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I.
Introduction

The purpose of this working paper, written at the request of the UK delegation, which holds the presidency of the Board of Governors (BoG) this year, is to re-engage in reflection on the issue of cost sharing in the funding of the European Schools (ES).  It comprises a brief reminder of the background to the recent decisions taken on the subject and an initial evaluation of their implementation, by way of an introduction to the document prepared by the UK delegation. It also contains a brief record of the comments made by the Budgetary Committee (BC), the opinion given by the latter and several annexes corresponding to the requests made by the Troika and the BC. 
The UK, which, with Ireland, finds itself in the most unbalanced situation in terms of the percentage of pupils who are nationals/percentage of seconded staff ratio, considers that it is a matter of priority to rethink the cost sharing mechanism and, more comprehensively, the funding mechanism of the ES and sets out its analysis of the situation, its proposals and its position in the appended document (Annex I).  
II.  
Background
The question of cost sharing amongst the different contributors to the ES’ budget, and more particularly amongst the Member States (MS) with respect to seconded staff,   notably for the teaching posts requested by the schools and created by the BoG, was debated at length during the discussions on the reform of the ES system between 2005 and 2009. 

After the exchanges of views within the ‘Cost Sharing’ Working Group, a lengthy debate took place at the BoG’s meeting in Helsinki in April 2008, on the basis of the WG’s report (2008-D-183-en-2) and of the addendum prepared by the reform steering committee (2008-D-13-en-3).

The outcome of this lengthy debate was the adoption by the BoG, despite some strong opposition, of the following key points:

· All seconded posts needed should be taken into account, not just teachers but also Directors and Deputy Directors and other posts (Office, etc.), including unfilled posts (BoG, 7 March 2008, doc. addendum).

· A maximum theoretical threshold will be determined for each Member State on the basis of the percentage of all categories of pupils who were nationals (BoG decision, January 2008).

· It has been agreed that Member States are free to exceed this threshold on a voluntary basis and second more staff.

· The principle of the structural approach (and not a financial method) was agreed by the BoG in January 2008.  This structural approach opens up the possibility of teaching by non-native speakers in certain cases. 

· Quality control of linguistic competence will be carried out prior to recruitment and by establishing criteria for this purpose.

· Indicative minimum objectives will be used to start a dialogue with Member States in order to facilitate the process designed to ensure that all Member States contribute to the system.

On that basis, at its April 2009 meeting in Stockholm, the BoG approved the principles appearing in chapter IV of the comprehensive document on the subject: ‘Reform of the ES System’ (2009-D- 353-en-4) (Annex II).
A so-called ‘structural’ approach was therefore adopted, involving the secondment by MS, on a voluntary basis, of non-native speaker teachers, the Board of Governors having rejected the principle of a financial method which would have consisted of a financial contribution calculated for each MS according to the percentage of its nationals enrolled in the ES.
To allow satisfactory application, from the pedagogical angle, of this decision concerning the possible secondment of non-native speaker teachers by MS not ‘contributing’ in proportion to this percentage, because of the very nature of the pedagogical structure of the ES, the BoG approved document 2008-D-3510-en-5, specifying the circumstances in which these secondments could take place and the MS’ responsibility for prior checking of the required linguistic competence.    
III. 
Implementation of the BoG’s Stockholm decision
The SG was charged with monitoring the implementation of this structural approach, by collecting together the schools’ requests and by including in the annual document entitled ‘New and discontinued posts’, which was changed appreciably as a result,  all the relevant information:  posts remaining unfilled, posts which can be filled by non-native speakers, indicating the language of tuition rather than the name or names of the MS which had been supposed hitherto to second native speaker teachers,  MS which has taken over responsibility for a post not filled by a native speaker. 
A financial statement showing the cost for the schools’ budget of posts remaining unfilled, the equivalent of which, in teaching hours, was assigned to locally recruited teachers, was also added.  

Initial indicative evaluation 

The data currently available to us for the purposes of an initial evaluation of the effects of the structural approach show that only 11 posts remaining unfilled at the beginning of the 2010-2011 school year, were actually filled by non-native speaker teachers, breaking down into ten to teach English L2 and L3 or scientific subjects in English and one for French L2.

Even more disappointing, of the nine posts not assigned to a particular MS and which could therefore have been filled by non-native speaker teachers at the beginning of the 2011-2012 school year, only one (maths in English) has been taken over by another delegation, Finland.  

It should be pointed out that before the reform, certain teaching situations were already covered by non-native speakers, although they were restricted to subjects taught to mixed groups across language sections (art, music, physical education) or to making up a timetable (teachers seconded to teach L1 and teaching another subject in a different language as a complement, in the majority of cases in English, but sometimes in French or in German, according to requirements and to their linguistic competence). 
IV. 
Situation of the DE, EN and FR sections
55-60 posts have remained unfilled on average each year for the past three years. The figures for 2011 indicate 86 posts remaining unfilled and to be filled at the beginning of the 2012-2013 school year, breaking down into 38 English, 24 French and 10 German posts, in addition to which there will be 33 new posts applied for, if they are accepted by the Administrative Boards, making in total:  EN: 49, FR: 36 and DE: 15 (the summary table is appended in Annex III).
It is to be noted that 41% are teaching in English posts, in view of the high level of demand for this language amongst pupils. 
In fact, all pupils study English, 

· either as L1: Anglophone pupils in the English language section, 

· or as L2: more than two thirds of the total number of pupils on roll, i.e. SWALS enrolled in the English language section and the pupils of all the other sections who choose English, 

· or as L3: pupils who have studied a L1 and a L2 other than English.
The very high level of demand for English as L2 leads to the teaching in English of human sciences in  secondary year 3, then of history, geography and economics subsequently, as well of European Hours in the primary, and also of subjects taught to mixed groups across language sections (physical education, art, music, etc.) in the secondary.  
In addition to the demand associated with the teaching of the language itself and of the subjects taught in L2, the large number of SWALS in the English section increases the total number of pupils on roll in that section (21.8% of the total number of pupils of the ES), requiring more teachers in the subjects taught in the language of the section.  The imbalance brought about by this situation, which was exacerbated following the last two enlargement waves (only three complete language sections were created (CS, HU, PL), plus one for the nursery and primary cycles (LT), even though 12 new countries acceded to the Convention), is clearly explained in the UK delegation’s document (Annex I). 
There is a similar situation in the French section, albeit on a smaller scale, as regards L2 and the subjects taught in that language. The presence of SWALS, amongst whom increased demand has, been observed in Brussels in recent years, and the great demand every year for enrolment,  also in Brussels, in the Francophone section  are factors in the increasingly strong pressure being brought to bear on those MS which second Francophone teachers. Thirty-six posts will need to be filled in September 2012, not counting the replacement of teachers leaving their posts at the end of their period of secondment.  

The French section accounts for 25% of the total pupil population of the ES and for 30% of that of the Brussels Schools.  The table in Annex IV shows that Belgium seconds a number of staff higher than the number which would correspond to the percentage of its nationals enrolled in the ES.

As regards the German language, it is primarily in the schools situated in Germany that demand for German as L2 and L3 is highest and that the German section admits the largest percentage of SWALS, at Munich in particular. In Luxembourg, this percentage is 5.29% at Luxembourg I and 13.5% at Luxembourg II, whereas at Brussels II it is 4%.

At the JTC’s October 2011 meeting, the German delegation announced that after two difficult years, it would be in a position to fill all the seconded posts of German-speaking teachers in 2012.

V. Follow-up on the presentation to the members of the Troika of the UK delegation’s document (Annex I)

The document, a discussion paper, was presented to the members of the Troika at its meeting of 15 September   2011. The UK stated that it was considering ceasing to second teachers over and above the percentage corresponding to that of its nationals enrolled in the ES should no decision be taken shortly by the BoG allowing equitable financial burden-sharing amongst all the MS to be achieved, the structural approach decided in 2009 having shown its limits.
The Commission pointed out that all the MS had to fulfil their obligations. It considers that only a financial contribution would enable this to be achieved.  

The SG was requested to undertake a census of the number of SWALS, by pupils’ L1, in the language sections most affected (DE, FR, EN), to identify the number of additional teaching posts resulting from their presence in those sections and to produce a financial quantification on the basis of the data collected. 
Those elements appear in Annex V to this document.

VI. The Budgetary Committee’s comments
Several delegations recognised the reality of the problem set out by the UK delegation. 

Ireland, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, France, the Commission, Finland and Belgium were in favour of the setting up of a working group to engage in reflection on this subject and were willing to participate in it.  

Portugal did not think that a working group could resolve this problem, which had already been much discussed during the years preceding the 2009 reform.  It believed that the Member States must formulate proposals. Failing that, the system should be radically changed, by hiring locally recruited teachers paid out of the Community budget, in so far as a financial contribution on the part of the MS would be virtually impossible. 

Neither the UK nor France could agree to an increase in the Community contribution. 

The Commission felt that it was essential to find a solution and pointed out that it had already argued back in 2008 and 2009 in favour of the principle of a financial contribution, which, moreover, was foreseen by the 1994 Convention.
The parents considered that only a financial solution could resolve this problem, which had become a matter of concern on account of its repercussions from the pedagogical angle. 

They proposed the creation of a dedicated fund to pay the teachers. They also pointed out that in Brussels, there should a section for each EU language.  They wished to participate in the working group should it be set up. 
Spain called into question the principle of a pro rata link between the number of pupils who were nationals of a country and the financial burden falling on that country.  It said that it would not contribute to a financial solution but that it was prepared to second teachers, provided that it was to teach in Spanish and not in another language.   
Luxembourg said that certain decisions of the Board of Governors had exacerbated the situation with respect to the secondment of teachers, particularly the fall in their salaries, which had led to refusals of offers of posts.  In addition, the nine-year rule was too rigid.  The Member States should be allowed a degree of flexibility in applying this ‘rule’. Account should also be taken of what the cost of the European Schools’ infrastructure represented for the host countries, notably Luxembourg and Belgium.
The Chair was pleased to note the understanding shown by several delegations with respect to the need to resume reflection on cost sharing amongst the Member States.   
VII. Opinion of the Budgetary Committee
The Budgetary Committee realised that the structural approach was not working and that there were cost sharing problems, as it was the actual system which generated greater demand for seconded teachers’ posts placed on certain Member States.  

The Committee requested the Secretary-General to set out for the Board of Governors all the possibilities already identified and to ask it whether it wished one or other possibility to be looked at in greater detail in a working group, to which it would give a mandate.  
 VIII. Follow-up on the opinion of the Budgetary Committee
Summary of the different possibilities already mooted during the discussions on the question of cost sharing amongst the MS. 
1. Within the framework of the current Convention, several possibilities were identified:  
       A – The structural approach adopted in Helsinki (secondment of non-native speakers): 

This solution has been tried out for three years.  The initial results are not very convincing. It is to be observed that the number of posts remaining unfilled, for teaching in EN and FR in particular, is increasing year on year.  

Another point is that it gives rise to dissatisfaction from the pedagogical angle.  
       B – A contribution from the Member States on a pro rata basis, according to the number of pupils.  

This contribution might take several forms: 

a)  The MS would second teachers to meet the schools’ requirements as at present, but without exceeding their quota.
Then those MS which are unable to reach their quota in the form of secondment of teachers, on account of the pedagogical system of the  ES, make a financial contribution to pay the teachers required coming from countries which have already filled their quota.  
      C – The creation of new language sections might be decided in order to limit the number of SWALS in the English, French and German sections, at least in Brussels and perhaps in Luxembourg, although the total cost would be higher for the budget and more classrooms would need to be made available.  In addition, for certain languages, the Gaignage criteria would probably never be met. 
      D – An increase in the current school fees charged for categories II and III pupils. This scenario would generate only a very small amount of extra revenue as the percentage of pupils concerned in the system is steadily declining.  

2. Outside the framework of the Convention 

       A – Root and branch reform of the system of funding and of recruitment of teachers 
a) No further secondments by the Member States as happens at present.
b) Teachers would be recruited by issuing invitations to submit applications for vacancies which would be advertised in all the Member States and the schools would pay the full salary out of their budgets. This would involve root and branch reform of the current Regulations for Members of the Seconded Staff. 
The European Schools’ budget would be funded by the European Commission, which would itself receive the sums required from the Member States, on a pro rata basis, according to the number of their pupils, representing the average cost per pupil according to a percentage breakdown between the EC and the MS to be determined by the BoG.  

        B – Seconded teachers’ national salaries would be refunded to the MS by the Commission, which would defray all the costs, on the model of the EPO at Munich.
IX. Proposal
The Board of Governors is invited to: 

       - scrutinise the document and the annexes thereto
        - examine the different scenarios mentioned 

        - decide which one(s) it wishes to be explored in greater detail by an ad hoc working group,  with a view to the submission of proposals for the April 2012 meeting. 
Summary list of the annexes: 

Annex I: 

Cost Sharing in the ES (UK document)
<TitreType>Opinion of the Committee on Budgets for the Committee on Culture and Education on the European Schools’ system 
Annex II: 
Chapter IV of the document on the reform of the ES system – document 2009-D-353-en-4 – Sharing of the costs of seconded staff amongst the Member States (Cost Sharing)

Annex III: 
Summary table of posts remaining unfilled
Annexes IV (a) and (b): 


Situation in 2011-2012 of the breakdown of posts in accordance with the principle adopted in Helsinki
Annex V: 
Number of SWALS in each of the 14 ES, by nationality, in the language sections concerned
ANNEX I 
Document presented by the UK delegation
COST SHARING IN THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS – Discussion paper for consideration

Introduction

1. This note has been written from a British stand-point and therefore focuses on the issues impacting on the UK as a result of the current funding mechanism. Some member states will have similar issues, to a greater or lesser extent, while others will benefit from the current system.  Indeed, an opinion of the European Parliament Committee on Budgets dated 15 June 2011 (appended to this note) acknowledges that the method of financing the European Schools can create problems for some member states whose financial contribution through the secondment of teachers is disproportionate to the number of students they have enrolled in the European Schools system. 

2. It is important, in the European Schools context, to define carefully the cost sharing issue which the UK would like to review during our Presidency year. 

3. The aspect of ‘cost sharing’ in most urgent need of review is the mechanism by which the various contributors to the European Schools budget – specifically, the European Commission and the member states – make their financial contributions. 

4. Other aspects of cost sharing – for example, the contribution made by the host state through the free provision and maintenance of suitable school premises, and the level of fees paid on behalf of Category 2 and Category 3 pupils – will not be addressed in this paper. Indeed the introduction of possible banded fee levels is currently being considered by a Working Group set up by the Board of Governors.  

Analysis of European Schools budget

5. In 2010 the main contributors to the European Schools budget of €266 million were as follows:

European Commission – 58.5%

Member states – 21%

EPO – 7%

Other sources (including fees) – 13.5%

6. As far as the European Commission’s budget contribution is concerned, it should be noted that: 

a. the Commission’s budget is itself funded by the contributions of the member states;

b. the Commission’s share of the European Schools budget has remained steady over the last couple of years and any future introduction of banded fee levels will reduce their share of the financial load further still.

Statutory provisions

7. Article 25 of the 1994 Statute of the European Schools (the Statute) states that member states should make their direct contribution to the budget by continuing to pay the national salaries of the staff they assign to the European Schools. The European Commission has a statutory obligation to finance the difference between the Schools’ total expenditure and the total of other revenue. 

8. In recognition of its status as a non-Community organisation with which the Board of Governors has an agreement, the EPO funds the Munich school by refunding to member states the salary costs arising from the assignment of teachers and by financing the difference between the School’s total expenditure and total income.

9. There is an as yet unused stipulation at Article 25 that allows, where appropriate, a [further] financial contribution decided on by the Board of Governors acting unanimously’

Problems
10. The present funding system results in a number of anomalies and inequities. The demand for English language teaching in European Schools is consistently high and rising. Because of the long-standing practice of staffing such posts with native speakers, the United Kingdom (and Ireland) is required to provide a disproportionately large numbers of teachers. Further, costs borne by the UK bear no relation to the benefit received from the European Schools and are determined primarily by the language choices of non-Anglophone pupils. The UK, for example, assigns 16.3% of the full-time teaching staff in the European Schools, but British nationals account for only 8.5% of the pupil roll (see Secretary-General’s report for the 2010 academic year – document 2011-02-D-39-en-2). This situation clearly runs counter to the Board of Governors’ obligation to ‘ensure a fair allocation of posts among the Member States’ - see Article 12.4 of the Statute. 

11. These inequities are costly, irrational and unsustainable. The UK spends an additional €5.5million each year over the cost of the theoretical threshold determined for each Member State at the Board of Governors meeting in January 2008. Evidently, some member states gain from this system and others lose. But, it must be more reasonable, equitable and logical to ensure that member state costs are in proportion to the service received. 

Options

12. There are a number of options for devising a more equitable funding regime which could be usefully considered by a working group set up by the Board of Governors. Some of these options could be achieved within the framework of the present Statute. Others would require an amended or new Statute. 

· Option 1: This option could be achieved within the framework of the existing Statute. Aside from the standard budget contribution from member states through payment of teachers’ salaries, Article 25.1 of the Statute permits, by unanimous decision of the Board of Governors, a further financial contribution by member states. This could be either positive or negative and would provide the means by which a more proportionate and equitable budget contribution might be made by member states, based on, for example, the percentage of their pupils within the total pupil population.

· Option 2: This option could be achieved within the framework of the existing Statute. Article 12.4 (a) of the Statue obliges the Board of Governors to ensure a fair allocation of teaching posts among member states. The current arrangement, requiring the UK and Ireland together to fill – and fund – 22% of full-time teaching posts across the system, is clearly unfair. If the Board were to act on this responsibility, the UK could progressively reduce its commitment to the European Schools and other member states would be required to assign teachers to fill vacant posts in Anglophone sections. On average, and without taking into account any new posts, it is not unusual for the UK to be expected to fill in excess of 25 posts per year because of retirement, resignations and the nine-year rule. If these posts were either filled or funded by other member states, the UK would be able, within a relatively short period, to bring its pupil numbers and teacher numbers into closer balance. This would ensure a fairer allocation of posts among member states. This option would mean the abandonment of the custom in the European Schools that all teachers should be ‘native speakers’, unless other member states were prepared to reimburse the costs of providing such teachers. 

13. A more radical path would be to propose a new Statute. This would provide a unique opportunity to design a fairer, more relevant, funding system free of the constraints imposed by the current Statute.

14. A new Statute would allow for the consideration of, for example, a funding system based on the present Munich model. Adopting this approach, the European institution(s) benefiting from the presence of a European School would be the chief source of funding for the school. (The European Commission could assume the role of representative of the Community institutions.) It/they would reimburse member states for teachers assigned to the school, in the same way as the EPO does at present for teachers assigned to posts in Munich, and would be responsible for financing the difference between the school’s total expenditure and total income. Other sources of funding would be available. Fee income from Category 2 and Category 3 pupils could be maximised to provide substantial income. This would provide school management with an incentive to forge real links with the local community. Fee levels would be set by the individual school in consultation with the responsible European institution(s). Since there are undoubted economic advantages resulting from the presence of a European institution, the host country would continue to provide and maintain the school buildings. 

Conclusion

15. These are some basic ideas for a new and fairer approach to the funding of European Schools. It would probably be for a working group with finance specialists to construct the model in detail. Additionally, the options described above do not make an exhaustive list. There are numerous alternative possibilities that other member states could choose to put forward. However, the need for a fairer funding mechanism is beyond any doubt. The UK considers this to be an indispensable element of any reform process. 

16.  Finally, if the Board of Governors were to fail to fulfil its obligation to find a fair and equitable cost sharing system or reach a decision on funding reform, the UK would reserve the right to call a high level meeting of Ministers to consider the issue. Further, the UK would also reserve the right to take unilateral action to bring its funding contribution into line with the non-binding decision of the Board of Governors in January 2008.

UK Delegation to the European Schools

August 2011
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SUGGESTIONS

The Committee on Budgets calls on the Committee on Culture and Education, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following suggestions in its motion for a resolution:

A.
whereas the European Schools are financed by contributions from the Member States, amounting to 21 % of the schools’ total budget, and a balancing contribution from the European Union, which in 2010 comprised around 58 % of the total provided for under Title 26 01 51,

B.
whereas a special levy on the salaries of officials was introduced in 2004 for purposes, inter alia, of financing the European Schools,
C.
whereas the main aim of the 2009 reform of the European Schools was to open them up to a wider and more diverse intake, while at the same time ensuring the system’s long-term viability,

D.
whereas the increase in the number of European School pupils is a direct consequence of the EU institutions’ post-2004 recruitment policy, which resulted in employing staff below the age of 30; in the meantime these young officials have established families and subsequently enrolled their children in European Schools,

1.
Reaffirms that the European Schools must be financed on a sound and adequate basis so that the commitments made in the Convention and in the Staff Regulations of Officials and Conditions of Employment of Other Servants of the European Union can be fulfilled and the quality of the education provided, as well as equal and equivalent teaching conditions for children of all language communities in the European Schools, can be guaranteed. Notes, in this regard, the recent petition by the parents’ and teachers’ associations of the Brussels European Schools pointing out the serious threats posed by the proposed cuts to the quality of education and the proper functioning of the European Schools and therefore opposing any budget cuts;

2.
Considers that, in the short term, the European Union’s commitments should be honoured, while, at the same time, account should be taken of the prevailing climate of budgetary restrictions at both Union and Member State level; notes that the 2012 draft budget provides for a 1.7 % increase in funding for the European Schools, at a time when budgetary difficulties have led the Commission to propose a freeze on its own administrative expenditure and a 1.3 % increase in administrative expenditure for the European institutions generally; undertakes to scrutinise the appropriations on the budget lines in question in order for all budgetary needs to be met;

3.
Emphasises the long-term importance of making the European Union’s financial contribution more transparent and doing more to guarantee openness and diversity in the schools, while also introducing a sustainable financing system; calls on the Commission, in this context, to specify for which purposes the special levy has been used; asks the Commission to submit to it an update on implementation of the 2009 reform and on the financing requirements for the coming years, especially in respect of the buildings policy;

4.
Notes that the method of financing the European Schools can create problems for some Member States whose financial contribution through the secondment of teachers is disproportionate to the number of students enrolled from that Member State; considers it necessary, therefore, to review the way in which the schools are financed and in which teachers are recruited;

5.
Takes the view that giving each of the European Schools a greater degree of budgetary autonomy may be an effective way of improving the management of the resources allocated to them; stresses that this must only be implemented following an assessment by the Commission to ensure that a greater degree of autonomy would benefit the schools.
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ANNEX II
IV. SHARING OF THE COSTS OF SECONDED STAFF AMONGST THE MEMBER STATES (Cost Sharing)

All seconded posts needed should be taken into account, not just teachers (1) but also Directors and Deputy Directors and other posts (Office, etc.), including unfilled posts (BoG, 7 March 2008, doc. Addendum). As a starting point, an indicative reference will therefore be determined for each Member State on the basis of the percentage of all categories of pupils who are nationals (BoG decision, January 2008).

It has been agreed that Member States are free to exceed this indicative reference on a voluntary basis and second more staff. The principle of the structural approach (and not a financial method) was agreed by the BoG in January 2008.  This structural approach opens up the possibility of teaching by non-native speakers in certain limited cases. 

Quality control of linguistic competence will be carried out prior to recruitment. Criteria have been established for this purpose. Indicative objectives will be used to start a dialogue with Member States in order to facilitate the process designed to ensure that all Member States contribute to the system.

In the case where there is a need to call on the EU budget to cover a possible deficit at the end of this process, this community contribution by means of the financing of locally recruited teachers shall be clearly identified and shall be subject to annual monitoring.

(1)  Only seconded teachers are taken into account.  A number – which cannot be reduced – of locally recruited teachers, accounting for approximately 25% of the total number of teachers in the European Schools system, is essential to: 

- cover the hours requirements in certain subjects and languages where the creation of full-time posts is not permissible, 

- meet the needs of timetable constraints (cross-language section courses, availability of rooms, etc.),

- teach special courses: religion, ethics, Learning Support, SEN, catch-up classes in languages.

ANNEX III

I. SUMMARY TABLES OF THE POSTS TO BE FILLED FOR SEPTEMBER 2012 

1. Grand total of new posts of seconded staff to be filled for September 2012/by language of tuition for the three cycles (teaching levels) across all the schools
	Francophone
	12

	Anglophone
	11

	German-speaking
	5

	Bulgarian
	3

	Romanian
	1

	Swedish
	1

	Total
	33


2. Grand total of existing posts remaining unfilled, to be filled or recreated for September 2012/by language of tuition or by nationality for all the schools
	Francophone
	9

	Anglophone
	7

	German-speaking
	5

	Dutch-speaking
	2

	FR
	7

	BE-FR
	4

	LUX
	4

	UK
	18

	IRL
	13

	DE
	5

	BE-NL
	3

	DK
	1

	ES
	5

	IT
	1

	RO
	1

	SV
	1

	Total
	86


2.1 Total number of existing posts (Francophone, Anglophone, German-speaking and Dutch-speaking + FR, LUX, BE-FR, UK, IRL, DE, BE-NL, NL) remaining unfilled and to be filled or recreated for September 2012

	Francophone
	24

	Anglophone
	37

	German-speaking
	10

	Dutch-speaking
	4


3. Grand total of new posts (Francophone, Anglophone, German-speaking and Dutch-speaking) and of existing posts remaining unfilled and to be filled or recreated for September 2012 (1.1 + 1.2.2)

	Francophone
	36

	Anglophone
	49

	German-speaking
	15

	Dutch-speaking
	4


3.1 T Grand total of new posts and of existing posts remaining unfilled and to be filled or recreated for September 2012 for the other posts
	BU
	3

	DK
	1

	ES
	5

	IT
	2

	RO
	2

	SV
	2


4. Posts to be discontinued
There are 17 posts to be discontinued.
5. Existing posts remaining unfilled at the school’s request
There are 16 posts which will not need to be filled, at the school’s request.  
	Member States
	Number of pupils per country
	Breakdown of pupils by Member State (%)
	Seconded staff: Educational Advisers, Librarians and Directors and Deputy Directors 
	Seconded staff: Bursars
	Seconded staff: OSGES
	TOTAL Seconded staff in post
	 (%)
	Seconded staff required in relation to pupils from the MS 
	Difference

	German
	3,453
	15.35%
	240
	3
	2
	245
	16.07%
	234 
	11

	Austrian
	329
	1.46%
	23
	 
	 
	23
	1.51%
	22 
	1

	Belgian
	2,213
	9.84%
	217
	5
	 
	222
	14.56%
	150 
	72

	British
	1,834
	8.15%
	235
	 
	 
	235
	15.41%
	124 
	111

	Bulgarian
	291
	1.29%
	1
	 
	 
	1
	0.07%
	20 
	-19

	Cypriot
	38
	0.17%
	0
	 
	 
	0
	0.00%
	3 
	-3

	Danish
	678
	3.01%
	33
	 
	 
	33
	2.16%
	46 
	-13

	Spanish
	1,864
	8.29%
	83
	1
	1
	85
	5.57%
	126 
	-41

	Estonian
	191
	0.85%
	4
	 
	 
	4
	0.26%
	13 
	-9

	Finnish
	682
	3.03%
	33
	 
	1
	34
	2.23%
	46 
	-12

	French
	2,901
	12.89%
	188
	 
	1
	189
	12.39%
	197 
	-8

	Greek
	785
	3.49%
	44
	 
	2
	46
	3.02%
	53 
	-7

	Hungarian
	301
	1.34%
	15
	 
	 
	15
	0.98%
	20 
	-5

	Irish
	482
	2.14%
	60
	 
	 
	60
	3.93%
	33 
	27

	Italian
	2,276
	10.12%
	104
	 
	 
	104
	6.82%
	154 
	-50

	Latvian
	165
	0.73%
	1
	 
	 
	1
	0.07%
	11 
	-10

	Lithuanian
	255
	1.13%
	8
	 
	 
	8
	0.52%
	17 
	-9

	Luxembourg
	226
	1.00%
	20
	1
	 
	21
	1.38%
	15 
	6

	Maltese
	76
	0.34%
	3
	 
	 
	3
	0.20%
	5 
	-2

	Dutch
	1,112
	4.94%
	80
	1
	 
	81
	5.31%
	75 
	6

	Polish
	383
	1.70%
	24
	 
	 
	24
	1.57%
	26 
	-2

	Portuguese
	593
	2.64%
	31
	 
	 
	31
	2.03%
	40 
	-9

	Romanian
	252
	1.12%
	0
	 
	 
	0
	0.00%
	17 
	-17

	Slovak
	176
	0.78%
	4
	 
	 
	4
	0.26%
	12 
	-8

	Slovene
	106
	0.47%
	2
	 
	 
	2
	0.13%
	7 
	-5

	Swedish
	607
	2.70%
	39
	 
	 
	39
	2.56%
	41 
	-2

	Czech
	229
	1.02%
	15
	 
	 
	15
	0.98%
	16 
	-1

	TOTAL
	22,498
	100.00%
	1,507
	11
	7
	1,525
	100.00%
	1525 
	0

	Adding to the total of 22,498, the 869 pupils who are not nationals of the 27 Member States, the total pupil population amounts to 23,367.

	


The table above shows the situation in 2011 of the breakdown of posts in relation to the theoretical breakdown in accordance with the principle adopted in Helsinki.

	Member States
	Number of pupils per country
	Breakdown of pupils by Member State (%)
	Seconded staff: Educational Advisers, Librarians and Directors and Deputy Directors 
	Seconded staff: Bursars
	Seconded staff: OSGES
	Posts remaining unfilled
	TOTAL 

STAFF SECONDED AND TO BE SECONDED  (1)
	 (%)
	Seconded staff required in relation to pupils from the MS 
	Difference

	German
	3,453
	15.35%
	240
	3
	2
	9
	254
	15.77%
	247 
	7

	Austrian
	329
	1.46%
	23
	 
	 
	1
	24
	1.49%
	24 
	0

	Belgian
	2,213
	9.84%
	217
	5
	 
	11
	233
	14.46%
	158 
	75

	British
	1,834
	8.15%
	235
	 
	 
	23
	258
	16.01%
	131 
	127

	Bulgarian
	291
	1.29%
	1
	 
	 
	0
	1
	0.06%
	21 
	-20

	Cypriot
	38
	0.17%
	0
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0.00%
	3 
	-3

	Danish
	678
	3.01%
	33
	 
	 
	1
	34
	2.11%
	49 
	-15

	Spanish
	1,864
	8.29%
	83
	1
	1
	5
	90
	5.59%
	133 
	-43

	Estonian
	191
	0.85%
	4
	 
	 
	0
	4
	0.25%
	14 
	-10

	Finnish
	682
	3.03%
	33
	 
	1
	0
	34
	2.11%
	49 
	-15

	French
	2,901
	12.89%
	188
	 
	1
	12
	201
	12.48%
	208 
	-7

	Greek
	785
	3.49%
	44
	 
	2
	0
	46
	2.86%
	56 
	-10

	Hungarian
	301
	1.34%
	15
	 
	 
	0
	15
	0.93%
	22 
	-7

	Irish
	482
	2.14%
	60
	 
	 
	15
	75
	4.66%
	35 
	40

	Italian
	2,276
	10.12%
	104
	 
	 
	1
	105
	6.52%
	163 
	-58

	Latvian
	165
	0.73%
	1
	 
	 
	0
	1
	0.06%
	12 
	-11

	Lithuanian
	255
	1.13%
	8
	 
	 
	0
	8
	0.50%
	18 
	-10

	Luxembourg
	226
	1.00%
	20
	1
	 
	5
	26
	1.61%
	16 
	10

	Maltese
	76
	0.34%
	3
	 
	 
	0
	3
	0.19%
	5 
	-2

	Dutch
	1,112
	4.94%
	80
	1
	 
	1
	82
	5.09%
	80 
	2

	Polish
	383
	1.70%
	24
	 
	 
	0
	24
	1.49%
	27 
	-3

	Portuguese
	593
	2.64%
	31
	 
	 
	0
	31
	1.92%
	42 
	-11

	Romanian
	252
	1.12%
	0
	 
	 
	1
	1
	0.06%
	18 
	-17

	Slovak
	176
	0.78%
	4
	 
	 
	 
	4
	0.25%
	13 
	-9

	Slovene
	106
	0.47%
	2
	 
	 
	 
	2
	0.12%
	8 
	-6

	Swedish
	607
	2.70%
	39
	 
	 
	1
	40
	2.48%
	43 
	-3

	Czech
	229
	1.02%
	15
	 
	 
	
	15
	0.93%
	16 
	-1

	TOTAL
	22,498
	100.00%
	1.507
	11
	7
	86
	1,611
	100.00%
	1,611 
	0

	Adding to the total of 22,498, the 869 pupils who are not nationals of the 27 Member States, the total pupil population amounts to 23,367.

(1) 86 posts remaining unfilled in September 2011.

	


 


















ANNEX V

The tables in this Annex V show the number of SWALS, by nationality, in each language section concerned.  It should be pointed out that the Dutch, Italian and Spanish sections have very few SWALS and solely at the Bergen (NL), Varese (IT) and Alicante (ES) Schools. Those pupils account for 6.20% of the total number of SWALS, 93.80% being in the English, French and German sections, i.e. 2,097 pupils out of 2,236, breaking down as follows: 

	EN section
	1,189
	53.20%
	In all the schools

	DE section
	459
	20.5%
	Chiefly in Germany (Munich, Frankfurt and Karlsruhe)

	FR section
	449
	20.0%
	Chiefly in Brussels and Luxembourg 

	IT section
	69
	3.1%
	Only at Varese

	ES section
	56
	2.5%
	Only at Alicante 

	NL section
	14
	0.6 %
	Only at Bergen 

	TOTAL 
	2,236
	
	


The presence of SWALS in the EN, FR and DE language sections leads to some class divisions and hence the need to second additional teachers.  However, the very high level of demand for EN teachers is due mainly to this language’s status as L2.
	Language sections
	No of pupils
	Cycles
	
	Costs of teachers recruited before 01.09.2011
	Costs of teachers recruited as from 01.09.2011

	EN 
	16
	Nursery
	9
	€662,310 
	€527,130 

	FR 
	8
	Primary
	13
	€956,670 
	€761,410 

	DE
	10
	Secondary
	12 

 = 8 full-time
	€743,776 
	€620,272

	IT (Varese)
	5
	Primary 
	4 = 1 full-time
	€73,590 
	€58,570

	
	Secondary 
	1 = 14 hours 
	€61,981
	      €51,689 

	TOTAL 
	€2,498,327
	€2,019,071
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