
on working time and hybrid working generally works well, although some adjustments
need to be built in. The evaluation provides reasonable assurance regarding the
compliance with the Decision’s provisions and the achievement of the overall

objectives of the Decision.

Overall, staff and management appreciate the changes and the flexibility in working
conditions. It increased the autonomy of staff, their sense of empowerment, ownership,
and responsibility. It leads to staff going the extra mile with increased productivity and
efficiency, finding more solutions and being more creative. Therefore, it can be considered
that the institution benefits through better performance and higher motivation.

The evaluation of the Decision has shown
that the productivity of work was
ensured while the new working conditions
have improved work-life balance and
have reduced the different types of leave
and part-time work. Staff have
adequately combined working at the
office and teleworking.

Current arrangements have led to an
increase in satisfaction of staff at all
levels and in all places of employment
compared to the previous rules, in
particular as regards their work-life
balance, productivity and motivation, which
is beneficial to the Institution. Satisfaction
is a key element for the attractivity of the
Commission. This was confirmed by the
trend observed in some private companies
that decided to backtrack by reducing
flexibility and realised quickly that
impacted their attractiveness, especially for
young people who seek flexibility.

As a result of the new flexibility provided by
the Decision, staff do not use as much of
different types of leave (Sick leave,
parental and family leave, special leave for
the illness of a child, spouse or relative)

and part-time work, which all show a
decrease. The new flexibility therefore led
to the efficiency gains, in terms of more
available workforce, for the Commission on
one side and for improved work-life
balance and improved staff’s satisfaction
on another.

Staff made good use of hybrid working
with an average of 549% of staff’s working
time spent in the office. However, staff
and managers should be more aware that
the interest of the service prevails and
when presence is mandatory, such as inter-
institutional obligations, College preparation
related work and work enhancing team
cohesion.

Related to physical presence, a certain
unclarity was observed regarding the
authority deciding (e.g. staff themselves,
the line manager or the Director-General)
on the extent of the provided flexibility
particularly regarding the physical
presence (e.g. number of days present in
the office) while taking into account the
interest of the service. There was also
uncertainty regarding occasions when
office presence is mandatory such as inter-
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institutional obligations, College preparation
related work and work enhancing team
cohesion.

The vast majority of staff complies with
the requirement to come to the office for
at least 40% of the weekly working time.

The Commission’s arrangements are
relatively aligned with other EU
institutions/bodies and international

organisations.

Flexible working is seen as a clear
recruitment advantage enabling the
Commission to be perceived as a modern
employer.

Staff value the possibility to telework
outside the place of employment and
made a reasonable use of this opportunity.
Nevertheless, many requested to have an
increase in the number of days allowed in
line with some other EU institutions and
bodies.

The implementation of the Decision
which underscores the significance of
the right to disconnect and addresses
psycho-social risks, globally and on
average enabled a manageable
assignment of tasks to staff. However,
additional clarifications regarding the
implementation of the newly granted
right to disconnect are asked for.

Staff have worked fewer credit hours on
average on a monthly basis in 2022 than
in 20169.

The fact that there is no limit any more to
carry over credit hours does not
necessarily seem to lead to an extreme
number of credit hours being worked and
accepted compared to before.

If the hours are not offset, or no
recuperation is taken, it can lead to high
numbers of credit hours over a longer

period leading to potential risk of digital
overload and burnout.

The sick leave rate for 2022 is lower
than 2019. It is particularly the case for
sick leaves of up to 3 days. However, some
sick staff are working from home instead
of taking the appropriate sick leave.

Staff praise the newly established right to
disconnect. However, it may not always be
correctly implemented. Additional
clarifications regarding the implementation
of the disconnection period and the
concept of being reachable/available for
interaction is asked for. For instance, staff
and managers asked for more guidance on
how to deal with organising/attending
meetings that are scheduled outside the
interaction timeslots and start earlier than
8:00 and finishing later than 19:00.

A large majority of staff have benefitted
equally from the implementation of the
Decision while providing flexibility for
Directorates-General to adapt working
arrangements to their specific needs.

Staff have been treated equally regardless
of their age group and gender.

There is a different office presence rate
per Directorate-General, which shows
there are different levels of flexibility
needed, as foreseen by the Decision.
Additionally, this is also due to different
types of tasks performed in different
Directorates-General i.e, compatible or
non-compatible with teleworking. It was
also indicated that the possibility to cater
for different circumstances was
appreciated.

Staff with a disability have the right
equipment to be able to work properly.
However, further flexibility may be useful
for carers of children/relatives with
disabilities. Furthermore, there seems to be
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a need for more equal use of teleworking
across categories of staff and gender.

The Decision facilitates an output-based
approach, essential to trust-based
management as a key priority of the HR

see a decrease in team cohesion, learning
from others and sense of belonging.

The integration of newcomers, including
trainees is also indicated as an issue.

The implementation of the Decision has

strategy. However, it would require

positively impacted the CO2 emissions of

further quidance, including sharing of

the Commission, through the decrease of

best practices, in particular for managers

commuting emissions, the reduction of

and newcomers.

The Decision facilitates an output-based
approach. It increased the quality of work
and the efficiency of staff.

Some managers in the focus groups note
that flexibility creates a bigger burden on
them, e.qg., additional effort is needed from
them in: arranging teams/ coming at the
same days in the office, organising social
interactions, strengthening team cohesion,
as well as follow up and monitoring of
days in the office/telework.

IT-tools and equipment still need to be

improved for efficient remote
management.

The trust-based approach can be
improved by more guidance for

managers to raise awareness of the rules
and share good practices. Having the
register of tasks not compatible with
teleworking would also help implement
this approach.

The implementation of the Decision is a
challenge regarding the integration of

newcomers and team cohesion but
measures can be introduced in this
respect.

The pulse survey indicated that inclusion
and relationships are the lowest rated
aspects of flexible working.

While the minimum 2 days’ presence in
the office is valued, it is sometimes too
limited. Some participants of focus groups

office space and consequently reduced
consumption of energy, therefore
generating savings for Heading VIl in the

long run.
Teleworking resulted in fewer trips to the

office and therefore in savings in CO2
emissions (CO2e) from commuting.

The reduction in commuting emissions was
higher than the increase in emissions
related to Teleworking at home.

The roll out of Dynamic Collaborative
Space (DCS), has led to a reduction of sa.
m. surface area, as well as to the reduction
of CO2e.

The Joint Committee on Working Time
and Hybrid Working was effectively
established and worked in a constructive

spirit.

The Joint Committee on Working Time and
Hybrid Working adopted its internal rules in
December 2022.

It should consolidate and enhance its role
in monitoring the implementation of the
Decision.
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Recommendations

Based on the evaluation, DG HR proposes
to further strengthen the new working
conditions environment while continuing
with the current rules and with
monitoring the implementation of the
Decision.

A number of areas for improvement were
identified together with staff and managers
that DG HR recommends focusing on
through the following actions:

Develop further a hybrid management
culture, with more guidance and raise
awareness in particular for managers
and newcomers to optimise the
possibilities offered by the Decision.

Feedback received frequently pointed out
the need for further gquidance and
clarification on different topics, in particular
the interest of the service, who can decide
what, right to disconnect, interaction period
and telework outside the place of
employment for exceptional circumstances.

To address the request for more guidance,
DG HR will also develop a Coaching
Package for Managers to guide them how
to better:

e Raise awareness of the rules and share
good practices in order to additionally
improve trust-based approach. Having
the reqgister of tasks not compatible
with teleworking would also help
implement this approach.

e Encourage staff to work at the office
according to the agreements with the
line manager and in particular when in
the interest of the service, e.g, to be

present in meetings in person,
especially for meetings with third
parties, inter-institutional obligations,

College preparation related work, work

enhancing team cohesion, in presence
participation in  conferences and
particularly in those organised by the
Commission.

e Integrate newcomers by ensuring
sufficient team presence in the office.

e Walk the talk by working at the office
as a general rule to stimulate face-to-
face interaction.

e Monitor the presence of staff and
provide guidance on what managers
can do in case of issues with staff
presence.

Raise the profile and stress the importance
of leave managers (GECOs), who are the
focal point for all issues related to working
time.

Provide best practices to support the
integration of newcomers.

Particular attention and tailored actions
should be provided for newcomers.

The action should ensure that all
newcomers integrate quickly in their
respective teams/Directorates-General, by
meeting everyone concerned swiftly. The
newcomer and their mentor should be more
present in the office particularly at the
beginning of the newcomer's career.

Enhance team cohesion by sharing

concrete good practices.

While the budget for team buildings is
decreasing, there are still other ways to
increase team cohesion, for example,
specific days on which teams need to come
to the office.

It is suggested that the Flex team?
continues to provide guidance to help with

8 The FLEX Team - cross DG Commission service
(HR, OIB/OIL, DIGIT, SCIC, SG, JRC) responsible for all
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different aspects of hybrid working. The
newly established Centre for Organisational
Transformation could also provide valuable
insights on hybrid work.

Close follow up of credit hours to avoid
unreasonable accumulation of hours over
time.

The registration and validation of credit
time as well as recuperation should be
better framed to avoid unreasonable
accumulation of hours.

More guidance should be provided to staff
and managers on limiting the accumulation
of hours, in particular referencing the
associated risk of digital overload and
burnout.

The chance of future litigation and the risk
of liability should be assessed and the
possibility for a limited and focused
amendment to the Decision concerning
accumulation of credit time may have to be
considered.

Further identify tasks that are not
compatible with teleworking.

DG HR should publish the register of tasks
that are not compatible with teleworking,
which is required by the Decision. This
should provide in a comprehensive way, full
support to managers with the
implementation of the Decision, in
particular when managing staff carrying
out tasks on the register.

Follow up on the occurrence and the
ability to address more specific
situations, such as for carers of
children/relatives with a disability.

things related to flexible ways of working and
supporting moves to flexible workspaces, focusing
on the 3Bs of bricks, bytes and behaviours.

There may be a need in the future to
amend the Decision to address better the
needs of carers of children/relatives with
disabilities. However, as the scope of the
issue is not yet clear, further analysis is
needed to assess the extent to which the
current rules on office presence and
teleworking should be adapted taking also
into account gender balance and the
potential impact on the usage of different
types of leaves. For the latter, deeper
analysis would be useful once the register
of tasks that are not compatible with
teleworking is finalised and published.

Improve time registration tools for an
accurate, effective and efficient encoding
and monitoring, including tools to
measure effective office presence in
buildings (morning and afternoon), to be
able to follow trends in behaviours but
also to determine and address non-
compliance.

The development of SYSPER to enhance the
accuracy of data as well as simplification
of the tool is essential and should continue.

This would allow for more granular data
and a deeper analysis on the
implementation of the Decision through
cross referencing with other data sources.
In particular, further analysis of how
flexible working impacts, for example, on
productivity and staff satisfaction, both
globally and in more granular terms is
needed (e. g. by building, by DG, by working
environment).

The existence of cases of non-compliance
were confirmed by the pulse survey data.
Confirmed cases of non-compliance should
be addressed. Therefore, a standard
procedure should be set up that determines
the steps to be followed in case non-
compliance is suspected and the measures
to be taken in case non-compliance is
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confirmed. Staff should be made aware of
the process and the consequences in case
of non-compliance.

Continue closely monitoring the
implementation of the Decision.

As there will be more focus on the
implementation, as well as the fact that the
experience with the current implementation
of the Decision is somewhat limited in time
i.e, less than 18 months with data that
covers a 12-month period, but not yet one
calendar year, it is recommended to
continue monitoring its implementation.
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5. Annex

Evaluation methodology

The objective of the evaluation of the
implementation of the Commission
Decision on working time and hybrid
working is to assess whether the
implementation of the rules meet the
specific objectives set by the Decision.

The evaluation is based on the
assessment  of  quantitative  and
qualitative data from staff surveys,
Sysper and focus groups. In addition, the
rules are benchmarked with other EU and
international institutions.

Quantitative data

Pulse surveys

Pulse surveys allow for a quick way to
roughly determine the feelings of a large
number of staff on different topics. The
analysis is completed with data analytics
from Sysper, the integrated information
system for the management of human
resources in the European Commission.
Both results will be addressed in this
section.

DG HR carried out 2 Pulse surveys open
to all staff and 1 Pulse survey open to all
managers:

e June 2022: Pulse survey for staff
with a response rate of 33%

e February 2023: Pulse survey for
staff, with a slightly higher response
rate of approximately 40%.

e March 2023: a dedicated pulse
survey for managers. It had a
response rate of 52%.

The results of the pulse survey have been
published on My IntraComm and key
results are included below.

Sysper Data

The evaluation team extracted and
analysed Sysper data to provide an
objective perspective. The office presence
is based on the period April 2022 up and
including March 2023.

However, the data on changes in leaves
and part-time work is based on the period
1 January to 31 December, from 2019 to
2022. The aim is to determine whether
teleworking had an impact on the uptake
of these types of absences/work patterns
compared to earlier years. As the
teleworking modalities (i.e, 2 days
coming to the office) were already in
place, in line with the Guidelines on
Teleworking in Commission Departments
during the COVID-19 Pandemic, the data
for the year 2022 will provide sufficient
information to see possible trends.

The key data which have been analysed
are included in the next part.

Qualitative data

Focus Groups

The evaluation team organised focus
groups to bring together small groups of
staff, managers and HR Correspondents
to answer questions in a moderated
setting. This allowed detailed information
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to be gathered from staff, managers and
HR correspondents on their views and
experiences, both positive and negative,
with the implementation of the Decision.

The focus groups were composed of a
wide range of staff categories, i.e., staff
from different  Directorates-General,
managers and senior managers.

e For the staff, a randomly selected list
of 0.5% of staff members from
different categories of staff was
drawn up (140 staff members). To
ensure staff would feel able to speak
freely and would not feel pressure, the
list of names of the 140 staff who
received the invitation was not made
public. In total 57 staff member
responded, of whom 49 participated.
Due to the response rate, the number
of focus meetings were adjusted down
from 10 to 8 meetings. The final
turnout out was 35% of the total of
0,5% of invited staff. Nonetheless,
there was overall an alignment in the
feedback given by each group.

e For the managers, a request was
made during a meeting of the Middle
Managers Network, for interest in
participating in a focus group. In
addition, from the participation list of
the Middle Management network, two
managers per DG were randomly
invited to participate in a focus group.
The invitation was sent to 49
managers and in total 22 managers
participated. ~ While initially two
meetings were planned, due to the
high response rate, another one was
added.

e For HR Correspondents, an invitation
was sent to all the HR Correspondents
to participate in a focus group. In total
19 HR Correspondents participated
during two meetings.

Thus, in total 13 focus group meetings
were conducted. The structure of these
meetings was all the same. Three
questions were asked:

Following the new rules contained in the
Decision on working time and hybrid
working and your experience with its
implementation, please share your
thoughts on the following aspects:

e What is working well?
e What needs to be improved?

e What would be the ideal scenario if
anything was possible?

In addition, feedback received during the
Corporate Management Board meetings
and from HR Correspondents during
frequent interactions on related questions
were gathered and taken into account as
well, as were the comments and
questions received from staff and
managers on different fora, including the
dedicated functional mailbox.

In addition, the Central Staff Committee
and the Joint Committees with
mandates relevant to the Decision were
also consulted on their answers to the
three questions and asked to provide
their comments and recommendations in
general. The relevant Joint Committees
are: the Committee for  Equal
Opportunities, the  Committee on
Prevention and Protection at Work, the
security and hygiene committees, and the
Joint Committee on Hybrid Working.
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Benchmarking

To determine how the Commission rules
compare to other institutions, the rules in
several EU institutions and bodies, which
in general have similar constraints, were
taken into account. In this context, the
rules applicable in September 2023 in the
following EU institutions and bodies were
considered:

the European Parliament (Parliament), the
Council of the European Union (Council),
the Commission, the Court of Justice of
the European Union (CJEU), the European
Central Bank (ECB), the European Court of
Auditors (ECA), the joint rules of the
European Economic and Social Committee
(EESC) and the Committee of the Regions
(CoR), the European Investment Bank
(‘EIB’), the European External Action
Service, headquarters (‘EEAS HQ’), the
European Ombudsman and the European
Stability Mechanism (ESM).

Moreover, for a broader view, the rules in
the International Labour Organisation and
the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation were also considered, as they
are concerned with improving working
conditions and quality of jobs. In addition,
recent policies in private companies were
observed.
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Pulse surveys

DG HR carried out Pulse surveys opened to all staff in June 2022 and in February 2023. In
addition, a dedicated pulse survey for managers was run in March 2023 (see

Methodology).

Overall impact

Graph 1: Satisfaction with flexible working overall

Satisfaction with flexible working overall
February 2023 vs June 2022 results

June 2022 74%

February 2023 83%

m Positive = Neutral

Work-life balance

Jun. 2022 19% 62%
Feb.2023 &L 84%

m Negative m Neutral m Not Applicable m Positive

My relationship with my stakeholders and key
partners outside the Commission

Jun. 2022 R 35%
Feb.2023 &L 50%

m Negative m Neutral = Not Applicable m Positive

My relationship with my colleagues

Jun. 2022 BELH 52%
Feb. 2023 ML) 57%

m Negative m Neutral = Not Applicable = Positive

16% 1%

10% K]

m Negative ® Cannot answer

My sense of inclusion and connectivity

Jun. 2022 18% 45%
Feb. 2023 18% 52%

m Negative m Neutral m Not Applicable = Positive
My relationship with my manager

Jun. 2022 R 47%

Feb. 2023 [l 58%

m Negative m Neutral m Not Applicable m Positive

My Performance

Jun. 2022 pel)

Feb. 2023 L) 77%

m Negative m Neutral = Not Applicable = Positive

W
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My motivation and engergy at work My development and career opportunities

Jun. 2022 RRIEELT 57% Jun. 2022 WIEL 9%  25%

Feb. 2023 P&/ 77% Feb. 2023 BbAL) 8% 41%

m Negative m Neutral m Not Applicable m Positive m Negative m Neutral m Not Applicable m Positive

My collaboration with others to get things done

Jun. 2022 BEL) 1% 50%
Feb. 2023 AL 1% 62%
m Negative m Neutral m Not Applicable m Positive
My ability to stay focused on my tasks
Jun. 2022 SRLD) 1% 55%

Feb. 2023 [ 1% 76%

m Negative m Neutral m Not Applicable m Positive

Working time and presence

Graph 2: Time spent in the office, on average

mlessthan40% m40% m50% m60% m70% m=80% = 90% 100%

February
2023
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Graph 3: Proportion of working time spent in the office asked to managers

Over the course of a week, what proportion of working time do you and your staff
spend in the office, on average? (February 2023)

M lessthan40% m40% m50% m60% m70% m80% = 90% 100% No answer

Accuracy of encoding hours in Sysper

Graph 4: Recording of working hours in Sysper

How carefully do you record ® | record my working hours / Location as exactly as possible
working time in Sysper? = | record my working hours / Location rather approximately
(Feb. 2023) M | accept the defaut working hours / Location in Sysper2

18% 12%

Type of office and presence in the office

Graph 5: Time spent in the office by office type: February 2023

Time spent in the office by office type
February 2023

Flexible 9% 12% 8% 4% 3% 3%

Traditional  BELA 13% 10% @ 6% . 5% 4%

mlessthan40% m40% m50% m60% m70% m80% m90% & 100%
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Meetings

Graph 6: Face-to-face meetings

Face-to-face m | attend in person ...whenever possible
meetin gs m | attend in person ....when it coincides wi.th an agreed ?ffice day
m | attend in person ...if my manager specially requests it

m | attend in person ...depending on what is most important to me at the time

Meetings with external stakeholders

Meetings with stakeholders inside the Commission but outside my
unit

Please note that the percentages indicate the share of total responses given for each type
of meeting. They do not sum to 100% since multiple options were possible.

Graph 7: Presence at the face-to-face meetings- meeting attendance — comparison of
staff and managers’ responses

Presence at face-to-face meetings

Managers assessement  BEPAL

Staff assessement (external stakeholders) [Reloff)

Staff assessement (Inside Commission) BeEL

| Staff organise themselves / Come when asked / Whenever possible

m Difficulties for managers / Staff come when it suits them / It coincides with the office day
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Graph 8: When the interest of the service requires staff to be present in person

When the interest of the service requires staff to be present in person for a particular

Staff mostly organise themselves to be present when

needed,... 85%

Staff come to the office when asked 51%

when it does not suit them 7%

It is often difficult to get staff to come to the office,

Some staff members refuse to come to the office .
even when asked I

6%

n/a 1%

Graph 9: Balance of office presence and telework

How would you assess the balance of office presence and telework as applied in
your team

Insufficient office presence _ 26%
2%

No opinion

No answer 1%

Teleworking outside the place of employment

Graph 10: Usefulness of telework outside the place of employment (teleworking from

abroad)

How do you assess the usefulness of the option to telework from abroad, in terms of
the following (Feb. 2023)

Availability of staff 62% 28% 1%
Performance of staff 61% 33% 1%

Your capacity to manage the team 39% 48% 1%

Staff wellbeing 92% AW 2%

m Positive  m Neutral ™ Negative ® Cannot Answer

Please note that the percentages indicate the share of total responses given for each type
of meeting. They do not sum to 100% since multiple options were possible.

W
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Data analytics Sysper data

To be able to analyse the extent to which staff are making use of hybrid working and the
possible influences of teleworking, data registered in Sysper was extracted. Therefore, the
following part will initially address the presence in the office from April 2022 to March
2023, which is the first full year the Decision has been in force.

Secondly, there is an analysis of different types of leave and work patterns taken on a
yearly basis between 2019 and 2022. This will help determine whether teleworking may
have had an influence on the uptake of different leaves and work patterns. A normal
calendar year has been taken for this exercise to allow for easier understanding and
comparison.

Presence at the office and teleworking

The data below is based on the data registered in Sysper timesheets and validated by line
managers. Only the weekdays where staff are required to work are taken into account.
Thus, public holidays, days where individual staff are on a type of leave, or days where
individual staff do not work due to a part-time work pattern, are not taken into account.
Missions are considered as being in the office and are therefore counted as working at the
office.

Graph 11: Average office presence by week

58% so  O0% s 60% s . 60% 60%60% 60%
0
51% A
} 575
45% ‘ /‘“M 520 \
50% 0 480,
LW

47% 46%

32%

Apr4-8
Apr1l-13
Apr 19 - 22
Apr 25 - 29

May2 -6

May 10 - 13
May 16 - 20
May 23 - 25
May 30 - jun 3
Jun7-10
Jun13-17
Jun20-24
Jun 27 -jul 1

Jul4-8
Jul11-15
Jul 18 - 22
Jul 25 - 29

Augl-5

Aug 8 -12
Aug 16 - 19
Aug 22 - 26

Aug 29 - sep 2

Sep5-9
Sep12-16
Sep 19-23
Sep 26 - 30

Oct3-7
Oct 10- 14
Oct17-21
Oct 24 - 28

Oct 31 - nov 4
Nov7-11
Nov 14 - 18
Nov 21 - 25
Nov 28 - dec 2

Dec5-9
Dec 12 - 16
Dec 19 - 22

Jan3-6

Jan9-13
Jan 16 - 20
Jan 23 -27

Jan30-feb3

Feb6-10
Feb 13-17
Feb 20 - 24

Feb 27 - mar 3

Mar 6 - 10
Mar 13 - 17
Mar 20 - 24
Mar 27 - 31

® Full weeks Public Holiday weeks Average 54%
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Graph 12: Staff grouped by office presence pattern, by week
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B Less than 40% of working time without known reasons
m Less than 40% but compliant / likely compliant

m 40% of working time or more

“Less than 40% of working time without known reasons” does not necessarily mean
being non-compliant with the decision on working time and hybrid working. There may
be justified reasons for having a presence rate below 40%, which have been agreed with
the respective line managers.

Less than 40% but compliant/likely compliant” indicates the percentage of colleagues who
were present for less than 40% in a given week, considered compliant or likely compliant
for one or more of the following reasons:

e The staff member has an approved request for telework outside the place of
employment in SYSPER.

e The staff member did not work every day, Monday to Friday either due to a public
holiday or an individual absence like annual leave / sick leave. The staff member is
categorised as compliant if at least 40% of the time (e.g., 2 days of the week) relates
to absences, or absences + work at the workplace. This takes into account that staff do
not need to compensate for absences on days when they would normally have come to
the office.

e The staff member included a comment in the SYSPER timesheet, which usually
indicates why a staff member was not able to reach the 40%.
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Office presence by weekday

Graph 13: Average office presence by weekday— April 2022- March 2023

MONDAY TUESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY

Office presence by gender

Graph 14: Office presence by Gender and Function group- — April 2022- March 2023

D AST SC FGI

Total Al FGlI FGlI FGIV

Male m Female

Office presence by age group
Graph 15: Office presence by Age group— April 2022- March 2023

63,1%

59,2%
57,3% 56.7% 57,4%
55,4% 5510  556%
I l 1 l
65+

20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40 - 44 45-49 50 - 54 55-59 60 - 64
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Office presence by management level
Graph 16: Office presence by Management Level — April 2022- March2023

66,6% 76,3% 56,0%

Middle Management Senior Management Non Management ADs

Office presence by DG
Graph 17: office presence per DG and per Office type — April 2022- March 2023
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Office presence by Office Type

53,3% 49,5% 56,0%

DGs in flexible offices since April 22 or  DGs in flexible offices since Aug22  DGs in traditional office space setup or
before moved recently in 2023
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Working hours
Graph 18: Working Hours/day - April 2022- March 2023

Working Hours / day

Mission 09:18
Telework 08:06

Work at the workplace 08:18

Graph 19: Start Time (mornings) - April 2022- March 2023

Start Time (Momings)

1%
After 10:00 I 1%

9:30-9:59 L%
9:00-9:29 -
8:30-8:59 56%
. 22%

H Telework  m Work at the workplace
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Graph 20: End time (afternoons) — April 2022- March 2023

End Time (Afternoons)

. 10%
After 19:00 11%

20-18 11%
16301659 | 5%

.00-18 13%
16001629 | 1%

21, 48%
17:30-17:59 -
17:00-17:29 - o0
16:30-16:59 gg/,g
Before 16:30 gﬁ//g

m Telework m Work at the workplace

Credit hours (Net and accepted)

Graph 21: Average Number of credit hours accepted per staff per month and net credit
hours

Credit Time Accepted
Average per staff per month

2019 2020 2021 2022

Net credit hours
Average Number of credit hours
per staff per month

06:30 06:48 06:07 06:35

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
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Telework outside the place of employment

The Decision provides for the possibility of staff to telework up to 10 days

per calendar year outside the place of employment. As there has not been

' a full calendar year yet, it is not possible to provide information for a

Q calendar year. The closest to a calendar year would be a period of 12
months, which is used for this exercise.

Number of active staff: 33 598

Graph 22: 10 days teleworking outside the place of employment - April 2022- March 2023
Total number of Staff that Total number of days Average days of telework
used the possibility of teleworked outside the place outside the place of
teleworking outside the place of employment employment taken per Staff

of employment member who made use of this
(10 days max) possibility

16 808 120 506.5 7

Graph 23: Number of days teleworked outside the place of employment during a given
month- April 2022- March 2023

Number of Average days of

. Total number of )
teleworkers outside telework outside the
days teleworked

Month Year the place of . place of employment
employment during SR LS EE: taken per Staff

a given month O O member

April 2022 1800 5554 3.00
May 2022 1781 4771 2.50
June 2022 2124 6 398 3.00
July 2022 5538 25 080 4.50
August 2022 6 040 28 623 450
September 2022 2 478 7 432 3.00
October 2022 2511 6177 2.50
November 2022 2 392 5995 2.50
December 2022 4 391 14761 3.50
January 2023 2479 7 220 3.00
February 2023 1752 4284 2.50
March 2023 1672 4213 2.50

The sum of the number of teleworkers outside the place of employment during each
specific month is more than twice as high (34 958) as the number of staff members who
have used this possibility (16 808). This shows that some staff have used this
possibility multiple times during different months and/or used a request that covered
days in both months. However, based on information received from the feedback of focus
groups, the former is more likely than the latter.
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Exceptional telework outside the place of employment.

Only from 8 April 2022 onwards it was possible to register such requests in Sysper.
Therefore, the data contained in this report concerns the period 1 May 2022 to 30 April
2023, as not all requests concerning April would have been introduced in Sysper.

Graph 24: Total number of staff that used exceptional teleworking outside the place of

employment from April 2022- March 2023
Total number of staff that Total number of days Average working days of telework
used the possibility of teleworked outside the outside the place of employment

exceptionally teleworking place of employment taken per staff member who made
outside the place of use of this possibility
employment

777 10712 14

Graph 25: Exceptional teleworkers outside the place of employment during a given month-
April 2022- March 2023

Number of
. Total number of .
exceptional . Average working days of
. days exceptionally . .

teleworkers outside . exceptional telework outside

Month Year teleworked outside
the place of the place of employment

. the place of
employment during a taken per Staff member

. employment

given month

May 2022 112 906 8.0
June 2022 117 1118 9.5
July 2022 149 1259 8.5
August 2022 147 1 087 7.5
September 2022 133 1144 85
October 2022 101 885 9.0
November 2022 120 852 7.0
December 2022 92 645 7.0
January 2023 91 666 75
February 2023 109 793 75
March 2023 104 812 8.0
April 2023 96 534 55

As with the 10 days of teleworking outside the place of employment, the sum of the
number of teleworkers outside the place of employment during a given month (1 371) is
higher than the total of number of staff who have used this possibility in the year (777).
This could mean that staff have received renewals or that their requests covered days in
two different months.
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Evolution of leaves

, Telework offers more flexibility. This may impact the way in which staff
OUT OF make use of some possibilities, such as annual leave or part-time. To
OFFICE determine whether teleworking may have an impact on the use of
} different types of leave and working formulas, the following data was
extracted: annual leave rate; sick leave rate; parental & family leave; use

of special leave for (very) serious illness child/spouse/relative.

As the impact of teleworking would mainly be visible during the Covid-19 pandemic, as
staff had to telework for some period 100%. Therefore, the data of these years are
included in the analysis. As a result, this part will analyse data concerning the following
three periods:

e Pre Covid-19 (2019)

e Covid-19 Period (2020 & 2021)

e Post Covid-19 Period (2022)

Annual Leave Rate

Graph 26: Annual Leave rate

Annual Leave

2019 2020 2021 2022

Annual Leave Rate per Gender

7,7% 8,1% 69% 7,2% 7,7% 8,1% 8,0% 8,4%

2019 2020 2021 2022
EFEM
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Graph 27: Leave rate (%)
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Graph 28: Sick Leave Rate (%)
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Graph 29: Sick Leave Rate (%)
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Graph 30: Short term Sick Leave (< 3 days) as percentage of total Sick leaves

This graph (30) should be interpreted together with the following two graphs (31 and 32).
The blue bars of the three graphs (30-32) together are 100% and the pink bars of the
three graphs together are 100%. For example, for the blue bars, in 2019 of all the periods
of sick leave that were taken during that year, 17,2% concerned less than 3 days, 17.4%
concerned 3 to 5 days and the remaining 65.4% of all the sick leave taken in 2019
concerned periods of longer than 5 days. The same applies to the % of persons with at
least 1 absence due to sickness. Thus, in 2019 60.7% of all the persons that were absent
due to sickness took less than 3 days of absence due to sickness, 18.8% took 3-5 days and
20.5% took more than 5 days of absence.

60,7%
493% 524% 49,8%
17,2%
10,1% 10,5% 11,7%
2019 2020 2021 2022
m % of sick leave days m 9% of persons with at least 1 absence due to sickness

Graph 31: Medium Term (3 to 5 days) Sick leave as percentage of total Sick leave

22,8%

0 19,4%
17,4% 18,8%

16,4% 17,5%
13,2%
11,3%
2019 2020 2021 2022
m % of sick leave days m % of persons with at least 1 absence due to sickness
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Graph 32: Long Term (> 5 days) Sick leave as percentage of total Sick leave

76,7% 78,3% y
70,89
65,4% s
31,3% 31,2% 27.4%
20,5%
2019 2020 2021 2022
| % of sick leave days | % of persons with at least 1 absence due to sickness

Parental & Family Leave

Graph 33: Parental & Family Leave (%)

Persons with Parental & Family Leave (%)

11,8% 10,9% 11,5%

2019 2020 2021 2022

Persons with Parental & Family Leave (%) per Gender

193% 9,9% 154% 7,3% 140% 7,0% 143% 7,.8%
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Graph 34: Parental & Family Leave (%)

Parental and Family Leave (%)
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Special Leave for (very) serious Illness of child / spouse / relative

Graph 35: Special Leave for illness of child/spouse/relative
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Part-time work

Graph 36: Part Timers by year

Part Timers
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Part Timers by Gender
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Benchmarking

To determine how the Commission rules
compare to other institutions, the rules in
several EU institutions and bodies, which
in general have similar constraints, were
taken into account. Moreover, for a
broader view, the rules in the
International Labour Organisation and the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation
were considered as well, as they are
concerned  with  improving  working
conditions and quality of jobs. Due to
limited resources, it was not possible to
analyse the private sector. However,
notably the trend was observed that
certain private companies that decided to
backtrack by reducing flexibility realised
quickly that it impacted @ their
attractiveness, especially for young
people who seek for flexibility.

EU institutions & bodies

The rules applicable in September 2023
of the following EU institutions were
taken into account: the European
Parliament (‘Parliament’), the Council of
the European Union (‘Council’), the
Commission, the Court of Justice of the
European Union (‘CJEU’), the European
Central Bank (‘ECB’), the European Court
of Auditors (‘ECA’), the joint rules of the
European Economic and Social Committee
(‘EESC’) and the Committee of the
Regions (‘CoR’), the European Investment
Bank (‘EIB’), the European External Action
Service, headquarters (‘EEAS HQ’), the
European Ombudsman and the European
Stability Mechanism (‘ESM’). However,
based on information received in
September 2023, some EU institutions
are still in the process of reviewing their
rules on teleworking and may therefore
change them in the foreseeable future.

Please see the table on the last page of
this report for an overview of the rules in
different EU institutions and bodies.

In general, the institutions are aligned
with on average 2 to 3 days of
teleworking per week.

e The Council is an exception, as it
allows for teleworking up to 80% of
the week.

e At the ESM, staff can telework 2 days
per week. However, they have 18 days
of teleworking per year that staff can
use as well as the normal 2 days of
teleworking per week. In some
institutions, such as the Parliament
and the Ombudsman, the percentage
is counted on a monthly basis as well.

e In the ECA and the ECB, 10 days of
teleworking per month is granted.
However, for the ECB, it is not
possible to take the maximum
amount of telework in one period,
while for the ECA it is.

Therefore, for all institutions, in practice
staff are still required to come to the
office at least between 2 and 3 days per
week, except for the Council which
requires at least 1 day a week of office
presence.

In general, they refer to the place of
residence/place  of employment in
accordance with Article 20 of the Staff
Reqgulations, as the main place where
teleworking should take place.

The main differences in the teleworking
arrangement can be found in the
possibility to telework outside the place
of employment.

e Contrary to the rest of the institutions,
the Parliament does not provide for
the option to telework outside the
place of employment.
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e Regarding telework in  normal
situations, the ECB provides the most
with 90 days per year of which 20
days can be spent outside the EU.

e This is followed by the ESM with 60
days per year of which two weeks can
be spent outside the EU.

e The ECA allows for a maximum of 30
days per year, which can be taken
maximum 5 days at a time per
month.

e The EIB allows for 20 days, while
EESC, CoR and Ombudsman allow for
15 days per year,

e The EEAS HQ allows for 10 days per
year without specific reason and
another 20 days per year to telework
from the partner's place of
employment.

e The Commission and CJEU allow for
10 days per calendar year.

e The Council allows 5 days per year of
telework outside the place of
employment.

For telework outside the place of
employment for exceptional
circumstances, there are also differences,
although less than for normal telework
outside the place of employment. While
the ECB was the highest for telework
outside the place of employment in
normal circumstances, currently it does
not provide for this possibility in
exceptional circumstances. The Council is
the only institution who has set a
maximum number of days (160 days)
over a career. The Commission together
with the ESM allow for the possibility to
grant one month renewable, which is
similar to the 20 working days renewable
which is allowed by the EEAS HQ. The
CJEU, ECA, EESC, CoR, EIB and
Ombudsman have not indicated a

maximum period for which teleworking in
exceptional circumstances is possible.

International organisations dealing with
labour law

The International Labour Organisation
(ILO) updated its Staff Regulations in July
2023. As specialised agency of the UN, it
is also member of the United Nations
System Chief Executives Board for
Coordination (CEB). This organ
established a general ‘UN System model
policy on hybrid work’ promoting and
granting a framework within which staff
can do flexible work.

Flexibility arrangements entails voluntary
adjustments to the normal working hours
and/or locations, agreed between UN
personnel and their managers in
accordance with the organisations’ Staff
Regulations and Rules, and relevant
internal policies. This flexibility is also
based on mutual trust between the agent
and the manager. UN entities that are
members of the CEB, like the ILO, allow
hybrid  working arrangements and
telework away from the duty station (for
a limited period). The ‘UN System model
policy on hybrid work’, point 24 states
that teleworking may be authorised in
units of half or full days and up to a
maximum number of days per week in
accordance with the organisation’s
internal policies. Teleworking may be ad-
hoc, agreed on for specific days, or
authorised for a period of time.
Additionally, point 25 concerns the
teleworking outside the official duty
station and allows personnel to work
from an alternative location outside of
their official duty station.

The Organisation for Economic Co-
operation (OECD) related legal
framework is contained in their Staff
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https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/@dcomm/@webdev/documents/genericdocument/wcms_780492.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/@dgreports/@dcomm/@webdev/documents/genericdocument/wcms_780492.pdf
https://www.un.org/en/pdfs/un_system_chart.pdf
https://www.un.org/en/pdfs/un_system_chart.pdf
https://www.un.org/en/pdfs/un_system_chart.pdf
https://unsceb.org/sites/default/files/2021-10/2021.HLCM_.10.Add_.1%20-%20Flexible%20Work%20Model%20Policy.pdf
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https://unsceb.org/sites/default/files/2021-10/2021.HLCM_.10.Add_.1%20-%20Flexible%20Work%20Model%20Policy.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/careers/Staff_Rules_EN.pdf
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Reqgulations, rules and instructions
applicable to officials of the organisation
from January 2023 and the decision on
teleworking is part of its Annex XXIV
updated in April 2021. This decision
entails regular and occasional forms of
teleworking that can be granted as well
as teleworking performed outside the
duty country (limit of 80 days per year).
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Table Comparison of applicable rules in EU institutions and bodies arranged by minimum days required to work at the office

Please note that:

e  The table reflects the rules in the Institutions as applicable in September 2023. The EEAS adopted new rules for its headquarters in September 2023, which are reflected in the table below. The

European Parliament and the Council are at the time of writing in the process of reviewing their rules on teleworking (outside the place of employment) and may change them in the foreseeable future.
e  For an easier comparison the arrangements are shown in days, even though the specific legal bases may refer to percentage of working time, such as for the Commission.
e  This table does not concern staff with tasks incompatible with teleworking.

CoOM EP Council CJEU ECB ECA EESC/ CoR EIB EEAS (HQ) Ombudsman ESM
Minimum da s‘ 2-4 days 2 days 1 day 3 days 50% 50% 2-3 days 3 days 3 days 2 days 3 days
X ¥ per week | per week on a per week per week. per month per month per week per week. per week. per week on a per week.
required to )
monthly monthly basis
work at the .
i basis
office
f @ Depending on Note: 3 Fridays | Possibility to be increased| Flexibility left to service| Max 10 teleworkingl Max 10 teleworking | Possibility to be In practice. Possibility to be 18 waiver days per
@ = line p.m. off per by services in the to decide differently days days modified by line| No minimum increased to 5 year, where staff can
i } management month interest of service per month, not per month, can be manager legal days. telework instead of
Possibility to be consecutive consecutive including requirement coming to office
increased to over 2 months
exceptional 5 in
interests of the
service
Maximum 10 days | Not possible| 5 days per year is 10 days 90 days 30 days 15 days 20 days 10 days 15 days 60 days
Teleworking per year allowed per year (updated per year per year per year per year per year per year per year
outside place| annually)
of
employment Of which Taken maximum 5 + another 20 days Of which
r max 20 days days per month from the partner’s max 2 weeks
A outside EU excl. place of can be
((( } High-risk countries employment outside the EU
Maximum 1 month | Not possible| 160 days over the No ceiling Not possible No ceiling No ceiling | No ceiling 20 days No ceiling 1 month
Exceptional renewable career is allowed renewable renewable
Teleworking
outside place g4 duly Duly justified cases, For justified For duly documented|  Duly justified Specific and | Duly documented | Extension of the
of documented consultation responsible |  circumstances, for a imperative family cases. punctual medical or normal TW abroad
family reasons service on working time, limited period and emergencies/medical| Opinion doctor or reasons imperative family | for family or health

employment

p A
oy

Consultation competent
senior manager

compatible with the
interest of the service

reasons (consultation
manager and medical,
officer)

social worker
needed

reasons

reasons
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