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INTRODUCTION

Mr Karjalainen welcomed the members of the Board of Governors and mentioned the fact that the Finnish presidency followed that of Portugal, while Finland’s presidency of the European Union had preceded that of Portugal.

There was a pattern of continuity in the different presidencies. Some points moved and progressed from presidency to presidency, some were recurrent during each presidency and others emerged as new priorities.

Major initiatives had been taken under the Netherlands presidency and had continued to develop under the Portuguese presidency. They were expected to take concrete shape under the Finnish presidency. 

In Lisbon, certain important questions had been delegated to two main working groups. One of the questions concerned firstly, the widening and opening up of the European Schools system to Type II and Type III European Schools and secondly, the European Baccalaureate, which was to be subject to external evaluation and in respect of which internal changes were expected (for instance, the Parma school was awaiting decisions concerning the opening up of the Baccalaureate).  The second question involved devising a fairer financing model and reaching mutual agreement on a governance system, determining the allocation of duties and responsibilities amongst the Board of Governors, the General Secretariat and the Schools, which were to be given greater autonomy. A pilot project on the drawing up of attainment contracts had been initiated in three schools. 

To create a great and even more effective school system for the pupils, the future citizens of Europe, major decisions must be taken under the Finnish presidency.

As regards simultaneous interpretation during the meetings of the Board of Governors, the languages available for this meeting were Finnish, English, French, German, Greek, Italian, Polish and Spanish. The presidency would continue the practice introduced by the Portuguese presidency, namely that certain languages would be chosen by the drawing of lots.

After again welcoming the heads of delegation and the experts accompanying them, Mr Karjalainen, seconded by Mrs Christmann, greeted more particularly the representatives of Bulgaria and Romania, who were attending a meeting of the Board of Governors as members for the first time.

During the meeting the different delegations wished Mrs Christmann, the Secretary-General, and Mr Feix, the new Deputy Secretary-General, who had both taken up their posts on 1 September 2007, and Mrs Gardeli, Head of the newly established Baccalaureate Unit, every success in their posts. 

I. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA




2007-D-439-en-4

The agenda was adopted with the following changes:

· Item B.9. of version 3 of the agenda: Rules for the application of the Service Regulations for the Administrative and Ancillary Staff had been moved to the ‘Oral Communications’ item after discussion at the meeting of the heads of delegation.

· Item B.10 (General Interest File for a Type II European School in Strasbourg) would be discussed in the presence of Mr Foucault, representative of the French Minister of Education, on Wednesday morning, as would item B.11, concerning the Karlsruhe School, in its Director’s presence. 

The following agenda was adopted:

	I.
	Adoption of the agenda
	2007-D-439-en-4

	II.
	Oral Communications

- Governance 

- Rules for the application of the Service Regulations for the AAS 
	

	III.
	Written Communications

a) Outcomes of written procedures 

b) Filled and unfilled posts

c) Recruitment to the Anglophone sections of the European Schools

d) Accredited schools (Type II) – Current situation 
	2007-D-309-en-1

2007-D-47-en-2

UK letter 

2007-D-289-en-1

	IV.
	APPROVAL: 

-  Draft Minutes of the enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors of 17 & 18 April 2007

- Decisions taken by the Board of Governors at the enlarged meeting of 17 & 18 April 2007

- Comments  on the draft minutes of the enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors of 17 & 18 April 2007 

- Comments on the decisions taken by the Board of Governors at the enlarged meeting of 17 & 18 April 2007

- Draft Minutes of the non-enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors of 17  and 18  April 2007 (1)
	2007-D-204-en-1

2007-D-214-en-1

2007-D-177-en-1

2007-D-247-en-1

2007-D-224-en-1

	V.
	A ITEMS
	

	1.
	Appointment of Inspectors
	2007-D-299-en-1

	2.
	Appointment of a judge (replacement) for the Complaints Board 
	2007-D-189-en-2
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	Amending Budget for Brussels I 
	2007-D-49-en-2

	4.
	Amendment of Article 6 of the General Rules 
	2007-D-310-en-1

	5.
	Internal control standards and code of professional standards
	2007-D-29-en-2

	6.
	Change to the Accounting Plan following the entry of Bulgaria and Romania
	2007-D-305-en-2

	VI
	REPORT OF THE CHAIR OF THE ADMNISTRATIVE AND FINANCIAL COMMITTEE OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS – 2006-2007 SCHOOLYEAR 


	2007-D-187-en-2

	VII.
	B ITEMS
	

	1.
	Extension of the term of office of the Deputy Director for the Secondary of Culham  (1)
	2007-D-239-en-2

	2.
	Postponement by at least one year of the availability of the Laeken site for the Brussels IV School 
	2007-D-379-en-2

	3.
	Central Enrolment Authority : 

a) Composition

b) Results of the 2007-2008 enrolment policy in the Brussels ES and guidelines for the 2008-2009 enrolment policy
	2007-D-69-en-2

2007-D-369-en-3

	4.
	Preliminary report of Working Group II ‘Cost Sharing’
	2007-D-37-en-4

	5.
	Preliminary report of Working Group I ‘Accreditation of Schools’
	2007-D-99-en-2

	6.
	EUROPEAN SCHOOL, CULHAM 

a) Progress Report from the UK delegation on the transformation of the Culham school 

b) Post of Director of the European School, Culham from 1 September 2008
	2007-D-419-en-1

2007-D-88-en-4

	7.
	Report of the ‘Alternative Certification’ Working group 
	2007-D-182-en-2

	8.
	Retrospective entry into force of the General Rules 
	2007-D-109-en-3

	9.
	Audit report of the School of European Education in Heraklion 
	2007-D-77-en-2

	10.
	European Schooling in Strasbourg – General Interest file 


	2007-D-78-en-3

	11.
	EUROPEAN SCHOOL, KARLSRUHE 

a) Financing by/cooperation between the City of Karlsruhe and the Land of Baden-Württemberg concerning the European School, Karlsruhe

b) Possibility of opening primary classes at Kehl as an annexe of the ES, Karlsruhe 
	2007-D-139-en-3

2007-D-1710-en-1

	12.
	Other business :  

Security Audit in the Brussels European Schools
	

	13.
	Meeting in January 2008, in Brussels: 21.1.2008: Heads of Delegation at 14.30

22 & 23.1.2008: Meeting of the Board of Governors at 9.30 
	


(1) Item discussed at the non-enlarged meeting

II. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

- Governance

Mrs Christmann reminded members of the three main planks of the plan to reform the system which had been initiated: governance, opening up of the system and financing. 

The Secretary-General was expected to make proposals within the limits in particular of Annex A of the Portuguese Presidency Conclusions. The reform involved adapting the structure of the Office to the new developments and envisaging changes at central level and at the level of the schools. It was important to clarify the role of the Budgetary Committee and of the Boards of Inspectors and Teaching Committees, which enabled the Board of Governors to take its decisions, in order to focus the latter’s role on the taking of major strategic decisions and the definition of broad guidelines. 

Many questions also arose at the level of the schools and of their autonomy, which would have to be exercised within the framework of attainment contracts.

Regarding the proposals for governance at central level and at the level of the schools, the Secretary-General proposed the following timetable: 

January 2008 meeting of the Board of Governors: 


Initial report from the Secretary-General on governance in general and on restructuring of the Office in particular.
April 2008 meeting of the Board of Governors: 

Preliminary report on attainment contracts 

Preliminary report on external evaluation of the Baccalaureate 

October 2008 meeting of the Board of Governors: 

Report of the experts who were to do desk-based work and monitor the conduct of the 2008 Baccalaureate session.

The Spanish delegation observed that the presentation of the timetable suggested that there had been a consensus at the ministerial meeting in November 2006, whereas in fact there had not been real consensus on some subjects, in particular on the annexes to the report. Mrs Vasquez requested additional explanations concerning the Board of Governors’ role as regards strategic decisions. In Spain’s view, there had not been consensus on the subject.

The Cypriot delegation endorsed the Spanish delegation’s observations. There had been ministers who had defended the proposals, whilst others had been opposed, meaning that there had not been consensus, except as regards pedagogy. The minutes of the meeting, with the ministers' declarations, would allow this to be seen clearly. By referring to the ministers' declarations, the Board of Governors would be able to ascertain how to proceed with the reform of the European Schools system and the new role of the Board of Governors.

The Romanian delegation expressed its thanks for the words of welcome and assured the meeting that the Romanian delegation felt very much concerned by this sweeping reform plan and wished to contribute to the work as far as it was able.

The Bulgarian delegation informed the meeting of the Bulgarian delegation’s willingness to participate in the work on reform of the governance and of the statute of the European Schools and thanked the members of the Board of Governors for their cordial reception. 

The German delegation wished to know the time period for evaluation of the Baccalaureate, something which would be very important for opening up of the system. 

The Netherlands delegation wished to know whether the Central Office had taken account of the capacity and expertise necessary to steer the opening up of the system and the new activities to which this gave rise, and also whether the 2008 budget took this into account. 

The French delegation shared the German delegation’s opinion regarding the urgency of evaluation of the Baccalaureate. As regards what Spain and Cyprus had said, it wondered whether it could be considered that there had not been a consensus. Had Spain and Cyprus made remarks? 

The Portuguese delegation pointed out that the conclusions of the ministerial meeting had been discussed at the January 2007 meeting of the Board of Governors. The minutes would be submitted at the next ministerial meeting, which would take place in November 2008 or possibly earlier. 

The Commission pointed out that the work plan had been approved in January, it was the timetable proposed by Mrs Christmann which needed to be discussed. 

The German delegation pointed out that the results of the informal ministerial meeting had been discussed at Board of Governors level. It was now a question of moving the European Schools forward.

The Italian delegation wished to focus on the Office of Secretary-General and its structure and endorsed the concerns expressed by Germany and the Netherlands regarding the timetable for the external evaluation of the Baccalaureate. 

Mrs Christmann mentioned that the Portuguese Presidency Conclusion formed the basis of the integrated action plan. Fairer cost sharing and governance were to be discussed at the January meeting of the Board of Governors. Regarding the evaluation of the Baccalaureate, the specifications were ready. The invitation to submit tenders, which was complicated to draw up, was being prepared with the Commission and was to be issued as soon as reasonably possible.

A preliminary report could be expected in April. The experts would first do desk-based work, after which they would monitor a complete Baccalaureate session. Their report could be submitted to the Board of Inspectors and the Teaching Committee in November 2008, then to the Board of Governors in January 2009. The question of capacity and of expertise within the Central Office would form part of the proposals made in the context of governance and restructuring of the Office. Amongst other things, additional staffing in the legal and management of appeals field would be necessary. 

The Cypriot delegation emphasised the fact that the conclusions of the presidency and of the ministers did not agree. The minutes of the ministerial meeting should be submitted to the members of the Board of Governors so that the working groups could take them into account. Information on the governance and the future development of the European Schools ought to have been provided in the form of a written communication in order to allow there to be reactions. 

Mr Karjalainen emphasised the fact that at the January and April 2007 meetings of the Board of Governors, a decision had been taken on the way forward. The Secretary-General had started her work immediately after taking up her post and was to present her report in January. 

Concerning the integrated action plan, the Board of Governors would be invited to take decisions at the appropriate time. Without consensus on the Presidency Conclusions, work would not have been started. Information on the ministerial meeting had been published and perhaps ought to be redistributed. The Steering Committee of the Board of Governors would meet frequently. Its conclusions would be sent to the members of the Board of Governors. 

The Greek delegation commented that there needed to be an approach including all aspects of the reform. To enable the new members to participate actively, it was necessary to circulate all the documents and to discuss the essential points in detail, in the interests of the future of the European Schools and of the children who attended them. 

The Netherlands delegation said that it was shocked by the announcement of the timetable for the external evaluation of the Baccalaureate. January 2009 was very late to open a Type III pilot school in September 2009. 

Mr Karjalainen was sure that all members of the Board of Governors were aware that a complex reform process was involved and that the Secretary-General would do everything possible to expedite the process and would inform the Board of Governors accordingly. 

Mrs Christmann specified that an initial report would be produced for October 2008. 

- Rules for the application of the Service Regulations for the AAS

Mrs Christmann pointed out that the agenda had included an item B.9. concerning Articles 24 and 25 of the Service Regulations for the Administrative and Ancillary Staff.  After discussion at the meeting of the heads of delegation, the item had been transferred to Chapter II ‘Oral Communications’. Since the approval of the Service Regulations for the AAS in Lisbon, with immediate entry into force, many questions had been raised by the European Schools concerning their application. The Secretary-General had produced a memo, which he had forwarded to the Schools after a discussion with the Commission, which considered that on two points in the memo, the interpretation given of the articles needed to be endorsed by the Board of Governors. In agreement with the President of the Board of Governors, the representative of the AAS and the Commission, it had been decided that the item would be withdrawn from the agenda for the meeting and that consultations concerning the detailed rules for application of certain articles of the Service Regulations would take place between all the interested parties on the initiative of the Secretary-General. 

Mr SCRIBAN considered that the Secretary-General had explained the situation clearly. The consequences were major for the staff and the Schools in view of the financial implications. Certain annexes were erroneous and might create confusion. In order to avoid difficulties, the European Commission considered that the problems needed to be resolved quickly and wished to know the precise timetable for the consultation work. 

The Secretary-General would prepare a document laying down detailed rules for the application of the articles which had given rise to questions in the Schools and the corrected, correct version of Annex III to the Service Regulations submitted in Lisbon which contained mistakes.  

III. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS 

a) Outcomes of written procedures   2007-D-309-en-1 

The document was being submitted for information. 

At Mr Mastik’s request, in future the outcomes of written procedures sent to the Board of Governors would include the votes. 

b) Filled and unfilled posts   2007-D-47-en-2 

The Greek delegation explained the reasons why two Greek posts had not been filled in time. An appointed teacher had withdrawn his candidature and a post initially not filled at the school’s request had been declared vacant at the beginning of the year by the directorate. Because of the elections in Greece on 16 September, it had not been possible for these two new appointments to be officially announced in time, but the contracts were in the process of being signed.

The parents' delegation reported that as a result of the change to Chapter XII of the Digest of Decisions, enrolments of Category III children had stopped in all the schools. 

The parents were insistent that the schools should be open to all categories and that multilingualism must be maintained in the schools, something which made necessary a differentiated approach to the maximum of 23 pupils per class for the enrolment of Category III pupils (and the reserve of 7 places for possible Category I pupils in each class). Account therefore needed to be taken of the schools’ specific needs, rather than just applying a rigid general rule. 

The Irish delegation explained that three of the four Irish posts were unfilled because it had not been possible to find suitably qualified candidates for the combinations of subjects taught. It was virtually impossible to find history and geography or biology and chemistry teachers. Directors would need to examine their requests in the light of this situation and to reach agreement with the inspector. It had not been possible to fill the fourth post because of the late announcement by a teacher that he was to retire. 

The delegation suggested that use be made of this document in the context of the work of the ‘Cost Sharing’ Working Group. 

The European Commission thanked the Secretary-General for the document and especially for having evaluated the financial implications. The Commission mentioned the letter from the United Kingdom concerning unfilled posts. It was very concerned about the situation and pointed out that Member States’ failure to fulfil their obligations constituted a legal and political problem. It wished the locally recruited teachers who had had to be taken on to fill unfilled posts to be added.

The Netherlands delegation appreciated the possibility of examining the costs and of knowing the exact number of posts not filled by the United Kingdom. Moreover, it endorsed the parents’ plea for the maximum of 23 pupils rule to be applied in an intelligent and flexible way. It had been introduced in order to avoid the division of classes and not to prevent the enrolment of Category III pupils. 

The Italian delegate explained certain delays in the appointment of Italian teachers and expressed his conviction that current commitments must be met until new rules were established.

The French delegation shared the parents’ concern to maintain multilingualism in the system. Regarding the decision to limit enrolments of Category III pupils, the delegation pointed out that there was too much of a tendency to make the real subject to the ideal, whereas in a context of shortage of resources, the ideal should be made subject to the reality constituted by budgetary constraints. Increasing the number of classes would not be expedient in the current situation. 

The Spanish delegation was delighted to hear talk of multilingualism and linguistic diversity and pointed out that Spanish might be a vehicular language at Alicante, thus lessening the financial burden on the United Kingdom and the Commission. Spain had proposed that Spanish might be taught as an alternative to English, at the request of many parents. 

Mrs Christmann pointed out that the document behind this discussion was a written communication. It was clear that it had implications going beyond a mere information document. The issue would be addressed by the ‘Cost Sharing’ Working Group. 

The 23 pupils rule on which the Board of Governors had decided by written procedure restored the situation prior to the Lisbon decisions, i.e. by leaving a margin of 7 pupils per class to avoid possible class division on the arrival of new Category I pupils. 

Regarding linguistic diversity, the Secretary-General pointed out that the Board of Governors had given a mandate to the Board of Inspectors to reflect on the issue of languages in the European Schools. It had not been possible for the document prepared to be presented in Lisbon. The inspectors wished to put it forward again.

c) Recruitment to the Anglophone sections of the European Schools – UK letter

Mr Karjalainen explained that this was a document without a number, because not produced by the Secretary-General, which called certain principles into question and was therefore very worrying. It should be discussed under item B.4. ‘Cost Sharing’. 

The German delegation nevertheless wished to intervene at this point and make three comments: 

- The announcement that certain secondary school posts could no longer be filled could not be accepted as a unilateral decision. 

- The announcement was not clear: what did between 20 and 25 posts a year mean? How many teachers a year needed to be replaced? What were the consequences of this announcement? 

- This letter called into question everything underpinning the system and the ministers’ declarations the previous year. It was not a question of application of a national policy but of fulfilling a commitment resulting from an international agreement. 

The Polish delegation was concerned about the future of Anglophone history and geography teachers, who were not mentioned amongst the teachers to be replaced. 

The UK delegation gave clarifications regarding the figures: Currently 231 teachers were seconded by the United Kingdom. Some of them were not affected by the 9-year rule, but were to retire shortly. Fourteen were to retire for age reasons or because of the 9-year rule in September 2008. This year 21 teachers had been recruited. As there was no national recruitment as such in the United Kingdom, only the 231 European School teachers were national employees, recruited and paid by the DCSF, which had an earmarked budget that could not be exceeded. The minister had approved the strategy described in the letter. Regarding history and geography, an answer could be given once all the requests from the schools were known. 

The Greek delegation endorsed Germany’s position. A unilateral decision was unacceptable. Although Greece was in principle prepared to replace missing Anglophone teachers in order to enhance the European dimension, it was unacceptable for art, music and physical education to be taught in English by non-Anglophones. 

The Commission noted that the terms of the letter went well beyond a mere question of cost sharing and touched on a sensitive point in the system. 

The EPO delegation was concerned about the United Kingdom’s letter and pointed out that as far as the Munich school was concerned, this attitude SHOULD not have an effect because the EPO refunded the costs of teachers completely. 

Mr Karjalainen thanked the UK delegation for having informed the Board of Governors, but considered it regrettable that this Member State was not fulfilling its obligations, which followed from the Convention. 

d) Accredited schools (Type II) – Current situation – 2 007-D-289-en-1 

Mrs Christmann presented the table showing the stages of the accreditation procedure which the different Type II schools had currently completed. The Board of Governors took note of this.

IV. APPROVAL: 

- of the draft minutes of the enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors of 17 & 18 April 2007 – 2007-D-204-en-1 

- of the decisions of the enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors of 17 & 18 April 2007 – 2007-D-214-en-1 

- of the comments on the draft minutes of the meeting of the Board of Governors of 17 & 18 April 2007 – 2007-D-177-en-1 

- of the comments on the decisions of the enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors of 17 & 18 April 2007 – 2007-D-247-en-1 

- of the draft minutes of the non-enlarged meeting of the Board of Governors of 17 & 18 April 2007 (1) – 2007-D-224-en-1 

Mrs Christmann informed members that the written comments would be incorporated into the final text. 

V. A ITEMS

The 6 A items were approved: 

	1. 
	Appointment of Inspectors 
	2007-D-299-en-1 

	2. 
	Appointment (replacement) of a member of the Complaints Board
	2007-D-189-en-2 
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	Amending Budget for Brussels I 
	2007-D-49-en-2 

	4. 
	Amendment of Article 6 of the General Rules 
	2007-D-310-en-1 

	5. 
	Internal control standards and code of professional standards
	2007-D-29-en-2 

	6. 
	Change to the Accounting Plan following the entry of Bulgaria and Romania
	2007-D-305-en-2 

	
	
	


VI. REPORT OF THE CHAIR OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND FINANCIAL COMMITTEE OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS – 2006-2007 SCHOOL YEAR – 2007-D-187-en-2 

Mr Charters, Portuguese Chair of the AFC for 2006-2007, presented his report, which he introduced with a comment concerning the dramatic situation that he had found on his arrival: part of the Office’s budget had been blocked to compel the system to introduce reforms and to adopt a new Financial Regulation. He drew particular attention to the last part of his report, presenting his proposals for the future of the European Schools. Mr Charters concluded his presentation by thanking his colleagues for having done a great deal of work, with the comment that Portugal would continue to support the system by ensuring that the AFC worked “briskly” to reduce the costs of the system. 

Mr Karjalainen thanked Mr Charters for this annual report and the analysis which it contained.

The parents' delegation said that the parents had been very surprised at the position taken by Mr Charters concerning the costs of multilingualism. The languages of the small countries had to be protected and the related costs were political costs. The parents were very satisfied with the place of mother tongue teaching in the European Schools. 

The Netherlands delegation considered it regrettable that the Board of Governors was not able to take a position on this report, which was not accompanied by a precise opinion expressed by the Administrative and Financial Committee as a preparatory committee. 

The French delegation underlined the huge amount of work done by the AFC and fully endorsed the first part of the report. The second part, the suggestions, could not be fully endorsed by the French delegation. While it was clear that any measure with an impact had to be the subject of a financial evaluation, it was equally obvious that the inspectors were not in possession of all the elements required to produce a financial statement. There was therefore a need for specific cooperation between financiers and educationalists. Moreover, the AFC should be left to perform the role assigned to it, within the framework of a specific administrative, legal and financial objective, defined by the Financial Regulation. Regarding the costs of a multilingual school, they were hardly comparable with the costs of other international schools which were only bilingual. 

The introduction of a school voucher would lead almost inexorably to the disappearance of the European Schools. 

Mr Karjalainen added that this question did not come within the field of competence of the Board of Governors but that of the Commission. 

The Commission subscribed to the first part of the report and to the comments concerning the cost of the inspectors’ work and the need for a cost-effectiveness analysis. 

The Commission wished to know whether investment was being made in the right place. A school voucher would be a transfer to the European Union, not a measure which came within the field of competence of the Board of Governors or of the AFC.

The Czech delegation pointed out that the primary aim of the European Schools was the protection of mother tongue. The Czech delegation would defend this priority. 

Mr Charters concluded the discussion with the observation that he was quite aware that the ideas expressed at the end of the document were his own personal ideas not yet accepted by everyone. The pupils who had not come to Berkendael were, however, an alarm signal. Regarding the idea of a school voucher, it should be discussed in 10 years’ time. 

VII. B ITEMS

B.1. Extension of the term of office of the Deputy Director for the Secondary of Culham (1) – 2007-D-239-en-2 

The Board of Governors unanimously approved in the interests of the service a one-year extension of the term of office of the Deputy Director for the secondary cycle of the European School, Culham, Mr Uffe PEDERSEN, of Danish nationality, for the period from 1 September 2008 to 31 August 2009. 

B.2. Postponement by at least one year of the availability of the Laeken site for the Brussels IV School – 2007-D-379-en-2 

The Secretary-General presented the letter from the Minister of Finance, Mr Reynders, received on 14 September, informing her that the availability of the Laeken site would be postponed for at least one year, for budgetary reasons, and her written reply.

Mrs Christmann pointed out that the Berkendal transition site had been accepted for a two-year period, to accommodate first the nursery and the first three primary year pupils before Laeken became available in 2009 for the primary school and in 2010 for the secondary school. The Berkendael transition school had been renovated for the beginning of the 2007-2008 school year. The problem of the canteen had been resolved at a meeting with the Régie des bâtiments (Public Building Authority), which had agreed to a proposal from the parents. An additional building had been accepted at Berkendael in order to be able to increase capacity to 900-1000 pupils. 

Regarding enrolments at Berkendael, only 158 of the 377 pupils enrolled had appeared at the beginning of the school year. More than 200 had not turned up. There had been enrolments in the three existing schools on the basis of the grouping of siblings, decided as part of the enrolment policy. 

Mr Reynders mentioned as reasons for the increase in the cost an asbestos problem and certain architectural choices. At the meeting with the Régie des bâtiments, Mrs Christmann had been informed that the architect was currently revising his plan, with particular reference to restoration of the old buildings. It would be important to ensure that the infrastructure required for the smooth operation of teaching was not touched.

The Minister proposed that the Board of Governors should defray the cost of some of the investments required at Laeken (proposal rejected by the AFC, which had draw attention to the need for the buildings to be available) and said that Berkendael would be available to the European Schools for as long as necessary and made comments on the filling of the school, which would seem to suggest that there was less urgency than anticipated. 

Concerning the timetable, Mrs Christmann drew attention to the fact that the one-year delay at each stage of the project would make it necessary to open the secondary classes required at Berkendael, a decision which the Board of Governors would have to approve. In any event, it would be necessary to avoid a situation where after primary year 5, pupils went on to the three existing schools. The fact that Berkendael did not currently have the number of pupils anticipated did not mean that the forecasts had been wrong. There were Category I pupils and they would appear at some point or other. Postponement of the project sine die would be utterly unacceptable and would put the Brussels schools in an unmanageable situation. 

The German delegation was very disappointed at having to address the issue again if there were no other means of ensuring that promises were kept. It invited the Belgian delegation to clarify the current situation and the situation to come. 

The Commission thanked Mrs Christmann for her very clear presentation and for her reply. Mr Scriban regretted having to tackle this subject again, just 6 or 7 months after finally having succeeded in reaching decisions and an agreement. There was no question of a contribution towards infrastructure costs as the asbestos problem had been known about from the outset. The consequences of this about-turn were disastrous. All the staff of all the institutions were astonished at the way in which the latter were being treated. The Berkendael School was not being refused as such but was being used as a transition site to the south of the capital, pending a definitive site, located in the north of the city.

The creation of the Dutch section, which had not been necessary because there were already Dutch sections with Category III pupils in two Brussels Schools, had been accepted by the Commission as a political compromise. The Commission was not going back on this decision, but was requesting that the opening of this section be deferred. Ten children had been enrolled initially, 5 children in 4 years were currently enrolled at Berkendael, for whom a solution could be found in the other Schools. Belgium absolutely had to abide by the Convention and the undertakings on which the enrolment policy was based. In two years’ time at the latest, the rejection of applications for enrolment of Category I pupils would become inevitable. 

The Commission requested the Board of Governors to take a firm decision on the failure of the Belgian government to fulfil its obligations and again sought a meeting between the Belgian authorities at the highest level and the parents. 

As outgoing president of the Board of Governors, Mrs Castro Ramos expressed its great disappointment. There had had to be two extraordinary meetings of the Board of Governors to reach this compromise, the timetable for which had been adopted. This situation was difficult to accept. 

The parents raised the question of how to develop a coherent enrolment policy and to manage this school, rejected by the parents, in which it was becoming essential to set up the secondary. They wondered how parents could be persuaded to enrol their children there. 

Mr Kivinen emphasised the absolute need to open Laeken if explosion of the Brussels secondary schools were to be avoided. It was not a technical issue but a political one. The fact that there was asbestos had been known for at least a year. 

The Belgian delegation, speaking on behalf of the Belgian government and of the country’s communities, said that it deplored the situation. It was only after the July meeting of the Council of Ministers that it had been decided not to approve the budget, which was up sharply. The outgoing government was acting in a caretaker capacity and could therefore take decisions only on current business. If a new government took a speedy decision and if the costs could be reduced, by combining the two phases of the project, the opening in 2010 might still be conceivable. 

The Commission stressed the fact that there was no certainty at present and, something which was even more serious, reasons not to meet the undertakings entered into were being put forward. Two of the three negative opinions of the finance inspectorate predated the Prime Minister’s confirmation that the deadlines would be met. As long ago as 2004, Mr Reynders had issued an invitation to start negotiations on the creation of a fifth school. Laeken would remain a problem in itself. 

Voices were being raised to question whether or not to remain in Brussels. The Brussels Region and Minister Picqué wished to make the situation of ‘European’ families in Brussels coherent. Some were suggesting the possibility of setting up a fifth school near the European district and near the areas of residence. 

The Commission therefore advised responding positively to Mr Reynders, who had always been an open-minded interlocutor on the subject of the setting up of a fifth European School in Brussels. 

Mr Karjalainen suggested that the Secretary-General and the presidency be mandated to formulate a response to the Belgian authorities: The Board of Governors wished the commitments entered into to be honoured. There could be no question of bearing the costs generated by architectural or other problems. The school’s facilities and equipment had to meet the quality standards. Account also needed to be taken of the Commission’s proposal concerning the possible creation of a fifth school, but in another letter. 

The Cypriot delegation considered that the requirements placed on the Belgian authorities were sometimes excessive and advised showing diplomacy. The situation in Belgium had completely changed and this needed to be taken into account. The President of the Board of Governors endorsed this position. The Commission trusted the Secretary-General and the President and advised not writing two separate letters, but responding to the proposal for dialogue whilst also stressing the need in 2009 to have the infrastructure promised, since otherwise siblings and Category I pupils might be affected by the shortage of places. 

Mr Karjalainen said that the letter would be written on the basis of the arguments put forward, but wished to know whether and in which form the question of the fifth school in Brussels should be broached. 

Mr Kivinen considered that it was too early to estimate the need for a fifth school but thought that it would be desirable to enter into negotiations with Belgium to avoid possible delays. 

The UK delegation had a great deal of sympathy with its Belgian colleague and considered that discussions should be restricted to Brussels IV, before opening discussions concerning a fifth school, possibly with the new government. 

The Belgian delegation pointed out that the letter mentioned the financing of a fifth school under a treaty. It was the ‘Cost Sharing’ WG which should be charged with this matter.

The Greek delegation thought that a working group should address the question and that it would not currently be right to broach the matter. The French delegation shared this opinion. It would be unrealistic to speak about Brussels V if the foundations for the opening of Brussels IV could not even be laid. It should be possible to rely on sounder forecasts. 

Mr Karjalainen summarised the debate, with the proposal to write the letter stressing the overcrowding of the European Schools, and referring to the Board of Governors’ intention shortly to initiate a dialogue concerning the possibility of a fifth school. 

A Brussels IV Steering Group should be formed or re-formed, including the Office, the directors, the parents, the Commission, the Belgian authorities and the Régie des bâtiments.

The Board of Governors mandated the President of the Board of Governors and the Secretary-General to answer the letter from Deputy Prime Minister Reynders. This letter was intended to inform the Belgian authorities: 

- of the deep disappointment of the Board of Governors at the Belgian authorities’ failure to meet its commitment to make the Laeken site available, the arrangements for Berkendael having been made on the basis of the undertakings given to that effect.

- of the Board of Governors’ concerns regarding the consequences of this postponement for the other schools, the arrangements for Berkendael having been made on the basis of the undertakings given to that effect.

- of the need to have sufficient infrastructure for September 2009 and a precise timetable for Laeken at the earliest opportunity.

The Board of Governors also requested that it be reiterated that the costs pertaining to building infrastructure and to initial fitting-out with equipment were chargeable to the host Member State. 

Finally, the Board of Governors considered that solutions would need to be envisaged to resolve the overcrowding problem facing the European Schools in Brussels. The Board of Governors agreed that the question of initiating dialogue with the Belgian Authorities about the fifth school would be discussed at the January 2008 meeting and that it should be the subject of a separate letter. 

- The Brussels IV Steering Group should be revived. 

B.3. Central Enrolment Authority: 

a) Composition 
2007-D-69-en-2 

Mrs Christmann presented the document and the annexes on the composition of the Central Enrolment Authority and reminded members of its method of operation. 

The arrival of the director of the fourth Brussels School necessitated the rebalancing of voting rights, for example, by the admission of a second representative of the parents. At the same time, the presence without voting rights of parents who did not yet have children in the European Schools might be allowed. Recently an association which had been created by parents dissatisfied with the enrolment policy and a crèche-after-school centre association had expressed their desire to be represented. 

The Netherlands delegation endorsed the proposal to include the fourth director, but considered that there should be adherence to the principle of representativeness. Interparents should also represent parents who did not yet have children in a school. Mr Mastik could not endorse a proposal which included more than one vote for a category. 

The Commission pointed out that the Central Enrolment Authority was not a political decision-making body but a body charged with application of a policy determined by the Board of Governors. In the application of the rules, the CE
A had to deal with individuals. 

Representation had to fulfil three principles: 

- striking of a balance between the representatives of the four schools or even more and representation of the parents and of the institutions 

- bringing together all the interested parties, including in particular the future parents, around a table in a climate of transparency and of willingness to listen

- in the event of a tie, giving the casting vote to the President (the Secretary-General). 

The Commission had undertaken to argue in favour of voting rights for the representatives of parents who did not yet have children in the schools. 

Mr Kivinen pointed out that the CEA had dealt with 1740 cases at its 15 meetings. Only twice had a vote been taken, the directors, who had had different interests, not having voted as a united front. The future parents’ association had been invited and their employer had spoken on their behalf. If an element were to be added, it might be a representative of the crèches. What counted was to move matters forward in the best possible conditions. 

The parents' delegation pointed out that the parents' associations and the crèche-after-school centre association had a perfectly democratic and representative structure. What about the representativeness of the future parents? 

The German delegation wished to add a fourth principle to the three existing principles of the CEA: the ability to decide. The CEA was not a political decision-making forum but the guidelines set by the Board of Governors had to be applied. The parents could be asked to speak with one voice. Mr Dettmar was in favour of minimum widening of the CEA’s composition to include the fourth director in Brussels. 

The French delegation subscribed to the principles set out by the Commission and Germany but was in favour of the ‘future parents’ category. The interests of parents in this category might be different from those of parents who were already well established.

The Commission warned against the possibility of creating competition amongst the various associations, such as that of the parents of the Commission’s crèche-after-school centre and entitled persons, and proposed that there should be a representative of the parents' associations, a representative of the entitled persons, a representative of the Local Staff Committee and a Commission representative. 

Mr Karjalainen adjourned the discussion, returned to the proposal in document 2007-D-69-en-2 and requested everyone to make concrete proposals in writing.

Mr Karjalainen opened the meeting on 24 October with the information that consultations had taken place after yesterday’s announcement that there was a wish to take a vote this morning. These talks had enabled the Secretary-General to prepare a new document which seemed to bring together all the criteria listed yesterday to establish an effective Central Enrolment Authority broadly representative of all the parties involved.

To general approval, the document submitted to the participants was approved. 

The Board of Governors approved the following new composition of the Central Enrolment Authority: 

· The Secretary-General of the European Schools – President 

· A Commission representative (on behalf of the European institutions) 

· A representative of the directors of the Brussels European Schools

· A representative of the Parents (on behalf of the Parents’ Associations of the Brussels European Schools) 

· A representative of the authorities of the host country. 

Each of these members had voting rights. 

In the event of a tie, the President had the casting vote.

The following would be able to attend the meetings of the Central Enrolment Authority without voting rights: 

· The other directors of the Brussels European Schools, 

· A representative of the parents of each School, 

· A representative of the Commission’s Local Staff Committee (LCS).

In addition, a representative of the future parents would be invited to the meeting of the Central Enrolment Authority at which the enrolment policy in the Brussels European School for the 2008-2009 school year would be determined, in accordance with the instructions of the Board of Governors, in order to enable their viewpoint to be set out.

b) Results of the 2007-2008 enrolment policy in the Brussels ES and guidelines for the 2008-2009 enrolment policy – 2007-D-369-en-3 

Mrs Christmann introduced the document, commenting that the definitive enrolments would be in the Secretary-General's report presented in January. These first results of the enrolment session in Brussels were being presented for the purposes of definition of the 2008-2009 enrolment policy. Tribute should be paid to Mr Ryan, who had successfully created the infrastructure required for the proper operation of the CEA, and to the directors, the staff of the school and the members of the CEA who had ensured that it operated. It needed to be borne in mind that this creation had resulted in a huge amount of bureaucracy, without any expansion in terms of new human resources, either at the Office, or in the Schools. 

In addition, the volume of work of the registry of the Complaints Board had doubled as a result of the lodging of appeals by parents who did not wish their children to be automatically enrolled at Berkendael. 

The two objectives were to direct new enrolments, as far as possible, to Berkendael and to reduce overcrowding in the existing three schools. These objectives had only been very partially achieved. Only 160 pupils had actually been directed to Berkendael. Journeys which were too long for young pupils and the fact of having to change to another school shortly were the main reasons. Overcrowding had been halted but had not really been reduced, as a result in particular of the rule about the grouping of siblings. Pupil numbers at Brussels IV had fallen far short of the numbers expected,   in the Italian and Dutch-speaking sections in particular, although the forecasts had been accurate. There were pupils but parents had not accepted their enrolment. 42 appeals had been dealt with, while others had been added to this number just recently. The Complaints Board had essentially validated the decisions and hence the policy of the CEA and of the Board of Governors. The general enrolment policy could virtually not be changed. As far as some particular cases (embassy staff, staff of the institutions returning to Brussels after a mission, children of teachers who were not currently admitted to the school where their parents worked, status of civilian staff of NATO) were concerned, decisions still had to be taken. 

Mrs Christmann advised broadly continuing with the current enrolment policy. 

The German delegation thanked the Secretary-General for this clear and precise presentation and wondered about the future of certain sections in the Brussels I, II and III Schools. This aspect deserved particular attention although it did not change the current policy for the time being.

The Polish delegation put forward the idea of opening the first three secondary years at Berkendael to reduce pupil numbers in the other schools. Regarding children returning after their parents had been on mission abroad, they could be admitted to their old schools. 

Mrs Christmann considered that if next year there was the same number of siblings, the three vehicular language sections which had to be maintained in each school should not be in danger. 

The Greek delegation wished to know why two of the six decisions on the first appeals had not subsequently been accepted by the CEA. 

Mrs Christmann specified that the Complaints Board had quashed two decisions and requested the CEA to take a fresh decision. The CEA had confirmed its initial decision, based on the policy laid down, and the parents had again challenged the decision.

The Spanish delegation noted that the policy decided had been applied properly but that it was not a good policy. 

The number of appeals and the number of parents who had not accepted enrolment in the school which had been allocated to them was testimony to this fact, and Berkendael was not in question as far as the Spanish section was concerned.

The policy whereby the enrolment of Category III pupils was refused was detrimental to the Schools’ image and was particularly unacceptable for the staff of embassies and of NATO, who were its victims. Greater flexibility was required. 

The European Commission noted that the CEA was an executive organ of the Board of Governors which, within its own framework, was also expected to take political decisions. The Spanish delegation’s comments were a sign of the frustration created by a situation for which neither the European Schools nor the CEA were responsible. The restrictive policy was imposed by the current situation and uncertainties concerning the availability of Laeken. 

Regarding children returning after their parents had been on mission abroad for 2 to 3 years, these cases could be managed within the framework of intelligent flexibility in accordance with the principle that they would be able to return to their old school (and not as an exception). 

As an additional flexibility measure, the possibility of a transfer from Brussels I and Brussels II to Brussels III, where sections existed in the three schools, could be proposed.

Regarding the children of teachers, the Commission’s position was very firm: the teachers should not be granted a privilege which parents employed by the institutions would not have. 

The question of the pedagogical continuity of the existing sections in the old Brussels schools would arise if the current policy had to be continued beyond next year. The Berkendael sections had development potential, except for the Dutch-speaking section, with just 5 pupils in 4 year groups; it would not be wise to confirm the opening of this section, which was encountering a structural problem. 

It was said that creating secondary cycle classes at Berkendael would be a mistake. The objective had to remain the opening of Brussels IV in 2009. The children of the 200 families which had refused Berkendael would go to the secondary school. The question of the admission of the children of bilateral embassy staff could not be discussed without knowing the figures. On the other hand, there was a need to publicise and promote Berkendael. 

The representative of the Parents’ Associations of the Brussels Schools drew attention to the fact that in the three sections (DE, EN, FR) where three years ago, there had been two to three parallel classes, there was now only one (small) class per cycle, meaning that these sections were in danger. Parents wished to be given a guarantee of the sections’ survival, even if it meant accepting a few enrolments to ensure pedagogical continuity. There should be at least 15 pupils per class. The parents could agree to the admission of children of teachers to the school in which their parents taught. Some teachers had refused their posts because of the current situation. 

The Italian delegation stressed the need to guarantee pedagogical continuity, which required a balanced policy for all four Brussels Schools, implemented with intelligent flexibility. Italy endorsed Spain’s position on children of the staff of embassies and of NATO and on opening up to Category III children. The Schools needed to be allowed the prospect of opening up. The question of a fifth school in Brussels should be viewed from that perspective.

The Netherlands delegation paid tribute to the work of the CEA and pointed to the objectives that could be achieved with ‘flexible intelligence’ to maintain pedagogical continuity. The costs, the hours taught-number of pupils ratio also needed to be looked at.  

The directors' representative considered that the problem of pedagogical continuity was manageable. The main concern at present was to fill the five sections at Berkendael and to create the fewest possible exceptions. Regarding teachers’ children, there was a real problem with organising life if children were so far from the workplace. One teacher was leaving his post.

The teachers' representative stressed the need for ‘intelligent flexibility’ with respect to the enrolment of the children of teachers and of the AAS. The current policy was likely to damage the three ‘old’ schools. 

The Irish delegation considered that it was too early to change policy and argued in favour of ‘intelligent rigidity’, endorsing the suggestion that Berkendael be promoted as it combined all the elements necessary to become a good school. 

The Portuguese delegation noted that the restrictive policy followed for two years was creating problematic situations. This was the case of Categories II and III children who could not be enrolled in the Portuguese section at Brussels II. Given the number of pupils who were at Brussels IV, it suggested accepting Categories II and III enrolments in the existing sections. 

The Czech delegation supported a more flexible approach, also to support the development of the as yet unfilled Czech section, where some pupils were in a situation identical with the one described by the Portuguese delegation. It wished to maintain the prime objective, that of filling Brussels IV, advised promoting voluntary transfers and proposed classing NATO children as Category II pupils.

The Lithuanian delegation insisted on an intelligent and flexible approach for children of embassy staff and for children of Members of the European Parliament. 

The UK delegation pointed out that the primary purpose of the European Schools was to educate the children of the staff of the European institutions. What needed to be done was   to continue along those lines and to take stock next year. 

The Swedish delegation said that the question of particular cases already raised by the directors must be resolved.

The Board of Governors used as its basis for the continuation of its discussions a document drafted by the Secretary-General during the meeting. 

The Netherlands representative congratulated the Secretary-General on the speed of her work and pointed out that in The Hague the CEA had been mandated to guarantee the pedagogical continuity of the sections. This objective had not been included in the decisions of The Hague meeting or in the document submitted.

The Belgian delegate pointed out that it had been said in The Hague that the admission of Category III pupils should remain possible without its being limited to siblings. The document must therefore be amended. He deemed it necessary to accept Category III pupils at Berkendael. 

The Spanish delegation said that it was very concerned at the fact that pupils were being enrolled at Brussels IV against the wishes of the parents and of their associations. It expressed its disagreement with maintenance of the policy of strict limitation of Category III pupils and with the fact that there was no opening up to children of the employees of bilateral embassies and those of NATO officials.

The parents' representative asked what “monitoring SWALS", monitoring sections actually meant? Monitoring meant analysis. What action would be taken and when? Would policy be changed? 

The German delegation shared the parents’ concerns about the concrete explanation of the words "Monitoring SWALS" and suggested mentioning which operational measures could be taken and also adding explanatory details to the text, with particular reference to  “close supervision" of the developments in the sections concerned at Brussels I, II and III. 

The French delegation was in agreement with the German rewording and the request for more active supervision to maintain the sections in the schools but refused to relax vigilance with regard to the enrolment of Category III pupils. 

The Luxembourg delegate endorsed the analyses bringing to light the contradiction between the aim of filling Brussels IV and the total exclusion of Category III pupils. 

The Italian delegate proposed limiting the admission of Category III pupils strictly to the Berkendael school, talking about guaranteeing maintenance of the sections and adding a fifth point concerning the enrolment of children of the staff of NATO and bilateral embassies 

The Commission representative was astonished at the position of certain delegations concerning the enrolment of Category III pupils at a time when it was certain that there would be no space in 2009 and that the situation in the secondary cycle would have worsened further. It was only with the necessary infrastructure that it would be possible for other categories of pupils to be admitted.

The Commission proposed adding an introduction and some changes which would be included in the text and considered that it was up to the CEA to implement "monitoring" and to devise the rules. The matter would have to be referred to the Board of Governors once norms were brought out.

Regarding NATO it was up to the Secretary-General to clarify the contractual situation and not the CEA. 

The Greek delegation wished to return to the question of the categories of pupils which, in its view, represented total discrimination even though they were based on an agreement. It was unacceptable that a child whose parents worked in a Consulate or a European Embassy at the heart of Europe was unable to have access to a European School. 

Germany’s position was very close to that of the Commission as regards Category III. The NATO question had not been clarified. It considered the discussion pointless. 

The Belgian delegation did not understand the Commission’s comment concerning the lack of infrastructure since with the 66 Berkendael building, the school would be able to accommodate 1000 pupils. It should therefore be possible to accommodate these pupils. 

Mrs Christmann pointed out that it was up to the CEA to establish the policy on the basis of the Board of Governors’ guidelines. She did not wish, as far as possible, to return to the Board of Governors to seek advice, contrary to what the Commission had said.

Concerning SWALS, there was no difficulty, the decision could be quoted. Regarding NATO, pupils were not enrolled automatically (Category I) but had priority (Category III) in accordance with a text proposed by the Secretary-General on the basis of a decision taken by the Board of Governors several years ago. There was no contract in the strict sense of the word with NATO, which paid specific school fees, namely double the ordinary school fees. 

Mr Scriban confirmed that that there was an agreement which dated back 20 years, the decisions were therefore covered formally, but there was no signed agreement. The point should be clarified in January. 

The French delegation did not wish to spend any longer on this question. The situation was fairly clear and satisfactory. 

The Spanish delegation was not of that opinion. Mrs Vazquez referred to a case where the absence of a clear situation concerning NATO had prevented a disabled child, the son of a NATO official, from continuing his studies in Spanish. 

The parents' representative considered that it was necessary to reassure the parents that the current policy was not aimed at closing a section or grouping classes in the old schools. 

Mr Scriban wished it to be recorded that the intention of the current approach was not aimed at closing or leading by default to the closure of sections. 

The Irish delegate wished there to be greater clarity regarding the Category III enrolment policy, which would be restricted to transfers and to the enrolment of siblings. 

The Belgian delegation was unable to endorse this position. The decisions taken in The Hague talked about the enrolment of siblings and limited enrolment of Category III pupils. 

The UK delegate advised requesting the delegations to forward their proposals on the text in writing and returning to the matter in January, a proposal rejected by the directors' representative and by Mrs Christmann, who pointed out that the main objectives needed to be determined and the CEA allowed to define the policy. Time was very short. Either members approved by written procedure or at an extraordinary meeting, or the same rules as last year were applied.

The Netherlands delegation wished to vote on a new written version. 

After a 15-minute break a new version including the various suggested changes was proposed, to be put to the vote. 

The Secretary-General informed members about voting rights. As a question with financial consequences was concerned which affected only the Brussels Schools, the parents, the Staff Committee and the EPO (Munich) were excluded from the vote. Two thirds of the delegations, hence 19 votes, would be necessary for adoption of the text. 

The Netherlands delegate expressed his opposition to this version. 

At the request of one delegation, the revised text, of which there was only an English version, was translated orally into French by Mrs Christmann. 

The presidency did not wish to re-open the debate and put the matter to the vote: 

17 votes for: Commission, Lithuania, Latvia, Finland, Luxembourg, France, Ireland, Hungary, Malta, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Cyprus, Austria, United Kingdom, Poland 

2 votes against: The Netherlands, Belgium 

2 absent: Slovenia, Slovakia 

After removal of the adjective from the sentence "the present strictly limited enrolment policy", the European Commission came out against the text, Spain, Bulgaria, Italy and Greece abstained, but meanwhile the delegates of some countries had left the meeting. 

17 voted in favour: Finland, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Luxembourg, France, Hungary, Romania, Ireland, Malta, Netherlands, Austria, United Kingdom, Portugal. 

After a discussion concerning the various procedural possibilities, the Commission proposed putting the first version with the word "present" to the vote by written procedure. 

The Spanish delegation suggested that the Commission should accept the second version, the one without the adjective "present", which would make it possible to arrive at a result. The Luxembourg delegate endorsed this proposal: a written procedure should, in accordance with the rules, concern the end of the discussions. 

The Netherlands delegate considered that the result must be respected, i.e. rejection of the proposal. 

The Greek delegation could decide in favour if the Board of Governors agreed that it be mentioned that the enrolment of Category III pupils within the limit of 23 pupils per class remained possible. 

Mrs Christmann moved that a new vote be taken on the version of the text without the adjective "present" and that the CEA, which had not been lax last year, be trusted.

The Irish delegation shared the Commission’s concerns but pointed out that the word "maintained" implied continuity. 

Mr Scriban agreed with the Irish delegation’s reflection, despite the fact that the Belgian, Portuguese and Greek delegations interpreted it differently and wished to open the door to enrolment of Category III pupils. He would be prepared to trust the CEA provided that he ascertained the Secretary-General's position on the word "maintained" with respect to the maintenance of continuity. 

It was specified that the word "maintain" meant "continuation of the current policy", which should guarantee a functional and fair enrolment policy. 

The President proposed that the latest version of the text without the adjective "present" be the subject of a written procedure. 

The Greek delegate insisted that the possibility of enrolment of Category III pupils should not be ruled out.

The Belgian delegate proposed looking at the text in its entirety within the CEA. He considered that it was the members of the CEA who had to take decisions. Belgium had always shown a positive attitude, as had the Commission which was also a member. 

Like Spain, Greece and the Commission were prepared to accept the latest version of the text and without the word "present", a majority was secured, with : 

- 20 votes for 

- two abstentions 

- absences: six countries 

The Board of Governors took note of the enrolment policy and approved the following guidelines for the 2008-2009 enrolment policy.

“II. GUIDELINES FOR THE 2008-2009 ENROLMENT POLICY FOR THE BRUSSELS EUROPEAN SCHOOLS

On the basis of the analysis made and the conclusions established by the Secretary-General regarding the application of the enrolment policy for the school year 2007-2008 and taking account of the constraints arising from the current uncertainties, it is proposed that the same objectives as for 2007 be retained for the 2008 enrolment policy:

· to fill Brussels IV,

· to ensure balanced distribution of pupils amongst the Brussels Schools and amongst language sections,

· to ensure optimum use of resources in order to meet pupils’ needs and ensure pedagogical continuity.  In that connection, the trend in pupil numbers needs to be monitored closely in those sections of the Brussels I, Brussels II and Brussels III Schools corresponding to the sections created at Brussels IV in order to guarantee that they continue to exist, 

· to relieve overcrowding in the Brussels I, Brussels II and Brussels III Schools.

The guarantee given by the Board of Governors at its meeting in The Hague concerning the grouping of siblings is maintained. 

The strictly limited enrolment policy for Category III pupils is maintained.

In addition the Board agreed on the following:

1. Category I families returning from assignments on behalf of the European Commission or other EU institutions and requesting that their children be enrolled in their original School, where the pupil spent at least one full school year immediately before the assignment will be allowed to return there.

2. Introduction of the possibility of voluntary transfers from Brussels I and II to Brussels III. This possibility is given subject to the space available and optimum use of resources. 

3. Continuation and promotion of the possibility of voluntary transfers from Brussels I, II and III to Brussels IV.

The Board mandated the Central Enrolment Authority:

1. to work out the practical arrangements for implementation of these guidelines and to draw up the enrolment policy for 2008-2009.  

2. to advertise and promote Brussels IV.

3. to monitor on a regular basis the number of pupils in all language sections in Brussels.

4. to monitor carefully the situation of SWALS in Brussels in line with the Board of Governors’ April 2007 decision.”

B.9. AUDIT REPORT OF THE SCHOOL OF EUROPEAN EDUCATION IN HERAKLION – 2007-D-77-en-2 

The Secretary-General mentioned that the document contained the audit report produced by three inspectors of the European Schools system. After reading the document, the Board of Governors was invited to give its agreement to the Secretary-General’s signing the accreditation and cooperation agreement for the primary cycle in Heraklion. 

The Greek delegation said that Heraklion had been founded in order to offer European-type education to the children of officials of the ENISA Agency. The buildings were temporary and new premises were to be built on a 9,000m² site offered by Heraklion. 

Mr Linitas drew attention to the existence of close cooperation with the Brussels I and Bergen Schools, participation in in-service training organised by the European Schools and the work on Intermath, the aim being to adapt to the European education framework. He thanked the Greek inspectors for their work and the Board of Governors for the recognition of the efforts made.

Mr Karjalainen thanked Greece for the project presented and for having responded to the questions and comments relating to the document. He concluded that the Board of Governors should decide, on the basis of the audit carried out by the inspectors, to accredit the education provided by the Heraklion School of European Education as education meeting the criteria set by the Board of Governors in the Report of TROIKA Working Group II (Document 2005-D-342-en-4), approved by the Board of Governors at its April 2005 meeting in Mondorf. 

It mandated the Secretary-General, who represented the Board of Governors of the European Schools, to sign with the School of European Education in Heraklion, or the authority representing it, an Accreditation and Cooperation Agreement for the primary. 
The accreditation referred to in paragraph 1 above would enter into force on the 1 September following the signing of the Agreement by the two contracting parties.

B. 10. European Schooling in Strasbourg – General Interest File – 2007-D-78-en-3 

The Secretary-General pointed out that the submission of a general interest file was the first step in the accreditation procedure. In the past, there had been different approaches, with reference in particular to the presentation of the general interest file to the AFC. Mrs Christmann reported that after the AFC’s meeting, she had forwarded this file to all the members, explaining why these files had been dealt with in a different way in the past. 

Mr Foucault, Director Europe and International Relations at the French Ministry of Education, thanked the President, Mr Karjalainen, the Secretary-General, Mrs Christmann, and the members of the Board of Governors for receiving him for the presentation of this project and for having changed the agenda to allow him to present it. He pointed out that having been French representative on the High Level Group in The Hague, he was not an unknown quantity in the system. In April 2007, the French delegation had already announced France’s wish to open a Type II school in Strasbourg. This intention had been confirmed on 7 September, by the President of the Republic. The three territorial authorities, namely City Hall, the Departmental Council and the Alsace Regional Council, had expressed their agreement and offered financial support. The France-Germany Euro district welcomed the birth of the project, which had been prevented from getting off the ground so far because of the insufficient number of entitled pupils in Strasbourg. The dossier of conformity would be presented in April 2008. 

The nursery, primary and secondary schools, which were not too far from one another, were to open with three sections – DE-EN-FR – and two levels each, in 2009 the primary and lower secondary classes would be complete and the first Baccalaureate could be held in 2012. Free state education would be provided for all categories of pupils. Pupils from the European institutions (Ombudsman/Eurocorp) but also from the Council of Europe, some laboratories and some other organisations would be entitled to priority enrolment. 

The Italian delegation congratulated Mr Foucault on this presentation and the quality of the project and assured France of Italian support.

The Polish delegate seconded the congratulations. Warsaw was preparing a similar project and wished to know how non-entitled pupils would be selected and whether these pupils would have to pay school fees. 

The European Commission welcomed this decision, which was also highly symbolic, coming as it did from one of the founding countries of the Union, which was thus expressing its wish to see an extension of the system, concerning the city of Strasbourg. France was submitting a project pooling different wishes, including cross-border ones, with the Euro district.

The German delegation endorsed this initiative, which would resolve a problem that had lasted for many years. It was a good advertisement for the European school system. 

The representative of Interparents wished close cooperation between Types I and II schools and between the teachers in these schools to develop, in order to guarantee the quality of the schools, and emphasised that the accreditation process must not be a political decision. 

The Irish delegation welcomed this decision, which signalled the start of a much more extensive collaboration platform. It was interesting to see how France would shape this Type II school project and the way in which it would go about staff training would be very important for the system. 

The staff representatives commented that it would be the first school which would be split, given that the primary school and the secondary school would not be located on the same site, something which would spell the end of a unity that had existed so far.  

The Luxembourg delegation thanked Mr Foucault for the presentation and welcomed the French initiative, which was highly symbolic and would strengthen ties with the Council of Europe. 

The Cypriot delegation shared the view that that it was a major step forward for the system and hoped that others would follow this example. 

The Greek delegation wished this important decision on France’s part to make it possible to develop a collaboration network between Types I and III schools and national schools, which sometimes lacked a European spirit. It drew attention to the name ‘European School’, which it considered should be used for Types I and II schools only. There was a need to keep to the names given to the Parma and Heraklion schools. 

The pupils' representative expressed his fear that the school would very quickly become overcrowded as education would be free. 

Mr Foucault thanked all the countries which had spoken and in particular the Commission and Germany, whose support was particularly appreciated. He also thanked all those who had contributed to production of the file, reported that contact had already been made with Parma and that people from the Strasbourg Regional Education Authority, which was in charge of the project, were to go there and would also contact the European Schools. France would obviously participate in the development of a network exchanging good practice. 

As regards the separate schools, a property project might come into being, which would make it possible to bring the two schools together, but close cooperation between the two schools would also be possible in the current group. With reference to the fact that education would be free of charge, France in general and the Strasbourg region in particular offered different types of international schooling within the public service and wished to widen the range on offer. The fact that education was provided free of charge was beneficial for all children. The parents of the international organisations would not necessarily opt for highly particular European schooling. Regarding the enrolment of non-priority pupils, the families' motivation would be taken into account at the time of allocation of a place. There was no fear of a mass influx. 

The plan was for the school to open at the beginning of the 2008-2009 school year, providing a welcome solution for children who had to travel very far to find a European education.

The Board of Governors took note of the General Interest File submitted by the French authorities concerning the introduction of European schooling in two state schools in Strasbourg, one a primary school, the other a secondary school, and considered that it met the requirements of the first stage of the accreditation procedure defined by the Board of Governors at its October 2005 meeting in Brussels. 

Timetable set for the next steps in the accreditation process: 

April 2008

Submission of the Dossier of Conformity with the Criteria for European Schooling to the Board of Governors and application for permission to open the planned classes. 

September 2008

Following the opinion of the Board of Governors, opening of the classes and introduction of the schooling planned in Strasbourg.

During 2008: Audit and application for accreditation.

2010: Submission to the Board of Governors of the plan for European schooling in secondary years 6 and 7, with a view to specific accreditation for this cycle.

B. 11. EUROPEAN SCHOOL, KARLSRUHE 

a) Financing by/cooperation between the City of Karlsruhe and the Land of Baden-Württemberg concerning the European School, Karlsruhe – 2007-D-139-en-3 

Mr Høyem thanked the City of Karlsruhe for contributing approximately €165,000 per year towards the financing of the School and the Land of Baden-Württemberg for the annual contribution of approximately €740,000, which would be phased in from 2009 (and not from 2008 as indicated in the document – the political timetable allowing the related law to be voted only in February 2009). He wished good luck to the new Strasbourg school, which would be able to rely on the support of the European School, Karlsruhe and its 45 years’ experience. 

The German delegation highlighted the exemplary cooperation of the School with the local authority in a region which was very European in character and with the Land. In the past, the Karlsruhe school had always made it a point of honour to meet as far as possible the requirements of a target group of European pupils in the Strasbourg region. The director's offer concerning the development of close cooperation should be considered a serious proposal, a comment which the parents' representatives underlined, expressing the hope that when the accreditation agreement was signed, there would be a clear response to this offer of cooperation. 

The Commission welcomed the very positive attitude of the City of Karlsruhe and of the Land of Baden-Württemberg, but nevertheless drew attention to the fact that there was still a lack of clarity regarding appropriation of the subsidies paid; former pupils would continue to obtain subsidies, while newly enrolled pupils would have to pay full school fees. This two-speed situation created a risk of legal disputes. The AFC would have to give its opinion on these two points. 

Mr Høyem explained that the social measure of a reduction in school fees was to be gradually converted, by parliamentary decision, into a subsidy for the school. 

Mr Karjalainen concluded that the Board of Governors took note of the statement made by the Director of the Karlsruhe School, Mr Høyem, about the funding provided by the City of Karlsruhe, which would pay an annual subsidy of €165,000. The subsidy from the Land of Baden-Württemberg towards Category III fees would gradually be converted into a direct contribution to the School’s budget from 2009. New pupils would be required to pay the same school fees as pupils of the other 13 European Schools.

The Board of Governors decided that the Administrative and Financial Committee should examine the matter in order to give an opinion on appropriation of these sums in the School’s budget.

b) Possibility of opening primary classes at Kehl as an annexe of the ES, Karlsruhe

Mr Høyem noted that it would no longer be necessary to vote on this point. Strasbourg had had a real problem because of the absence of European schooling, Karlsruhe had been able to help thanks to bus transport from Strasbourg-Kehl to Karlsruhe and could have widened its offer thanks to the opening of an annexe in Kehl. 

The German delegation pointed out that the Kehl offer had predated the Strasbourg project, which had made it null and void, and thanked Mr Høyem for the assistance which he would have given in a difficult situation. 

Mr Karjalainen concluded that the proposal was no longer of current interest and should not be considered by the AFC, and that the Board of Governors encouraged the development of the Strasbourg project and cooperation with Karlsruhe. 

B.13. PLACE AND DATE OF THE NEXT MEETING OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS

The proposed dates were confirmed. 

The Board of Governors decided that the next meeting in January 2008 would take place on 

21.1.2008: Heads of delegation at 14.30 

22 & 23.1.2008: Meeting of the Board of Governors at 9.30. 

Given the late hour and the impossibility for the Board of Governors of arriving at conclusions or decisions in the absence of a quorum, the presidency decided on the following procedures for the items on the agenda which had not yet been discussed.

MATTERS TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE WRITTEN PROCEDURE: 

The Board of Governors decided to submit to the written procedure the following items on the agenda, which had not been discussed: 

	B
	4.
	Preliminary report of Working Group II ‘Cost Sharing’
	2007-D-37-en-4

	B.
	5.
	Preliminary report of Working Group I ‘Accreditation of Schools’
	2007-D-99-en-2

	B. 
	6.
	EUROPEAN SCHOOL CULHAM: 

b) Post of Director of the European School Culham from 1 September 2008
	2007-D-88-en-4

	B. 
	7.
	Report of the ‘Alternative Certification’ Working group 
	2007-D-182-en-2

	B. 
	8.
	Retrospective entry into force of the General Rules 
	2007-D-109-en-3

	
	
	
	


ITEMS TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS AT ITS JANUARY 2008 MEETING: 

	
	6.
	EUROPEAN SCHOOL CULHAM:

a) Progress Report from the UK delegation on the transformation of the Culham school 
	2007-D-419-en-1


The Board of Governors noted that the Commission would produce a written report on the following item at the next meeting, fixed for January 2008.

	12.
	Other business :  

Security Audit in the Brussels European Schools


Mr Karjalainen closed the meeting by thanking the members of the Board of Governors and announced that the April 2008 meeting would take place in Helsinki. 

2007-D-6010-en-1
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