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The Finnish presidency opened the enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors by saying that the January meeting had intentionally been extended by half a day in order to devote the first afternoon to each item which had a direct connection with the reform of the system. The President, Mr KARJALAINEN, informed the Board of Governors that the PowerPoint presentation, an overview of the reform process, which had been given for the benefit of the Heads of delegation in the morning, had been sent electronically by Mrs Guillick to all the members of the Board of Governors during the lunch break.

I. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA – 2111-D-2007-en-5

Mr KARJALAINEN pointed out that the A items would be decided with the adoption of the agenda, unless it were requested that they be transferred to the list of B items, which were the subject of discussion. 

B items 1-5 concerned staff questions and would be dealt with at the non-enlarged meeting on Tuesday, immediately after the lunch break. It was planned to take the reform items – 6, 7 and 8 – in the afternoon. For some items the availability of the invited experts determined the time when they would be taken, which might possibly make it necessary to adapt the running order. 

The German delegation requested that on account of the great political significance and of the need to be able to report to the Bundestag and other bodies, Item B.18 ‘Organisation of Religion and Ethics courses’ be brought forward, in order to guarantee full discussion and decision-making. The representatives of Greece and Cyprus supported this request. 

Item B.18 would be discussed on Tuesday afternoon, after the break. In the absence of Mrs DE GRAAF, Chair of the Working Group, Mrs CHRISTMANN would present the report.

The agenda, and hence also the A items, were approved.

	I.
	ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
	2111-D-2007-en-5

	II.
	WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS 

- Beginning-of-year reports of the European Schools

- Final report on the team inspections of Physical Education

- Report on the team inspection at Culham 

- Working Groups: Status reports  

- Outcomes of written procedures 2007/22 to 2007/25


	2007-D-5110-en-2

2007-D-82-en-4

1312-D-2007-en-1

2211-D-2007-en-1

	III.
	MINUTES AND DECISIONS
	

	
	Approval of the draft minutes of the meeting of 23 and 24 October 2007 

Delegations’ comments on the draft minutes

Approval of the decisions taken at the meeting of 23 and 24 October 2007

Delegations’ comments on the decisions

Approval of the draft minutes of the non-enlarged meeting of 23 and 24 October 2007 (1)


	2007-D-6010-en-1

1212-D-2007-en-2

2007-D-6110-en-1

1112-D-2007-en-1

2007-D-6210-en-1

	IV.
	A ITEMS
	

	1.
	Appointment of the Chairman of the 2008 European Baccalaureate Examining Board
	2007-D-1310-en-2

	2.
	Appointment of a member of the Board of Inspectors (Primary) 
	2311-D-2007-en-1

	3.
	Deletion of Article 6.3.6. of the Arrangements for implementing the Regulations for the European Baccalaureate
	2007-D-107-en-3

	4.
	Mathematics syllabus for secondary years 1, 2 and 3 
	2007-D-3310-en-2

	5.
	Nursery: Request from the Board of Inspectors (Nursery and Primary) to the Board of Governors 
	2007-D-4810-en-3

	6.
	Annual adjustment of the remuneration of the seconded staff, of the Secretary-General and of part-time (locally recruited) teachers with effect from 1 July 2007
	1911-D-2007-en-2

	7.
	‘Eurosport’ Handbook
	2007-D-1610-en-2

	8.
	Implementation of Internal Audit – 3-year Operational Plan
	2511-D-2007-en-2

	V. 
	ANNUAL REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL
	112-D-2007-en-1

	VI.
	REPORT OF THE CHAIRS OF THE BOARDS OF INSPECTORS (NURSERY/PRIMARY AND SECONDARY)
	2007-D-210-en-2

	VII.
	REPORT OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 2007 EUROPEAN BACCALAUREATE 
	2007-D-2010-en-2

	VIII.
	REPORT ON THE 2007 EUROPEAN BACCALAUREATE
	2007-D-2110-en-2

	IX.
	ANNUAL REPORT OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMPLAINTS BOARD FOR THE YEAR 2007
	2008-D-81-en-1

	X.
	B ITEMS
	

	1.
	Application from the Director of the European School,  Alicante for a transfer to the European School, Brussels III (1)
	2007-D-5710-en-2

	2.
	Application from the Deputy Director for the Primary of the European School, Frankfurt for a transfer to the European School,  Munich (Primary) (1)
	411-D-2007-en-2

	3.
	Application from the Deputy Director for the Secondary of the European School, Bergen for a transfer to the European School, Brussels II (Secondary) (1)
	1012-D-2007-en-1

	4.
	Application from the Deputy Director for the Secondary of the European School, Luxembourg I for a transfer to the European School, Brussels I (Secondary) and from the Deputy Director for the Secondary of the European School, Mol for a transfer to the European School, Alicante (Secondary) (1)
	311-D-2007-en-3

	5.
	Request for a one-year extension of the term of office of the Deputy Director for the Secondary of the European School, Frankfurt (1)
	111-D-2007-en-2

	6.
	Role of the Office of the Secretary-General in the context of the reform of the European Schools system. Preliminary report.
	1512-D-2007-en-2

	7.
	Preliminary report of Working Group II ‘Cost Sharing’
	1412-D-2007-en-1

	8.
	Preliminary report of Working Group I  ‘Accreditation of Schools’
	312-D-2007-en-2

	9.
	Situation in Brussels
	2008-D-171-en-1

	10.
	Question from the UK delegation on the nine year rule
	2008-D-191-en-1

	11.
	Creation of an Anglophone section at Mol
	2007-D-129-en-4

	12.
	New and discontinued posts

a) Nursery and Primary

b) Secondary
	2007-D-5010-en-3

2007-D-2210-en-3

	13.
	European Schooling

a) Dossier of Conformity – Helsinki

b) Dossier of Conformity – Parma for secondary year 6 and the European Baccalaureate 
	2007-D-5910-en-2

1612-D-2007-en-1

	14.
	Progress report from the UK delegation on the transformation of the European School, Culham  
	2007-D-419-en-4

	15.
	GENERAL RULES OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS 

a) Report of the ‘General Rules of the European Schools’ Working Group

b) General Rules of the European Schools

c) Change to the table on calculation of school fees on a pro rata monthly basis 
	911-D-2007-en-3

2007-D-4010-en-2

1712-D-2007-en-1

	16.
	EUROPEAN SCHOOLS’ CANTEENS 

a) Management of the European Schools’ canteens 

b) Varese canteen
	2007-D-269-en-3

2011-D-2007-en-3

	17.
	Service Regulations for the AAS – Rules of application 
	212-D-2007-en-2

	18.
	Organisation of Religion and Ethics courses in the primary and secondary cycles of the European Schools  
	2007-D-301-fr-4

	19.


	DATE AND PLACE OF THE NEXT MEETING

14 April 2008: Meeting of the heads of delegation in Helsinki

15 and 16 April 2008: Meeting of the Board of Governors in Helsinki


	

	20.
	Other business
	


(1) Items to be discussed at the non-enlarged meeting

II. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS:

The participants took note of the written communications without further comment:

- Beginning-of-year reports of the European Schools

- Final report on the team inspections of Physical Education
2007-D-5110-en-2

- Report on the team inspection at Culham 



2007-D-82-en-4

- Working Groups: Status reports  




1312-D-2007-en-1

- Outcomes of written procedures 2007/22 to 2007/25    2211-D-2007-en-1

WRITTEN PROCEDURE 2007/22: RETROSPECTIVE ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE GENERAL RULES – 2007-D-109-en-3

By means of the written procedure initiated on 25 October 2007 and ending on 16 November 2007, the Board of Governors, with the exception of the Commission, approved maintenance of the status quo and therefore opposed retrospective entry into force of the General Rules.

WRITTEN PROCEDURE 2007/23: PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE ‘ACCREDITATION OF SCHOOLS’ Working Group – 2007-D-99-en-2

By means of the written procedure initiated on 25 October 2007 and ending on 16 November 2007, the Board of Governors decided on the proposals appearing on page 8 of document 2007-D-99-en-2.

1. The Board of Governors approved the proposed amendments, presented in point I. a), b) and c), to the current Accreditation Agreement for: Type II schools, in order in particular to include in a new article a clause on financing by the European Commission or another European Community organisation (Annex II to document 2007-D-99-en-2) and for Type III schools (Annex III).

2. 
The Board of Governors approved the transitional solution for organisation of the European Baccalaureate in accredited schools (II.2.b) and the proposal specific to the Parma School in that context (II.2.c).

3.
The Board of Governors scrutinised the approach and suggestions put forward by the Working Group with respect to the mandate for a Type III school pilot project and invites the Working Group to continue its reflection along those lines.

WRITTEN PROCEDURE 2007/24: POST OF DIRECTOR OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOL, CULHAM, VACANT FROM 1 SEPTEMBER 2008 – 2007-D-88-en-4

By means of the written procedure initiated on 25 October 2007 and ending on 16 November 2007, the Board of Governors endorsed the proposal that the opportunity be offered to the host country, the United Kingdom in the case in point, to nominate candidates for the post of Director of the European School, Culham, by analogy with point III.3 of the Implementing Regulations for the appointment and evaluation of Directors and Deputy Directors of the European Schools, which provides for an exception to the rule in the event of setting up of a new school. 

WRITTEN PROCEDURE 2007/25: REPORT OF THE ‘ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION’ Working Group – 2007-D-182-en-2

By means of the written procedure initiated on 25 October 2007 and ending on 16 November 2007, the Board of Governors endorsed the following proposals:

I.  
 It is not possible to create any form of alternative certification to the Baccalaureate at the end of year 7. The directors will be required to issue a school report showing the marks awarded, plus a description of the school career and the competences acquired (record of achievement), to all pupils who have failed the Baccalaureate but wish to continue their studies in certain national systems by moving into alternative forms of education or training, vocational, for example. 

II.
A centralised examination in three compulsory subjects to start with, namely Language 1, Language 2 and Mathematics, should be organised at the end of year 5. Its main objectives are as follows:


a) to guarantee that pupils in all the European Schools are assessed on the same basis in three main subjects,

b) to serve as a criterion for standard of attainment (competences and knowledge) at the end of the fifth year of secondary education. 

A working group of the Board of Inspectors (Secondary) should work out changes to be made to document 3512-D-97 ‘Harmonised Evaluation at the end of 5th year and the written examinations leading to the B marks in 5th year’, with the introduction of a centralised examination in prospect. To do so, the proposals produced in the context of the work of the ‘Alternative Certification’ Working Group will be forwarded to it.

III.
It is recommended that with the schools’ autonomy in mind and depending on their budget, courses in the language of the school’s host country should be offered as required, to facilitate the integration of pupils who are leaving the European Schools for the host country’s system. This teaching could be put in place as part of Learning Support or a SEN Agreement.

III. MINUTES AND DECISIONS

Approval of the draft minutes of the meeting of 23 and 24 October 2007    








2007-D-6010-en-1

Delegations’ comments on the draft minutes
1212-D-2007-en-2

In answer to a question from the Netherlands delegation about whether in the case of the proposed change to what was recorded in the minutes regarding the Report of the Chair of the Administrative and Financial Committee (p.8) the request had come from the Portuguese delegate, it was said that Mr Charters wished the change to be made. 

The German delegation asked why only the German version of the minutes was version 2, whereas in the case of the other languages it was version 1, and whether there had been an implicit or explicit change to the rules as far as the attendance of Administrative and Financial Committee members at the meeting of the Board of Governors was concerned. The attendance list showed that many AFC members had been present at the October meeting, even though their presence was customary only in April. 

Mrs Christmann explained that each Head of delegation could be accompanied by an expert (Administrative and Financial Committee or Board of Inspectors). 

Following comments on the German translation of the minutes, it had been necessary to produce a second German version.

The Secretary-General explained that the delegations’ comments were consolidated here and would be incorporated into the minutes after they had been approved. The minutes and decisions of the last meeting were approved. 

Approval of the draft decisions of the meeting of 23 and 24 October 2007    







2007-D-6110-en-1

Delegations’ comments on the draft decisions
1112-D-2007-en-1

A definitive version of the decisions of 23 and 24 October incorporating the comments would be produced and sent to the delegations.

IV. A ITEMS

The following A items were approved by the Board of Governors.

	IV.
	A ITEMS
	

	1.
	Appointment of the Chairman of the 2008 European Baccalaureate Examining Board
	2007-D-1310-en-2

	2.
	Appointment of a member of the Board of Inspectors (Primary) 
	2311-D-2007-en-1

	3.
	Deletion of Article 6.3.6. of the Arrangements for implementing the Regulations for the European Baccalaureate
	2007-D-107-en-3

	4.
	Mathematics syllabus for secondary years 1, 2 and 3 
	2007-D-3310-en-2

	5.
	Nursery: Request from the Board of Inspectors (Nursery and Primary) to the Board of Governors 
	2007-D-4810-en-3

	6.
	Annual adjustment of the remuneration of the seconded staff, of the Secretary-General and of part-time (locally recruited) teachers with effect from 1 July 2007
	1911-D-2007-en-2

	7.
	‘Eurosport’ Handbook
	2007-D-1610-en-2

	8. 
	Implementation of Internal Audit – 3-year Operational Plan
	2511-D-2007-en-2


A.1. 
Appointment of the Chairman of the 2008 European Baccalaureate Examining 
Board – 2007-D-1310-en-2

The Board of Governors approved the appointment of the Chairman of the European Baccalaureate Examining Board for the 2008 session:

Professor Aatos LAHTINEN

of Finnish nationality.

A.2. 
Appointment of a member of the Board of Inspectors (Primary)

2311-D-2007-en-1

The Board of Governors approved the appointment of Mr Henrik TAUBER as Danish member of the Board of Inspectors (Primary).

A.3.
Deletion of Article 6.3.6. of the Arrangements for implementing the Regulations for the European Baccalaureate – 2007-D-107-en-3

The Board of Governors approved the deletion of Article 6.3.6. ‘Checking of question papers’ of the Arrangements for implementing the Regulations for the European Baccalaureate (Ref.: 2007-D-227-en-1).

A.4
Mathematics syllabus for secondary years 1, 2 and 3 – 2007-D-3310-en-2

The Board of Governors approved the Mathematics syllabus for secondary years 1-3.

The syllabus would enter into force in September 2008. 

A.5. 
Nursery: Request from the Board of Inspectors (Nursery and Primary) to the Board of Governors – 2007-D-4810-en-3

The Board of Governors gave a two-year mandate to a working group.  This group would be charged with writing new guidelines for the Nursery Cycle, including the programme for early childhood education in the European Schools.

The Board of Governors also gave permission for the organisation of a symposium on the latest results of research on early childhood development and education. The symposium should include papers on research on early childhood presented by neuropsychologists and other experts, for the benefit of the teachers, deputy directors, directors and inspectors involved in nursery education, providing input to be used as a basis for further work.

A.6.
Annual adjustment of the remuneration of the seconded staff, of the Secretary-General and of part-time (locally recruited) teachers with effect from 1 July 2007
 


1911-D-2007-en-2


The Board of Governors approved the annual adjustment of the remuneration of the seconded staff, of the Secretary-General and of part-time (locally recruited) teachers from 1 July 2007.


The Regulations for Members of the Seconded Staff would be adapted accordingly and would be available on the website.

A.7.
‘Eurosport’ Handbook – 2007-D-1610-en-2


The Board of Governors approved the document ‘Eurosport’ Handbook. 

A.8.
Implementation of Internal Audit – 3-year Operational Plan


2511-D-2007-en-2


The Board of Governors approved the proposed strategic plan for internal audit for 2008-2010.

V. ANNUAL REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL – 112-D-2007-en-1

The delegations were requested to send their written comments on the Annual Report of the Secretary-General to the General Secretariat. The documents would be examined and discussed at the extraordinary meeting of the Board of Governors to be held in Brussels on 7 March 2007.

VI. REPORT OF THE CHAIRS OF THE BOARDS OF INSPECTORS (NURSERY/PRIMARY AND SECONDARY) - 2007-D-210-en-2

The joint report of the Inspectors for the Nursery-Primary and for the Secondary was presented by the two Inspectors, Mrs COELHO and Mr SILVA. They pointed out that it was a joint report which testified to the extensive joint work of the two teaching levels.

The President, Mr KARJALAINEN, expressed thanks for the precise reporting and congratulated the Portuguese inspectors on the work of the Boards of Inspectors. 

The Netherlands delegation offered its congratulations on this report, which illustrated the method of work of the inspectors, who operated by means of concerted actions in the individual cycles or across the cycles in accordance with the general framework for team inspections.  Further progress had been made in in-service training for teachers, which at primary level was now organised in house in the Schools, and in organisation of the Baccalaureate. 

Quality assurance was one of the inspectors’ most important duties. The concept of educational leadership in the Schools needed to be clarified even further, with particular reference to the primary-secondary interface. 

Mr MASTIK demanded that in future, transfers of Directors and Deputy Directors should also be discussed by the Joint Board of Inspectors.  

The Parents’ Representatives expressed thanks for and offered congratulations on the excellent work, although they regretted that the issue of Child Protection was not on the agenda. They wished to know who would deal with this issue in the future and sought a timetable. 

The Irish delegation emphasised the quality of this joint report and inquired about the status of the discussion on the issue of Child Protection. 

The general framework for team inspections formed a very good basis for the inspectors’ cooperation, with particular reference to the harmonisation of Language 2. 


As regards the issue of quality assurance, it would be a good idea to scrutinise the impact which such reports had in the Schools after their publication and how even greater efficiency could be achieved. The follow-up on the team inspections of mathematics showed the way forward. In future, the Schools might engage in self-evaluation in a standardised way. The Attainment Contracts Working Group might create report templates for that purpose.  

The Board of Inspectors should advise the Board of Governors with respect to the development of educational leadership. Was there investment in that area or was the Directors’ professional development only informal?

The Italian delegation emphasised the great commitment of the two Portuguese Chairs of the Boards of Inspectors, which had led to great progress in the pedagogical and didactic area. The report showed how work had been done on quality assurance and improvement of the system. 

Mr KOLJONEN expressed thanks for the excellent report.  The Finnish presidency intended to continue the work efficiently and to achieve similarly good results.  Mr PALA, Chair of the Child Protection Working Group, would make every effort to ensure that it was possible to submit a new version of the document on the subject in April.

Mr KARJALAINEN expressed thanks for the report, which was an invaluable instrument for further development of the school system, and noted that work on a new version of the Child Protection document was in progress.  

VII. REPORT OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 2007 EUROPEAN BACCALAUREATE 

2007-D-2010-en-2

For Professor AFONSO, holding the office of Chairman of the 2007 European Baccalaureate had been a very interesting and enjoyable task and a very good experience. He had attended meetings of the Board of Inspectors, had been present during the written and oral examinations in seven of the 12 Schools running Baccalaureate sessions and had also even sat in on a small number of oral examinations, and had thus been able to observe the high quality of the pedagogical interaction between students and teachers.  

The organisation and administrative management of the examinations had been trouble-free, thanks to the great commitment of all involved. An extremely complex structure was involved which had improved over the years but which was coming up against its limits. Opening up of the system made reforms necessary, in the process of which a reduction in the number of oral examinations and increased ICT support ought to be considered. 


Even though harmonisation of performance assessment and the technical quality of the presentation of the examination papers as such could be improved further, it was a very reliable system with high standards, so that the quality of the examinations was assured. 

Periodical external evaluation and internal self-evaluation with reporting should be considered. 

The recommendations were summarised at the end of the report.

The German delegation expressed thanks for the excellent report and for the proper conclusions and recommendations. The number of oral examinations was a problem. If the preliminary work, i.e. educational quality and harmonisation of marks, were done before the Baccalaureate, such great efforts would not have to be put into the examination itself. Self-evaluation using standardised educational assessment sheets, would be an appropriate means. Reproduction, reorganisation and transfer work and performance should be practised in lessons.  

One compulsory oral examination was sufficient, while one might be taken voluntarily if the required written examination standard had not been achieved. If the preliminary mark and the written mark broadly tallied with one another, no oral examination was necessary. Germany also agreed with the idea of ICT support.  

The French delegation offered congratulations on this analysis. 

The Cypriot delegation emphasised that the validity of the examinations had to be the main aim. Cultural differences were not a satisfactory explanation for different marking. Examination scripts should be anonymous and students should not be examined by their own teachers. 

The Netherlands delegation agreed with the proposals made by Germany and France. With reference to the call for self-evaluation, Mr MASTIK reminded members of the quality assurance and development document, which had been produced in cooperation with an Austrian university. Had it been a question of a recommendation or of an obligation? 

The Luxembourg delegation supported recommendations 3 and 4 of the report in particular: with opening up of the system in prospect, information technologies needed to be used for written examinations and four external examinations with external examiners were not manageable. Restriction to L1 and L2 was necessary.

The Italian delegation emphasised the importance of the six proposals, particularly with opening up of the system in prospect. The ‘European Baccalaureate’ Working Group should consider them and put forward concrete proposals.  

The Parents’ Representatives had reservations about the reduction in the number of oral examinations. A leaving certificate was supposed to assess students’ general abilities and there should therefore also be a place for continuous assessment, which currently accounted for only 10% of the mark. 

The Polish delegation informed the Board of Governors that Poland’s national experience confirmed that the number of oral examinations could be reduced, although not in the case of foreign language examinations. This also applied to Languages 3 and 4. 

Mrs CHRISTMANN emphasised how good and pleasant the cooperation with the Portuguese chairmanship of the 2007 Baccalaureate had been. The recommendations largely fitted with those of the working group, one of which, the discontinuance of the checking of question papers, had already been implemented. The working group should engage in further reflection on that basis. 

Professor AFONSO expressed thanks for the broad approval of his report and hoped that his recommendations might be helpful. 

Mr KARJALAINEN drew attention to the great value of the recommendations, which, like the wider availability of the European Baccalaureate, would be the subject of the working group’s reflections.  After the external evaluation had been presented the necessary decisions could be taken. 

VIII. REPORT ON THE 2007 BACCALAUREATE 

2007-D-2110-en-2

Because of the bringing forward of Item B.18, the report was only presented on the morning of 23 January. Mr SCHOMAKER thanked the Baccalaureate Unit and the ICT Unit of the Office for their support, particularly in the electronic analysis area. 


In his presentation, Mr SCHOMAKER highlighted the fact that the average mark over the last five years was stable at 7.6, although the number of good marks, i.e.  between 75% and 80%, had risen. The differences between the Schools had become smaller but, like the differences between the language sections, continued to exist. In Language 1, the oral examination marks were generally better than the written examination ones, but obvious differences in marking between the language sections were to be noted. There was also a big difference in marks for 3-period mathematics, which were distinctly below average, and 5-period mathematics. Comparing the two sexes, girls outperformed boys in all areas. Complaints about barely decipherable handwriting were increasing and concerned male candidates in particular. 

The external examiners’ reports showed the difficulties of the switch to computerised reporting. Handwritten comments were no longer included in the report. Finally, the rapporteur referred to the five recommendations which the report contained and to the interest of the inspectors’ comments.

The President, Mr KARJALAINEN, expressed thanks for the report, which was one element of evaluation in the reform process in general discussed the previous day and in reform of the European Baccalaureate.

The COSUP Representative expressed thanks for the clear report with its positive and negative comments and reacted to the poor marks in 3-period mathematics. It would be interesting to make a connection with 2-period biology, which was also a so-called ‘soft subject’, offering a way out for students who were less highly motivated in scientific subjects, which might explain the poorer marks.  

The Parents’ Representatives felt that it was ultimately the responsibility of the inspectors to establish harmonised assessment criteria and hoped that in the interests of the quality of the leaving certificate, this work would be expedited.

The Netherlands delegation said that in future on the basis of the report, the Board of Inspectors should formulate concrete proposals to be put forward to the Board of Governors.
The German delegation directed its attention to the ‘Recommendations’. Computer use, use of programmable calculators, observations and experiments in the Baccalaureate examinations all made changes to the syllabuses necessary beforehand, a task to be performed by the inspectors. The examiners should be able to use modern information technologies.

The Lithuanian delegation would have liked this report to have been dealt with jointly with the report of the Chairman of the Baccalaureate and that of the Secretary-General. It ought to be an internal self-evaluation report. The report showed that there were many national schools in the European Schools, a fact which was reflected in the marking. In future, the Baccalaureate Unit should submit to the Board of Governors a self-evaluation report with clear recommendations. 

The Italian delegation realised, having scrutinised the clear and precise report which, together with the report of the Chairman of the Baccalaureate, gave members greater insight into and understanding of the issues, that efforts to harmonise marks needed to be speeded up. The report also showed the importance of oral examinations and the need to consider the possibility of the use of computers in examinations. 

The Finnish delegation pointed out that conclusions could only be drawn from comparisons over several years, which was the case, for example, with the situation in terms of the performance of boys and girls. 

The French delegation recommended caution in drawing hasty conclusions. It was not just a question of an internal process. It was also determined by the admission requirements of national universities, which varied greatly and perhaps also led to different marks. It was the inspectors’ job to analyse the data. 

The Head of the Baccalaureate Unit at the Office of the Secretary-General drew attention to the fact that the traditional report on the Baccalaureate, which had been commissioned in June, was concerned. Some statistics had been appended to it to point the way forward and to show the route which might be taken in order to turn the report into a real self-evaluation tool. To that end, there was a need for all partners – directorates, teachers and the General Secretariat and, last but not least, the inspectors – to work together to change certain factors. However, the system was one which brought together various pedagogical cultures. For that reason exact analyses were particularly important. 

The Polish delegation pointed out that caution needed to be shown in analysing the results. The pass rates were going up year on year.

The Irish delegation took as its starting point the fact that the European Schools had a range of characteristics. However, the European Baccalaureate gave admission to tertiary education in all Member States. Hence, coherence, fairness and equality of opportunity, which were the prerequisites for a good leaving certificate, were particularly important. The Baccalaureate Unit at the General Secretariat should become the centre for good reporting and develop multiannual reports and a standard format for the Schools’ reporting, something which was also useful for school development and for the professional development of each individual teacher. A statistician should perhaps be recruited for that purpose. 

Mr KARJALAINEN thanked Mr SCHOMAKER for his report. The proposals would certainly be taken up in the reform process. The Baccalaureate Unit would need to be expanded in order to be able to analyse the Baccalaureate results and their development and to draw the necessary conclusions. The Teaching Committees ought to analyse the report and what had been said. 

IX. ANNUAL REPORT OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMPLAINTS BOARD FOR THE YEAR 2007 


2008-D-81-en-1

The annual report of the Chairman of the Complaints Board was, as announced in conclusion to adoption of the agenda, taken in the late morning of 23 January. 

Mr KARJALAINEN welcomed Mr CHAVRIER, Chairman of the Complaints Board, who introduced his report with the comment that it was not customary for the Chairman of the independent Complaints Board to report to the Board of Governors, but an extraordinary situation had made this necessary. 

Mr CHAVRIER summarised the development of the activities of the Complaints Board [formerly called the Board of Appeal in English], which in the first 15 years of its existence  from 1988 had dealt with a total of 115 cases, all of which had been appeals lodged by teaching staff.  With the ratification of the new Convention and adaptation of the texts and of the General Rules, more and more new areas had been added to the jurisdiction of the Complaints Board (disciplinary measures, promotions to the year above, integration of SEN pupils, Baccalaureate, admission applications), with the result that in 2007 a total of 68 appeals had had to be dealt with, often group appeals. Of this total, 44 had been appeals against decisions of the CEA (Central Enrolment Authority) in Brussels.  Despite all the efforts at simplification, the current situation was no longer manageable with the staffing level as it stood. 

The Irish delegation, also speaking on behalf of the Board of Governors, expressed thanks for the work and the excellent report. The Board of Governors needed to monitor the development of this area carefully. It also needed to be considered whether this was the best approach and whether it would not be possible to resolve the situation at local level and develop a filter function for complaints, in order to reduce the number of appeals.

Mrs CHRISTMANN confirmed and endorsed Mr Chavrier’s analysis. As far as the filter function was concerned, a total of 90 administrative appeals had been handled by the Secretary-General or the Deputy Secretary-General, 14 of which had subsequently gone forward to the Complaints Board. All of them and many others had already been dealt with by the Schools beforehand, something which was likely in itself to have reduced the number of administrative appeals to the Secretary-General.   The situation was worsening from year to year and no one other than the Secretary-General or her Deputy could deal with these cases, which arose from the end of June until the beginning of September. There was no hope of a reduction in the number of appeals, despite all the efforts made in the preliminary stages, before they were actually lodged. 

The German delegation spoke of a worrying report and pointed out that it had forecast the influx of appeals. The matter now needed to be dealt with creatively and in a cost-neutral way. There was a need to reflect and to determine which tasks might be assigned to other bodies. 

Mr SCRIBAN expressed thanks for the excellent report and the first-rate case law, which also enhanced the credibility of the work of the Board of Governors, and for this annual stock-taking of the results of the work of the Complaints Board, from which the logical conclusions had to be drawn.

The Commission was convinced that an urgent priority was concerned. There was a need to provide the Complaints Boards and the General Secretariat with more legal experts with all speed.

Mr CHAVRIER expressed thanks for the attention given to his report and pointed out to the Irish delegation that an appeal could only be lodged with the Complaints Board once the administrative appeals procedure possibilities had been exhausted. Only in the case of the Central Enrolment Authority was there no filter function, as the Secretary-General herself was its president. He was also of the opinion that the number of appeals would not decrease and he thanked the Commission for having recognised that qualified legal experts needed to be appointed swiftly. 

Mrs CHRISTMANN informed the Board of Governors that the experience of the last two years had led to revision of the General Rules and of other sets of regulations in the light of the appeals and of case law. 
With reference to the appointment of legal experts, the Secretary-General pointed out that the legal section could indeed be divided between the General Secretariat and the Complaints Board, but not the legal experts. They could not work first for the General Secretariat, then for the Complaints Board on the same case files.

Following consultation with the Chairman of the Complaints Board, she would put forward a document on post creation which could not be cost-neutral.

Mr KARJALAINEN concluded the discussion by saying that the Secretary-General would prepare a well argued paper which would foresee sufficient human resources for the Complaints Board and the Office of the Secretary-General. 

X. B ITEMS

6. Role of the Office of the Secretary-General in the context of the reform of the European School system – Preliminary Report
       1512-D-2007-en-2

The Secretary-General presented the document, saying that in accordance with the mandate given by the Board of Governors, she had focused her report on the effects of the reform process and of the integrated action on the General Secretariat (General Secretariat) and the necessary structural adjustment to it, without, however, disregarding the other aspects associated with the opening up, reorganisation and quality assurance of the system.  The restructuring of the General Secretariat could only be conceived of on the basis of the emerging new overall configuration of the system. The consequence of focusing the Board of Governors’ attention on strategic objectives would be that a proportion of the decisions would be delegated to other organs.

Analysis of the agendas of past meetings (p.4) showed which decisions in the past had been of a political-strategic nature.

In that connection, the composition and the roles of the Boards of Inspectors, as the quality assurance organ of an extended school system and of the European Baccalaureate, would need to be redefined, also with respect to determination of the system’s general objectives and of the Schools’ attainment contracts. 

The Administrative and Financial Committee should likewise have a redefined role with respect to technical budgetary questions and implementation of the Schools’ attainment contracts.

The role of both organs, which should be actively involved in redefining their roles, would be enhanced in the future, as would the need for strengthening of the organic connection with the General Secretariat. 

The Complaints Board was also having a major impact on the General Secretariat on account of its activities and the workload which these generated. The same applied to the newly established internal audit function.

The General Secretariat would see an expansion of its role as guarantor of the system’s coherence, as a central coordination organ, as a bridge to the Schools (also Types II and III schools) via attainment contracts and as a service provider. 

In conclusion to her presentation, Mrs CHRISTMANN requested guidance with respect to the role and duties of the other organs, in order to be able to adapt the restructuring of the General Secretariat, for which a new plan was being submitted there. The Steering Committee of the Board of Governors was of the opinion that this was premature and had proposed that the questions of the reform of the Boards of Inspectors and of the Budgetary Committees be referred to the two working groups which were already addressing the reform issues. 

The Spanish delegation congratulated Mrs Christmann on this very good and complex piece of work, with which she attempted to eliminate certain weaknesses of the reform project. Mrs VAZQUEZ asked about the role which the Member States were supposed to play in this reform. In its pronouncements the High Level Group had confined itself to the most important decisions. There had been no consensus on the Presidency’s conclusions. If the Board of Governors were now to be replaced by a Steering Committee or the like, there was the danger that it would be deprived of the very substance of its competence. 

The Netherlands delegation welcomed this good document, which marked a step forward, especially when the Lisbon meeting was considered.  It wondered, however, with whom in the European Schools system real accountability should lie: The Member States? The Board of Governors vis-à-vis the Member States? The Secretary-General? The Directors, whose mandate came from two parties, namely from the Board of Governors and from the Secretary-General?  A group could not be called to account, only individuals. 

The role of the European Court of Auditors in connection with the newly established internal audit unit had not yet been considered. The allocation of duties between these two auditing bodies needed to be discussed. 

In the current transition period, it was important for both the Troika and the Steering Committee to co-exist, side by side

As regards the role of the General Secretariat, as it emerged from the Secretary-General’s final presentation, Mr MASTIK expressed his misgivings. The Secretary-General’s fundamental role was to head up the Central Office, a role which was not to the fore in the analysis.

The German delegation thanked the Secretary-General for this coherent report, which reflected rigorously and consistently everything which had been recorded in the Portuguese Presidency’s conclusions. Germany could endorse all the points mentioned, even though, as said, some questions remained open. 

In response to the Spanish delegation, Mr DETTMAR emphasised that there was naturally a need within the guidelines given for certain decision-making powers.  The delegation of executive management duties, the carrying out of decisions, which would fall to other authorities, did not take away decision-making powers from the Board of Governors. 

As regards the conversion of the Administrative and Financial Committee into a Budgetary Committee, the German delegation needed to consider the issue, as questions remained, in particular ones which came within the field of competence of the Ministry of the Interior and which still had to be clarified. 

As regards the Complaints Board, certain foreseeable developments had occurred about which the German delegation had given a warning in good time. Adding legal experts to the staff of the General Secretariat certainly made sense against the background of the evolution of the workload, but more precise grounds justifying such a move were necessary to be able to retain a degree of control of the situation. Alternatively, consideration might be given as to whether the duties of the Complaints Board should be reviewed.

Overall, however, the German delegation broadly endorsed the document, which corresponded to the framework set by the 2006 Ministerial Meeting and the points established since then.

The French delegation pointed out that the document, which it could approve in its entirety, was consistent with the framework set by the 2006 Ministerial meeting and was marked by a great effort to be coherent and future-oriented. 

The French delegation could agree in principle to the Board of Governors’ meeting only twice a year and for political decisions, but noted that at the current development stage this was not yet possible. The reason for this was that if the agenda for the present meeting were considered, in the event of restriction to political issues, only the A items would be left out. As regards the concept of ‘decision-making’, great caution was recommended, for example, with respect to the Boards of Inspectors. Inspectors were experts; decisions should be a matter for the Board of Governors and the Secretary-General. In the area of education, pedagogical decisions were consistently political in nature. It would be inconceivable, for example, for the Board of Governors not to be informed about the attainment contracts. 

Mr VIAL suggested that a reform calendar be produced for the Central Office, which, given the fact that it was responsible in particular for the organisation of the Baccalaureate and the issuing of the certificates, should be given legal personality in its own right.      

The Austrian delegation endorsed this very good paper, which scrutinised a detailed area of the large-scale reform project. The General Secretariat played a central role in the life of the Board of Governors, since without a properly functioning, professionally managed central organ, the system could not operate. The document was a good stock-taking exercise and brought to light problems arising, organisational deficiencies and instances of overload. Should it become clearly apparent – on the basis of an inventory of the current areas of duties and functions and the presentation of a modified ‘ideal’ state of affairs, matching the duties more precisely, in an organigram which showed and quantified the duties – that there was a shortage of staff, demand for an increase in staffing levels would be bound to follow and would require a response.

Mr RUHS pointed out that with the size of the organisation and the number of States and organisations involved, the executive decisions could not all fall to the Board of Governors and the document should be supplemented, in view of these executive duties to be delegated. 

The Luxembourg delegation expressed its thanks for the document, which fitted very well into the overall reform project and all the points in which it could approve. 

As regards transfer of decisions, a precise list should be drawn up, on the basis of the existing approach, of the responsibilities and decision-making areas which were the sole preserve of the Board of Governors.

Mr HANSEN pointed out that there was no provision in the Convention for the transfer of powers to other organs and consideration should therefore be given to the question of whether a change to the Convention was necessary. It was right to transfer to the existing working groups the task of looking at the future roles of the Budgetary Committee and the Board of Inspectors. 

In view of the additional duties, the Luxembourg delegation supported an increase in the staffing level of the General Secretariat. 

The Cypriot delegation considered the document to be vital, in order to increase the system’s efficiency, in view of enlargement and of the reform, and pointed out that the central message of the High Level Group had been that the Member States did not wish to relinquish their decision-making powers.

The Italian delegation saw that on the basis of this clear, positive document, the connection between the different organs and their responsibilities within the system could be clarified and their coordination had to be handled by the General Secretariat.


With reference to the role of the inspectors, who were primarily experts, it needed to be determined whether and in which areas they should have decision-making powers.  This was possible, for example, in the case of the setting of the syllabuses for the different subjects taught.

The Irish delegation expressed thanks for the excellent document, which gave a clear picture of the interaction and collaboration between the different organs but also identified the problem areas. It was aware of the huge increase in the Office’s activities and of the need for more resources. 

Mr O’DONNCHADHA emphasised that the strategic and political duties of the Board of Governors also needed to be defined. His particular interest was in attainment contracts and the autonomy of the Schools, the reports on which were to be heard.  In the case of autonomy, it was not just a question of documentation but also of the resources for implementation, and hence also of the development of the Directors’ leadership skills, which also had to be verifiable. Again in that connection, the inspectors’ role had to be defined. 

An essential question was whether the quality of the Baccalaureate could be guaranteed.

The Commission Representative expressed thanks for this document, which related to the main guidelines but was based on many hypotheses.  Mr SCRIBAN regretted that some delegations still saw the reform process in terms of power and loss of power. In reality, however, it was a question of improving today’s management structure and of determining that of tomorrow, in the process of which the roles of the Schools and of the Directors in particular needed to be thoroughly reviewed and rethought. Autonomy meant assigning responsibility within a set framework. 

An analysis of the various decisions was required in order to ascertain which ones had to be taken by the Board of Governors and which could be entrusted to the General Secretariat or other organs. In that respect the document needed to be completed and the Commission was willing to provide assistance with this task.  There was no time to be lost, the major, difficult issues were known, the working groups had to put forward various options and their consequences and to evaluate risks. On that basis the Steering Committee had to produce an overall report which could be presented to the Board of Governors in March. 

The Portuguese delegation congratulated Mrs CHRISTMANN on her report, which corresponded to the spirit of the reform introduced and to the integrated action plan.  Regarding the redefinition of the management structure, it was a question of reallocation of duties and responsibilities from the viewpoint of efficient administrative management.  The danger of losing power or competence did not exist as there was accountability. 

The Danish delegation agreed with the main thrusts and with the central role of the General Secretariat, especially in an enlarged system. It also endorsed the role of the inspectors, especially in the quality assurance area. With reference to the composition of a scaled down Board of Inspectors, there were, however, some reservations: which country should not/did not want to be involved. In this connection, both Working Group I and the Boards of Inspectors should consider the matter in greater detail. 

The Czech delegation expressed thanks for this document, which was an excellent basis for discussion. It was clear that the General Secretariat had a key function and that the Member States should retain ultimate competence.  The responsibilities and areas of duties should be listed in detail. 

The Lithuanian delegation offered congratulations on this properly structured document, although it pointed to the need to look at the financial and human resources in the General Secretariat, which was also required to support the inspectors in their work when they discharged the mandates given to them by the Board of Governors. The concept of quality of education needed to be defined more precisely. 

The Parents’ Representatives emphasised that their main concern was the quality of the system. In that connection, the Parents drew attention to the issue of an absence of separation of powers if the inspectors, who decided on the evaluation of teachers, the syllabuses and the Baccalaureate subjects, were also responsible for the quality assessment of a system which they themselves had largely set up. In their opinion, similar problems would also exist within the Office of the Secretary-General, where the appeals body, the financial controller and the internal audit function would be based. 

The current trends towards centralisation of the system had to be reversed: if it was a question of going down the road towards autonomy, decisions which had to be confirmed by the Board of Governors should be taken at the level of the Schools, not at that of the General Secretariat. The Administrative and Financial Committee was not mentioned in the Convention. The Parents therefore sought a detailed document which referred clearly to the Convention (in which the Administrative and Financial Committee was not mentioned), the resources and the organs of the European School. 

In summing up, the Secretary-General expressed thanks for the useful comments on this preliminary report, in which an attempt had been made to address all areas of the reform, in the process of which all decisions of the Board of Governors had been taken into consideration. What mattered for her was to ascertain whether the Office of the Secretary-General was going in the right direction.

What was said about the Board of Inspectors corresponded to Annex I of the Portuguese Presidency’s document. At the next meeting of the Joint Board of Inspectors, the Secretary-General would describe the reform process and seek the inspectors’ opinion on this point.

As far as the Convention was concerned, it seemed clear that changes were necessary.
Regarding the desired summary of decisions, it should be said that there was no objection, although at present it was simply a question of determining the direction to be taken. 

In conclusion, Mrs Christmann expressed thanks that the need for an increase in the staffing level of the Office of the Secretary-General had been recognised and informed the members that the organigram sought had already been prepared and would be submitted to the Administrative and Financial Committee and the Board of Governors, and noted that the discussion had shown that the direction taken was the right one, even though different delegations still had questions and had expressed doubts and misgivings, and the areas of competence of the different organs still had to be defined more precisely.  

Before Mr KARJALAINEN turned to Item 7 on the agenda, he wished to fit in a short oral  

Interim Report of the ‘Attainment Contracts’ Working Group, which was given by Mr KIVINEN, the Director of one the three pilot Schools, as a PowerPoint presentation. This allowed the Working Group, which was to meet immediately after the meeting of the Board of Governors, to address comments pointing the way forward when drawing up the report which it was due to submit for the meeting of the Board of Governors in April. The presentation would be sent to the members of the Board of Governors electronically. 

The pilot Schools did not regard ‘Attainment Contracts’ as the fulfilment of their dream of great freedom but as the setting of a pedagogical and financial framework within which the Schools could work towards the aim of raising educational quality standards, of meeting the needs of each School and its environment more satisfactorily and of making better use of the resources made available. The pilot Schools were well aware that the concept of autonomy was closely associated with the obligation of accountability and with evaluation but insisted that the concept was based on a relationship of trust. The current reports such as the Rapport de rentrée (beginning-of-year report) needed to be adapted and new computerised reporting instruments needed to be created.

The Schools had reached agreement on definitions of a number of key concepts and had come to the conclusion that the attainment contracts should comprise several parts, which would be produced at different times: a Multi-Annual School Development Plan, an Annual School Plan including different Action Plans, the Budget and an Annual Report. The 2010 budget should be presented by the pilot Schools in accordance with the new outline structure. 

The German delegation expressed thanks for this dense and short presentation and said that it endorsed the main thrusts. It thought that it recognised important elements forming part also of the Attainment Contracts (Zielverträge) of German Schools abroad. For the results to be comparable, the reports would need to be standardised and oblige the Schools to follow the same outline structure. Economic and pedagogical objectives would also allow internal evaluation, enabling a judgement to be made as whether the multi-annual strategies would have the expected success. A good ICT basis was important. Internal evaluation needed to be accompanied by external evaluation. 

The Netherlands delegation insisted on good regulations for the transition period for other, non-pilot Schools and on the need for clear rules and norms, which must be laid down in a regulations handbook.

The Portuguese delegation pointed out that the strategic objectives of a qualitative and quantitative nature must be formulated by the Board of Governors. They needed to be adaptable and measurable, for example, cost reductions. The Attainment Contracts needed to establish the connection with the objectives defined by the Board of Governors and list the means and measures which would be implemented to achieve the objectives set. They would thus justify the budgetary implications. 

The Board of Governors decided to continue and broaden and deepen the discussions and reflections on the reform theme ‘The role of the Office of the Secretary-General in the context of the reform of the ES’ at the extraordinary meeting to be held on 7 March. 

7. Preliminary Report of Working Group II ‘Cost Sharing’    1412-D-2007-en-1

Introducing the item, Mr Karjalainen pointed out that at its extraordinary meeting to be held on 7 March, the Board of Governors would discuss  the  financing of Type II schools with regard to the presence of Category I pupils in such schools. The Commission was to present more fully worked out proposals on this subject.  

The report of the ‘Cost Sharing’ Working Group was presented by Mrs PERNU, the Finnish Chair of the Administrative and Financial Committee and of the Working Group. As it had not been possible for this matter to be discussed at the October meeting of the Board of Governors, the delegations had been requested to submit their comments in writing. These had been used to work out options on which there was a measure of agreement.

The UK delegation expressed thanks for the very good and clear summary of the status of the discussion. The question was whether the proposals had sufficient impact, also in respect of the growing number of Cat. I pupils.

The French delegation commented that the last table was wrong in terms of its principle, according to which France should have paid 15.67%, in line with its contribution to the Community budget, whereas in reality it was a matter of only 10%, in line with the percentage of its pupils in relation to the number of seconded teachers in the system. The reference to the number of pupils of a language could only be an indicator, not an absolute yardstick. The French delegation could agree to a larger proportion of the costs being charged to the Community budget in the case of the secondment of teachers from those countries in which salary levels were lower. The current situation resulted from the dominance of one foreign language and the issue had been raised by the two countries whose language was particularly successful and which were faced with this situation.

France, Belgium and Luxembourg accepted that they were responsible not only for the pupils from their countries but also for those who chose French as second, third or fourth language.  The problem was the dominance of English as Language 2. The introduction of a fourth vehicular language would not provide any solution to this problem.

The Italian delegation said that it could not accept one-sided analyses. Other costs, such as those of the Italian section at Frankfurt or the costs of associate schools, should also be included. The possibility of structural measures, such as the appointment of teachers from the host country of Schools for the teaching of music, art or physical education and the secondment of linguistically competent teachers from non-Anglophone States for the teaching of other subjects, was conceivable.

Italy could agree to an increase in the number of vehicular languages. 

The Irish delegation expressed thanks for the valuable document, which enabled the scale of the problem to be realised. The starting point, namely the correlation between number of pupils and seconded teachers from a country, was accepted. Ireland also acknowledged that this yardstick was not so simple to accept, but more than double the quota was too much.  There was a need to define the point at which a Member State had fulfilled its obligations. 25% locally recruited staff might perhaps be recognised as the reality, a better or fairer secondment policy might take the edge off the situation. 

The Commission pointed out that two points needed to be clarified in the discussion: firstly, the options for a definition of fair burden sharing and secondly, the possible compensation methods. 

The starting criterion for fair burden sharing had to be the number of pupils of the different member countries.  In evaluating the requirements, account needed to be taken of seconded teachers and of teachers recruited locally in the absence of seconded teachers. 

As regards the structural approach, the secondment of non-native speaker teachers might alleviate the problem. 

As far as financial compensation was concerned, it should be noted that some countries did not make any contribution, because the system did not offer them the possibility of secondment of their teachers. Here direct contributions to the school budget would definitely be possible. 

In the Commission’s view, an agreement on fair cost sharing without compensatory payments to the school budgets from those Member States which did not contribute by seconding teachers seemed unacceptable. The amounts received in this way would not, however, offset the costs arising, the burden on the EU budget continued to exist and the problem of inequality remained. 

Another question concerned the countries which did not fulfil their obligations. Here the Working Group needed to explore the issues in greater depth, with particular reference to determination of the contribution of each individual State to the budget of the European School. Under no circumstances was it justifiable for a State to make no contribution. 

The Polish delegation referred to the situation whereby Poland, which would have had to fill 2.5 posts, had not been requested by the Schools to second teachers, even though in different Schools there would have been sufficient hours available to apply for seconded teachers. 

The German delegation endorsed the Commission’s position. A contribution to the budget of the Schools (not to the EU budget) should be paid by every State. It was recommended that locally recruited teachers be included in the table on page 2, something which might produce additional valuable evidence. 

The Lithuanian delegation called for deepening of the discussion. No value was put on the posts of director and deputy director, just as little attention being paid to the time which the inspectors spent working for the system. And the Schools exercised restraint in requesting seconded teachers. 

The Cypriot delegation accepted the principle of a financial contribution for its 18 pupils in the system, but not on the basis of the figures presented here. The contribution to the Community budget and the share of the structural fund should also be taken into consideration.

The Finnish delegation was in favour of inclusion of the pupil-teacher ratio as the basis, to be supplemented by financial options. The calculation models should be regarded as complementary.

The Greek delegation underlined the importance of two principles, that of the retention of the languages spoken in the EU, in order to preserve Europe’s cultural diversity, and that of the vehicular languages, especially English but also French, which meant a privilege for the language and culture. Greece could not make the same demands but was prepared to second non-native speaker teachers. 

The Estonian delegation supported the efforts aimed at fairer cost sharing. Estonia had only being making a contribution since September, through the secondment of a teacher to Luxembourg.  Two further posts in Brussels were foreseen. The developments were admittedly slow, but positive. In the calculation models presented, the contribution differed sharply from one model to the other and it could not be ascertained which was to be preferred. A more detailed description was necessary. All possibilities should be allowed for, including the secondment of non-native speaker teachers. However, the countries needed to have time to take their budgetary measures. 

The Luxembourg delegation emphasised the need for agreement on a fundamental criterion: the relationship between the number of pupils from a country in the system and the number of seconded teachers and locally recruited teachers. Without this agreement no progress could be made.

Mr KARJALAINEN summed up the discussion. The number of alternatives needed to be reduced. There was consensus that the calculations should be restricted to the number of pupils-number of teachers ratio, inclusive of locally recruited teachers. Here, however, a more detailed presentation was required, in order to be able to make a better assessment of the effects of different measures. It was also agreed that structural measures should be considered to a greater extent, in order to even out the current inequality in the contributions of the Member States. 

The Board of Governors decided to continue and broaden and deepen the discussions and reflections on the reform theme ‘Cost Sharing’ at the extraordinary meeting to be held on 7 March. 

8. Preliminary Report of Working Group I ‘Accreditation of Schools’              312-D-2007-en-2

Mrs CHRISTMANN presented the document, which it had not proved possible to discuss at the last meeting of the Board of Governors and which had therefore been the subject of a written procedure, the results of which had been incorporated into the document. 

The Working Group’s mandate, as received in Lisbon, had comprised three parts. It had been possible to put two forward for a decision: the proposals regarding the introduction of a financing clause had been approved, the transitional solution for the conduct of the Baccalaureate in Type II schools (Parma) could be adopted. As regards the third issue, that of Type III schools, the delegations’ comments were requested. 

The UK delegation opened the discussion with the comment that the Type III agreement as currently foreseen was not consistent with the position under British law.  Schools in the national system might not be able to sign an agreement of that kind. It recommended that any State which proposed to set up a school of this type should examine the legal position beforehand.

The Directors welcomed the document and the possibility of opening up the school system but were, however, concerned about educational quality and the state of information. Parma needed a great deal of support and instructions, not just knowledge of the rules but also practical help. 

The Netherlands delegation saw it as the purpose of a Type III pilot project to clarify pedagogical and legal questions and also the question of quality control.  The Directors’ reference to the support required for Parma was important. There needed to be clear signs pointing the way forward in that direction.

The German delegation referred to the importance of the inspectors in providing support and to the need to ensure that Parma was a success.

The Parents mentioned the problematic nature of the fact that schools were accredited even though their quality was still in question and the criteria had not yet been fulfilled. The quality of the teachers also needed to be scrutinised.  As regards the Type III schools pilot project, the Parents’ Representatives were of the opinion that Culham should be part of this project.

Mr JONKERS announced that Varese was foreseen as the examination centre for Parma and would handle any appeals. But would a Vice-Chairman be present in Parma during the Baccalaureate in order to be able to report any incidents? The inspectors needed to visit Parma for quality assurance purposes.

The French delegation requested in that connection that the 1984 Agreement be scrutinised in order to ascertain which changes were necessary. The fact that some countries had difficulties in bringing the agreement for Types II and III schools into line with their national legislation was not a reason for rejection. No one was obliged to set up a school of that kind. States wishing to set up a Type III school had to abide by the pedagogical project which was foreseen for schools of this type. The Board of Governors had offered Italy all possible assistance for Parma. Checks on teachers’ competence were a matter for the country, in this case Italy. Type II and III schools were schools coming under the Member State, which was responsible for the legal, administrative and financial aspects of those schools. It was the responsibility of the Board of Governors and of the Board of Inspectors to scrutinise conformity. In that connection, the term always used was audit, not inspection.  

The Commission endorsed the French and German positions and was in favour of revision of the 1984 Baccalaureate Regulations. 

The Italian delegation said with reference to Parma that the school had the support of the State but had had difficulties in obtaining support at European level. The statements made by the Parents and Directors had highlighted the great readiness to help and offer concrete cooperation, but in practice this support was not clearly forthcoming. The shortcomings identified were temporary.  Italy had enacted a decree on the organisation of the school in Parma. Thanks were due to the Varese School for its support for Parma, with particular reference to the arrangements for the running of the examinations for years 5 and 6. 

The Belgian delegation expressed the concern that the Types II and III schools project had perhaps been set up and rushed through, without a legal basis. The schools existed in the interests of pupils and not of the system and there were certain obligations towards them. The question arising was the extent to which the inspectors actually had the right to operate in Parma. 

Mr PEDERSEN, Director of the European School, Culham, explained the difficult situation of his School, which had so far succeeded in maintaining a confident mood. Transformation into an Academy offering the European Baccalaureate would be a good prospective outcome. The UK delegation’s comments regarding the legal aspects were, however, alarming. The School’s phasing out was due to start in 2010. If no concrete prospective outcome were forthcoming very quickly, there was a danger that the parents would abandon the School. 

The German delegation supported proposals 1 and 2 in the document, but wished to make sure with respect to point 3 that when the 1984 Baccalaureate Agreement came to be revised Type III schools would also be included. It could not be said that matters had been rushed as no Type III school would be possible before 2010/11.

The French delegation doubted that the Working Group could find a solution for every specific situation. Everything had been done to facilitate the creation of Types II and III schools. It was now up to the operators of such projects to find the best possible solution.  The revised version of the 1984 Baccalaureate Agreement needed to cover both types of schools. 

Mr KARJALAINEN expressed thanks for the constructive contributions and summed up the discussion. The Type II schools were at the pilot stage and the aim was to identify problems and find solutions. There was unanimity on the need to ensure the success of the pilot projects and to adapt the 1984 Baccalaureate Agreement so that it was appropriate for both Type II and Type III schools. However, there was no point in doing this until after the external evaluation had been completed. Type II schools, which came under the national school system, required a great deal of support on start-up. The job of the European School was to guarantee high educational standards for the children of EU officials. In relation to the situation in Parma, all necessary support should be provided, including by the schools in the system.

The Board of Governors decided to continue and broaden and deepen the discussions and reflections on the reform theme ‘Accreditation of Schools’ at the extraordinary meeting to be held on 7 March. 

 9. Situation in Brussels
 
2008-D-171-en-1

This item on the agenda was taken after Item 13.b) and was presented by Mrs CHRISTMANN. It comprised two letters, one of which was to Minister Reynders; the other was a communication from the Commission concerning security in the Brussels European Schools. The second letter sent to Mr Reynders, Deputy Prime Minister of the provisional government, on 3 January concerning Laeken had also remained unanswered.  Mrs CHRISTMANN concluded her report by asking whether the Belgian delegation could make any further announcements.

Mr MARCHAND referred to the country’s political situation, saying that he hoped to be able to give more information by April. However, he knew that the Régie des Bâtiments was continuing to deal with the matter and that planning work was proceeding.
With reference to the question of security and evacuation, Mr MARCHAND observed that it was not the Board of Governors, but the city administration which was responsible for security in public buildings. 

The Commission Representative thanked the Secretary-General for her political initiative and having taken up this issue repeatedly. Despite Belgium’s political situation, this state of affairs was unacceptable to the Commission, which was concerned about having to wait until April to obtain information about the opening of the fourth School. Soon it would become necessary to reject applications for the enrolment of Category I pupils. The Commission also had a moral responsibility as health and safety were endangered by the overcrowding. Bus transport to and from Brussels II also often gave rise to dangerous situations. The development of Business Continuity Plans might prove to be opportune and necessary for the Schools, as they were not immune from terrorist threats.  In Mr SCRIBAN’s view, the time had come to start talks on the setting up of a fifth School. That might bring greater coherence to the system’s enlargement and opening up.

The Directors’ Representative observed that overcrowding was a feature of the everyday life of the three large Brussels Schools. The question of liability in the event of an accident connected with overcrowding was a real one. In that respect a common security policy for the Schools was necessary.  The services of the Commission’s security experts might even be used. The Schools did a great deal in respect of security issues. At UCCLE, for example, fire drills were organised with the fire brigade and there were regular meetings with the mayor. The Schools were willing to share their experience in the security area. 
Mr KARJALAINEN referred to the importance of planning for crisis situations, something which might also be a component of the attainment contracts. 

The German delegation put forward a proposal concerning enrolment policy which might help to make the Berkendael School more readily accepted as a transition School. Enrolment might be linked with a better position in the event of an application for a transfer to another Brussels School. At some point it should also be possible to accept Category III pupils.

The initiation of discussions on a fifth School in Brussels was accepted. 

The Belgian delegation saw no problem in initiating discussions about a new School provided that there was dialogue and that there were no preordained solutions. The terrorist threat should be discussed at a different level. A security committee was necessary in every School but the Director could not be its chair. 

The Commission Representative was not talking about a concrete solution in relation to a fifth School. The text was very neutral. 


With reference to security questions, Mr SCRIBAN mentioned the need for reaction plans for every type of threat; crisis exercises had been carried out for the institutions and there were evacuation plans. It had thus been found that there was no plan should evacuation of the Schools be necessary. Yet to date, there was no procedure for communication between the institutions and the Schools in the event of a crisis.

The Board of Governors took the following decisions:

The Board of Governors requested Belgium to provide it, as a matter of urgency, with information about the date of availability of the Laeken site for the European School, Brussels IV.


The Board of Governors endorsed the proposal that dialogue be initiated with the Belgian government concerning the setting up in Brussels of a fifth European School and requested the Secretary-General to write to the Belgian authorities making a proposal to that effect.


Security:


The Board of Governors adopted the communication from the Commission on this subject and emphasised the importance of implementing the measures required to ensure security in the Schools and to that end, recommended close cooperation between the different players concerned.

10. Question from the UK delegation on the nine year rule     2008-D-191-en-1

The UK delegation thanked the Office for the speedy drawing up of the document, which it presented. The nine year rule had always been a problem for the UK as there were no nationally employed teachers and after employment in the European Schools no other post could be offered. The seconded teachers were dissatisfied with this situation and would like to be considered as permanent employees of the British government. A class action lawsuit by UK seconded teachers working abroad had been dismissed as they had been employed in schools abroad.  


Now, however, a teacher in his tenth year of employment at Culham had been declared by an Employment Tribunal to be a permanent employee of the DCSF (Department for Children, Schools and Families), which employed UK teachers for the period of their secondment to the European Schools. The appeal against this ruling was not expected to be heard until September. Nineteen other seconded teachers were currently nearing the end of their contractual period of secondment. The DCSF would consider it unfair to treat them differently simply because they were working abroad and was therefore requesting that the nine year rule be suspended until all legal channels had been exhausted. 

The Netherlands delegation knew the situation and had itself been taken to court several times. The courts in the Netherlands had, however, recognised the existence of an international law. A change to the rules on account of this case was not possible, although it might perhaps be the opportunity to review the nine year rule in terms of its purposiveness.

The Commission Representative drew attention to the negative legal opinion and to the fact that in reality, what was mooted was a return to an earlier set of regulations and a fundamental change to the Regulations for Members of the Seconded Staff, which was neither opportune nor in the offing.  Mr SCRIBAN pointed out that the Commission would be unable to pay any form of compensation. 

The French delegation said that because of the negative legal opinion alone, there could be no positive response, which would have a huge impact on the entire system. 

The German, Italian and Spanish delegations endorsed this negative position.

The Representative of the teaching staff supported the UK request to safeguard all rights until the final legal decision was forthcoming.

The President, Mr KARJALAINEN, summed up and found that all the delegations with the exception of the staff representatives, had come out against the request.  The UK abstained and Cyprus was absent. The decision read:  

The Board of Governors answered negatively the following questions from the UK delegation:

1. whether the Board would continue to accept the teacher and his colleagues in their current posts at the beginning of the next academic year from September 2008;

2. if they did remain in post from September 2008, whether the Board would continue to pay their European salaries and allowances, thus maintaining the same terms and conditions of employment that they currently enjoyed;

3. whether the Board of Governors would consider suspending the application of the nine year rule until the legal process was completed.

11. Creation of an Anglophone section at the European School, Mol                                              
2007-D-129-en-4

Mrs CHRISTMANN presented the document. The Mol School was the only European School without an Anglophone section. The Anglophone group, originally created to provide pupils with tuition in L1 and mathematics in English, had developed substantially over the years. The opening of an Anglophone section would create definite growth potential and would also attract Category I pupils whose parents worked for the IRMM but who had not at present enrolled their children at the School because of the missing section.   If the section were not opened many classes would have to be divided, which would also entail costs. In that connection, one fundamental Gaignage criterion should not be ignored, namely the one stating that a section might be necessary for the smooth functioning of a School.  The Administrative and Financial Committee had expressed a positive opinion. 

The Irish delegation saw the logic of the proposal. The impact on the existing sections was difficult to foresee. The issue of the setting up of a section and the secondment of Anglophone teachers should be seen separately. Ireland would, however, abstain, as it had done on the Administrative and Financial Committee, in order to maintain a logical position on the issue of secondment of Anglophone teachers.

The Commission could endorse the Secretary-General’s arguments, although the situation at Mol was currently stable and the impact on other sections could not be foreseen. A clear decision would need to be taken in two to three years’ time following scrutiny of the impact.  Should the gap for fulfilment of the Gaignage criteria widen, other financing models would need to be considered. 

The French delegation said that the idea of monitoring sounded very good but in reality decisions of that type could no longer be reversed once taken. The creation of any Anglophone post which was not filled by a seconded teacher cost the French taxpayer €10,000 per annum via the French share of the Community subsidy.

The Italian delegation referred to the project’s logic and to the need for this section. The closure of the Italian section at Mol ought to give food for thought.  

The Netherlands delegation mentioned the Van Dijk report, which confirmed the need for an Anglophone section at Mol, and the agreement which had been reached in Lisbon that the Anglophone section was to be created. In close cooperation with Ireland and/or the UK, English might also be taught by Dutch teachers. 

For the German delegation there were still too many unanswered questions, such as the filling of the Anglophone posts and the impact on the other language sections.

The Belgian delegation understood the position taken by Germany and France but the School needed to be there and an Anglophone section was necessary. The Flemish Community would be prepared to provide English-speaking teachers.  

The Austrian delegation announced that Austria could not agree to the section’s opening as long as there was no clear statement from Ireland and the UK regarding the secondment of teachers. 

The UK delegation said that its position had not changed. Mrs CHARLES emphasised that the UK was unable at present to commit itself with respect to secondment but it would be abnormal for a Type I school not to have a language section in one of the vehicular languages. 

The Swedish delegation was in favour of the section’s opening and was prepared to send teachers.

The Parents’ Representatives pointed out that the Gaignage criteria mentioned 75 pupils for the primary and 84 for the secondary, these numbers to be achieved within five years. There was no criterion concerning the secondment of teachers. 

The President, Mr KARJALAINEN, concluded the discussion with the observation that unanimity could not be reached.  In accordance with Article 3.3.a of the Convention, any change to the fundamental structure of a School required unanimity. The question of whether the opening of a new language section changed the structure of a School fundamentally and whether and how similar decisions had been taken in the past would be clarified during the lunch break. In the meantime other items on the agenda would be taken.

The Netherlands delegation and the Parents’ Representatives observed that if unanimity was required, the same must also apply to closures and hence all the decisions taken on the subject in recent years would be invalid.

Mrs CHRISTMANN reminded members that the decision taken in Parma on the phasing out of seven language sections had not been unanimous and that in the case of the opening of the Lithuanian section at Brussels II, there had not been unanimity, with 20 votes in favour, 2 votes and 3 abstentions. It was a question of administrative interpretation of the law, which also applied to the opening and closure of other language sections, hence of taking a decision not unanimously but by a qualified majority. 

Mr KARJALAINEN mentioned the proposal in the document, which was to be put to the vote. What was involved was transformation of the Anglophone ‘group’ into an Anglophone ‘language section’ from the 2008-2009 school year and monitoring of the development of the different sections, including the development of pupil numbers, by the Administrative Board, which was to keep the Board of Governors informed. 

Mr MASTIK commented that the reference to monitoring would appear to signal that something about the decision was not right.

Mr VIAL criticised the fact that this decision was being taken without any guarantee for financing or for adherence to the Gaignage criteria and therefore set a precedent for all possible derogations. 
The Commission supported a minor addition, in the form of the words “including pupil numbers”.

A vote was taken in accordance with the proposal in document, inclusive of the addition:

23 votes in favour of the proposal: Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Spain, Estonia, Greece, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta,  Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Finland, Sweden,  UK, European Commission
3 votes against: Austria, France, Germany
1 abstention: Ireland 
Absent: Cyprus

The Board of Governors endorsed the proposal to convert the current Anglophone ‘group’ at the European School, Mol into a fully-fledged Anglophone ‘section’, from the 2008-2009 school year. The Administrative Board would monitor development of the situation of the various language sections, including pupil numbers, and would inform the Board of Governors.
12. New and discontinued posts: 
a) Nursery and Primary
2007-D-5010-en-3

b) Secondary

2007-D-2210-en-3

Item B.12 on the agenda was discussed after Item IX: Report of the Chairman of the Complaints Board, in the late morning of 23 January. The Deputy Secretary-General presented jointly the two documents, which had been endorsed by the Boards of Inspectors and the Administrative and Financial Committee. 

The Mol School’s application showed the requirement in the event not only of creation of the Anglophone section but also of rejection. The document could thus be dealt with at that point in time, even though the decision had not yet been taken.

 
With reference to the German post on p.22, it was a post which had already been created but not yet filled, but which would be filled at the beginning of the next school year.

The Irish delegation wished to know, with reference to the posts marked with an *) as possibly to be filled at Brussels IV, which Ireland supported, whether they would definitely need to be filled this year. The decision would have to be communicated by the end of January so that the official advertisement could be published in time.  Ireland would fill the geography/human sciences post at Brussels II. 

Mr MARCHAND announced that in view of the Anglophone countries’ difficulties, the Flemish Community of Belgium would fill the EFL (L2, L3, L4) post at Brussels I if the cooperation with the Anglophone inspectors was set to continue. 

Mr VIAL announced that for the secondary, France would fill the mathematics/ICT post at Frankfurt and the French L1/FFL and physical education (sport) posts at Luxembourg. 

For the primary, France was prepared to fill two posts, although the situation was less clear. One French post would go to Frankfurt. If the post of French teacher was vital for Brussels IV, France was prepared to fill it, otherwise the post would go to Munich. 

Mr HANSEN announced that for Luxembourg it was difficult to find interested teachers. Secondment offered few advantages, with more work and the need to submit tax documents, which were confidential in Luxembourg. However, Luxembourg filled its quota, to more than the required extent. 

It had turned out that the posts for music and art in Luxembourg (p.5) could not be filled. They should therefore no longer be shown as Luxembourg posts but as new posts to be created, which could also be filled by other countries if the linguistic requirements were met. 
The same applied to the post at Munich (p.39) for philosophy or German/German FL/French FL, which should be deleted. 

For next year, Luxembourg would fill the mathematics post at Brussels III and the multilingual economics post at Alicante.

Mrs CHARLES announced that the UK would be unable to fill any new posts until the situation regarding the nine year rule was clarified and thanked Belgium for its willingness to fill Anglophone posts. It needed to be clarified by Brussels IV whether the post was to be filled now. 

Mrs PULLICINO informed the Board of Governors that Malta planned to send a teacher for the nursery and primary and for science to Mol.

Mr GASPARD announced that after consultation with France and Luxembourg, Francophone Belgium planned to fill the following posts:
One primary post at Munich: the clarification with Luxembourg over the filling of this post had not yet taken place, 
One post for the nursery and one post for the primary at Brussels IV,
One post for the primary at Luxembourg.

Mrs VASZQUEZ informed the Board of Governors that the post remaining unfilled at Varese would be filled in September.

Mr RUHS confirmed that Austria would fill a geography and economics post at Frankfurt (in consultation with the directorate, not a geography and physical education post as originally requested). 

Mrs BUSTORFF said that the unfilled posts at Brussels IV were to be filled and that the application for new posts was based on a forecast, based in turn on experience and a touch of optimism.  

The EPO invited the delegations to fill the posts vacant at the European School, Munich and reminded them that these posts had no budetary impact for the Member States in view of the financing by the EPO. 
Mr KARJALAINEN thanked the Member States for this initial clarification of the allocation of the posts listed in the documents. Further clarifications were required. 

The Board of Governors approved:

- the applications for new and discontinued teaching posts for September 2008 and forecasts for September 2009 for the nursery and primary (2007-D-5010-en-3) and

- the applications for new and discontinued teaching posts for September 2008 and forecasts for September 2009 for the secondary (2007-D-2210-en-3)
13. European Schooling

a) Dossier of Conformity – Helsinki

2007-D-5910-en-2

Because of time constraints Mr KOLJONEN decided not to make a formal presentation of the dossier and drew attention to only a few points. The government decree concerning the ES, Helsinki had been in force since January 2008. To meet the demand in the Helsinki area, a Finnish section, an English section and a French section were planned. There was a German school near the European Chemicals Agency.  German would be offered as Language 2.  If the situation were to change, the opening of an additional section might be envisaged. 

The Board of Governors accepted the dossier of conformity with the specifications for European Schooling as the second stage of the accreditation procedure for Helsinki. 

b) Dossier of Conformity – Parma for secondary year 6 and the European Baccalaureate 




1612-D-2007-en-1

Mr RICCIARDELLI introduced the document.  The Dossier of Conformity for year 6 was necessary in order to be able to organise the Baccalaureate, for which a positive provisional decision was also sought. An audit, as provided for in the accreditation process, was to be conducted. Parma was on the way to overcoming a number of difficulties, something which scrutiny of the quality of the teachers would also demonstrate. Since July 2007 there had been a decree governing the school’s status as a national school which followed the European Schools’ curriculum.

Mr JONKERS informed the Board of Governors about the improved cooperation. The Deputy Director for the Secondary of Varese had helped with the organisation of the year 6 examinations in Parma. Other forms of cooperation were sought. 

The Finnish delegation obviously supported the project and offered congratulations on the pioneering role played by the Parma School.

The President, Mr KARJALAINEN, summed up the discussion, finding that: 

The Board of Governors accepted the dossier of conformity for secondary year 6 and preparation of the European Baccalaureate of Scuola per l’Europa in Parma as the second stage of the accreditation procedure and authorised the conduct of an audit with a view to recognition of the education provided in secondary year 6. 

14. Progress report from the UK delegation on the transformation of the European School, Culham    

2007-D-419-en-4

Mrs CHARLES confined herself in her presentation to the most important aspects of the situation at Culham, which had not changed a great deal since October. The school might become an Academy specialising in foreign languages and with an additional specialisation (science). Transformation into an Academy was the best fit with the parents’ wishes, but required the formal approval of the Board of Governors. Academies were schools within the state maintained sector but needed a sponsor and would enjoy a great deal of autonomy. A second option would be for it to become a state maintained school proper, while the third would mean complete freedom in the independent (private) school sector.  
The case had been presented to the relevant authority, acceptance by the higher authority was hoped for. Everything which had to be done in the transition period was known. The negotiations were at a critical point, the picture might be clearer by Easter. 

The current financial arrangements needed to be discussed with the Central Office. There was a willingness to report every six months in order to prepare properly for transition and for the European School’s closure.

The Netherlands delegation drew attention to a certain contradiction in the report. On the one hand, there was talk of an agreement, while on the other, the UK delegation sought a full commitment.  Transition to a Type III school was not even contemplated.

The French delegation wished Culham a second life after the closure decision taken by the Board of Governors. The complete closure of a school and transformation were two different things which had to be distinguished from one another.  The School’s future was a matter for the UK, unless it were to become a Type III school. 

The Staff Representatives and the School’s Director emphasised the need for a speedy decision on transition, in order to prevent a loss of confidence and to be able to plan for the future.

Mr SCRIBAN understood the staff’s request and pointed out that the Board had taken a clear decision on the phasing out of the Culham School as a Type I school. The other decisions on the School’s future were a matter for the UK authorities. But it was important to ascertain the UK’s intentions in order to work out the best phasing out arrangements for the period between 2008 and 2017. It would be able to make a contribution from the legal angle.

The Irish delegation recommended that before the seemingly difficult Academy solution all other possibilities be considered, not only that of sponsors.  

Mrs CHRISTMANN drew attention to the UK delegation’s statement regarding the incompatibility between an Academy and a Type III school and mentioned the need to be able to say to the people at Culham that a start could be made on working concretely to prepare for the future. 

Mr KARJALAINEN emphasised that phasing out from 2010 had indeed been decided. Until then the Board of Governors and the General Secretariat remained fully responsible. At the moment there was still no phasing out strategy as such.

Mr PEDERSEN wondered to what extent transition from a Type I to a Type III school, as contemplated in Lisbon, was not after all possible, even if it meant adapting the legal position. 

Mrs CHARLES confirmed that in theory a Type III school and an Academy were incompatible and repeated that the approval of the Board of Governors was necessary in order to be able to negotiate further on Culham’s future as an Academy. This option was considered by many to be the only possible solution, which, it was true, required the national curriculum to be taught. She was not sure that having the issue addressed by the Minister and Parliament, with a change to the law, was the right way forward.  It would take 3-4 years and it was not certain that Parliament wanted to do something for Culham. If a group of organisers could be brought together, that would be the first step towards the setting of a timeframe for transition from the present School to an Academy.

The discussion on the progress report from the UK delegation on the transformation of the European School, Culham led to the following decision:  
The Board of Governors:

i.  
approved the UK’s suggestion that progress reports be submitted to the Board of Governors in October 2008 and then in April and October of each year until Culham was no longer a Type I school.

ii  
confirmed that the European School, Culham would remain under the responsibility of the Board of Governors until 2017.

iii.
pledged its support for the UK’s efforts to ensure a future for the European School, Culham.

iv.
took note of the UK’s proposal to transform the Culham School into an Academy and encouraged all steps likely to enable European schooling to be put in place after 2017.

v. 
charged the Office of the Secretary-General with the task of finding answers to the questions raised about the administrative and financial aspects during the transition period up to 2017.

After a short discussion, the Board of Governors decided that the written procedure should be used for Items 15, 16 and 17.

15. GENERAL RULES OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS 

a) Report of the ‘General Rules of the European Schools’ Working Group 









911-D-2007-en-3

b) General Rules of the European Schools

2007-D-4010-en-2

c) Change to the table on calculation of school fees on a pro rata monthly basis 







1712-D-2007-en-1

16. THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS’ CANTEENS 

a) Management of the European Schools’ canteens  2007-D-269-en-3

b) Varese canteen





2011-D-2007-en-3

17. Service Regulations for the AAS – Rules of application  212-D-2007-en-2

18. Organisation of Religion and Ethics courses in the primary and secondary cycles of the European Schools 
2007-D-301-en-4

This item was discussed, as decided with the agenda, on the afternoon of 22 January, after the non-enlarged meeting. 

In the absence of the Chair of the Working Group, Mrs DE GRAAF, who was unable to be present on this date, as it had been brought forward, Mrs CHRISTMANN presented the document: 

Following the reorganisation of the ‘Harmonised Timetable’ in the primary, the Working Group had been given a further mandate, namely how the organisation of the teaching religion and ethics in the European Schools could be optimised. These subjects had had a special status in the regulations on time credits and with the introduction of Article XIX of the Digest of Decisions of the Board of Governors, this had been abolished.  In addition, there were special conditions for teachers of religion. The organisation of courses varied from School to School. Some of the Schools faced space and organisational problems. The religious authorities could not always provide teachers of religion in all languages. The Director was the employer of teachers of religion yet they were appointed by the religious authorities. There was no evaluation of the courses taught by teachers of religion. The Working Group was not fundamentally calling into question the teaching of religion in Language 1, but recommended that small groups of pupils should be grouped together and also that the course could be taught in Language 2 or in the language of the host country.  It was also recommended that these teachers too should be suitably qualified and subject to the same obligations as other teachers (forward planning; record of material covered, etc.). The Working Group’s report as submitted also contained the relevant rules and regulations and the minutes of the meeting of 11 October, which had been extremely positive.


The proposals of the Working Group and of the religious authorities matched one another in many areas. As regards the size of groups, there was some latitude in Chapter XIX; as regards a language other than mother tongue there were still no precise proposals.

The Secretary-General concluded her presentation with the proposal that the responses be listened to in the ensuing discussion and that on the basis of the Working Group’s proposal and the letter from the religious authorities, a new consensual document be produced and submitted to the Board of Governors.

The German delegation thanked Mrs Christmann for her constructive proposal in this sensitive matter. It was indeed a very sensitive issue. The German representatives had been approached by various parties, even political ones. The various standpoints needed to be discussed very precisely.  Teaching in mother tongue could not be given up.  The derogations which had been foreseen in Lisbon had to be applicable to religion and ethics courses, which had a special status.  If the minimum threshold of 7 pupils for the creation of a group were not reached, religion courses must be organised by forming groups comprising pupils from different year groups, for financial and pedagogical reasons.

For the Irish delegation the difficulty lay in optimisation. For many parents the teaching of religion, alongside culture, was an essential element of children’s general education. There was a particularly large number of interested parties.  It was a major challenge for the Schools.  Here also a degree of intelligent flexibility was probably necessary, which might be used by the Schools in the context of local autonomy. Ireland supported teaching in L1, although it could envisage exceptions.

The Netherlands delegation observed that a certain logic was developing. It had been determined in The Hague in 2006 that religion and ethics courses should be treated like the other subjects.  In Lisbon the minimum number of pupils for groups had been set at seven. Religion courses also represented a major organisational challenge for the Schools. Now all of a sudden there was a new direction. The religion teachers available were not sufficient to allow all religions to be taught in mother tongue. It was good that an interlocutor had finally been found; however, the talks with the religious authorities should not be conducted by the Working Group or even by its Chair, but by the Secretary-General. The document needed to be formulated better for the next meeting of the Board of Governors. However, only the Board of Governors could decide whether it wished there to be an exception to the decisions taken in The Hague and in Lisbon. 

The Directors pointed out that the current situation was an anomaly. The question was whether religion was a curricular subject.  If it were not a curricular subject it did not belong in school. If it were a curricular subject it should be treated like every other subject. The number of very small groups should not increase. The Office of the Secretary-General should give the Schools guidance on the question and the Schools should enjoy a reasonable degree of flexibility.

The Czech delegation supported the Working Group’s proposals and observed that syllabuses and teachers’ qualifications could not be exceptions. As regards mother tongue and form of organisation, flexibility was required. 

The Maltese delegation wholeheartedly agreed that syllabuses, planning of lessons, record of material covered, trained teachers and having the necessary command of languages were all prerequisites for religion courses. A response must be given to the religious authorities. 

The Cypriot delegation was sure that the parents and the religious authorities ought also to be included and involved in this delicate political question. Religion was much more than a subject and restrictions were not justified. 

The Austrian delegation expressed thanks for the document and the proposal that it be referred back to the Working Group. It was not quite correct to say that religion was a subject like any other. The inspectors were not responsible for checking the teachers’ professional qualifications.  Religion also had significance for the non-religious through its influence in the world.  Knowledge about religion was therefore necessary. The recommendations of the Council of Europe, which was very neutral on the subject, should be taken into consideration. In the case of choice of language, there ought to be no discrimination between religion and ethics. General teaching in a vehicular language, as seemed to be foreseen in the document, would be possible from secondary year 3 or 4 at the outside. Certain religions could not even be taught in a vehicular language as there were no teachers to do so. The Austrian Bishops’ Conference had pointed out that there was a difference between the teaching of religion and of ethics, also with respect to language. Religion was often more difficult to teach than other subjects, hence the difficulty of finding competent teachers. It would be discrimination if there were to be different rules linguistically for religion courses than for philosophy or ethics courses. Exceptions in respect of the size of groups ought to be possible as had been the case up to now.

The Representative of the European Commission pointed out that concepts such as ‘delicate’, ‘political’ and ‘emotive’ had repeatedly come up in the discussion. He was surprised that the decision was being deferred straightaway, even though there were elements of consensus on the quality of teachers and teaching, on the Directors’ role, etc. He also noted that no mention was made of the financial aspects. Yet this was a point to be considered as it was a fact that the proposal concerning the use of Language 2 for teaching from secondary year 3 would have an impact on the teaching load of some teachers in terms of the number of periods. There was a need to evaluate the social consequences of such a decision and not hide behind emotional arguments. There was also a need for dialogue. The objective was improvement of these courses too by means of syllabuses, qualified teachers and their selection by the Directors. Language 1 was another issue.  From secondary year 3 the courses might be offered in the vehicular languages. In smaller classes too different forms of organisation ought to be possible.

The Representative of the European Patent Office reported great agitation in Munich.  Religion was the expression of culture and should be taught in mother tongue on the same basis as mother tongue, unless religion courses became ethics courses.    Teaching in Language 2 would not resolve anything in Munich. A minimum of seven pupils for a group was rejected. A review of the content and of the teachers’ training and a clear recruitment policy were therefore advocated.

The Greek delegation doubted that religion was a subject like any other, since after all it was not included in the final assessment. Groupings were possible, but teaching had to be in mother tongue. It would not make sense to teach the Greek Orthodox religion in a language other than Greek. 

The Italian delegation was in favour of referring the document back to the Working Group, as proposed by the Secretary-General, in order to work out the points of convergence on the basis of the Working Group’s report and the religious authorities’ letter, but was surprised at the deepening and broadening of the discussion at this stage.  There was the question of whether ethics courses and religion courses should be dealt with in one document. The organisation of ethics courses took place within the system, so to speak, whereas religion courses were more of an external element, as a result of which the question of the evaluation and selection of teachers arose. As regards the use of languages and the grouping together of different year groups, the Working Group needed to put forward organisational proposals. 

The Parents’ Representatives pointed out that intelligent flexibility was necessary in this area also. In principle, however, ethics or religion courses should not be organised in Language 2 before secondary year 3. 

The Polish delegation drew attention to the importance of teaching religion in Language 1 
as cultural education.  Departure from this was only possible in exceptional cases and could not be the rule. 

The Danish delegation said that it was in favour of equal treatment with other subjects. The proposals were very modest. Should pupils not acquire knowledge about all religions in order to gain a better understanding of Europe’s complexity? 

In view of the 2006 discussions about the huge number of lessons taught in very small groups and about the big differences between the Schools, the Netherlands delegation was surprised at many of that day’s contributions. The decisions had been taken on the basis of the figures submitted at the time. The question was to what extent the criterion that seven pupils were necessary for a group to be created was actually applied. 

The Directors pointed out that they had received the information about the Lisbon decisions at a time when planning work had already been far advanced. At the meetings of the Administrative Boards they had therefore requested a transition year. No new groups had been created but the old ones remained. The real question was whether or not an individual pupil was entitled to religion courses in his/her mother tongue. 

The Portuguese delegation pointed out that religion contributed to the development of a child’s personality and teaching in Language 1 was therefore necessary.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         Age-related mixed groups were possible. The seven pupils rule could be managed using intelligent flexibility. Syllabuses, qualifications and evaluation of teachers and their selection by Directors were important prerequisites for the quality of religion courses. 

The French delegation endorsed the Secretary-General’s proposal, which allowed conflict to be avoided and made it to possible to move forward on a consensual basis. Responsibility should be partially delegated to the Schools, which ought to respond to the sensitivities of their public.   In the case of ethics courses, the system had things under control, while in the case of religion courses matters were subject to external considerations. The ethics courses should also be scrutinised and in that connection the possibility should be discussed of a comparative religion course, which might show how religious planes of consciousness operated. 

The President, Mr KARJALAINEN, summed up the discussion and found that the Secretary-General’s request was accepted and the Working Group could take up the suggestions from the discussion. Transparency, openness and intelligent flexibility were necessary in the discussion. The objective was high-quality religion courses, something which could best be achieved if all were involved. 

The Board of Governors invited the Secretary-General to return the document to the Working Group and to charge it with rewriting the text and including the positions of the representatives of the Member States and the proposals of the religious authorities.

19. DATE AND PLACE OF THE NEXT MEETING:

14 April 2008: Meeting of the Heads of delegation in Helsinki


15 and 16 April 2008: Meeting of the Board of Governors

20. OTHER BUSINESS

No communications were tabled under this item on the agenda.
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