The European Schools: The Vertical Model is DEAD, long live the Horizontal Model
In locations with more than one European school, the 'vertical model' (i.e. 'segregating' children by nationality) has clearly shown it's limitations, with classes made up of small groups being closed, or not even opened; reduced subject choice; valuable funds wasted due to lost economies of scale, greater stress for officials with very young children who have to travel long distances to/from their place of work to the school while working full time! 

We suggest that it is now high time that the Commission actively investigated alternative models for splitting the big European Schools in Luxembourg and Brussels, and possibly also schools located elsewhere. 

We firmly believe that there should be at least three European schools in Luxembourg, working in close collaboration. Preparations for the construction of a third school should begin immediately. One such organisation could involve an "Infants and Juniors" school on Kirchberg near to where the majority of parents work, a "Middle" school located on Kirchberg or at least within the boundaries of the Ville de Luxembourg (e.g. Bonnevoie or Limpertsberg); and an "Upper" school which might be located further away since the older children can travel by private school bus or public transport network. There is nothing in the legal basis of the European Schools to prevent such a solution. Another alternative could involve a school for Infants and Juniors on Kirchberg, with children of secondary school age travelling to separate "classical lycée" or "technical college" sites located elsewhere. 

This would be an alternative to the combination of the current proposed form of split (vertical : i.e. by nationality) and the current proposed location of the schools (in Luxembourg the second school will be built outside the territory of the Ville de Luxembourg, on the opposite side of town from where most officials work and live), which will adversely affect the productivity of staff and may seriously undermine the efforts of EU bodies to recruit and retain highly-qualified officials, especially those with younger children. Adequacy of schooling arrangements is known to be an important factor in the decisions of many recruits. In this context it should also be noted that the Luxembourg authorities and the Commission anticipate a recentralisation of staff on the Kirchberg "European Quarter". 

Luxembourg-based parents do not presume to dictate what should happen in the differing conditions applicable in Brussels (although note that the Brussels-based decision makers seem perfectly happy to do the same in reverse with imperfect knowledge of prevailing conditions in Luxembourg). However it is possible that similar models could be duplicated in Brussels with junior schools located conveniently close to the European Quarter, and schools for older children placed within the Brussels' city limits or maybe a bit further away. 

If a particular school has more than 1,200 pupils it can be administratively managed by splitting it into chunks which can each be the responsibility of a deputy director…without requiring any split of the school itself. Another option to strengthen middle management in the schools could be to raise the profile of the language section coordinators to approximate some features of the typical "house" system in schools in certain member states. 

The real big advantage of such models will be the avoidance in the future of Monster Schools of 4,000 - 5,000 pupils with an adverse mixing of children of different ages. Instead they can be efficiently and effectively organised to maximise opportunity for pupils of the same age range. 

In addition, we feel strongly that the cost of the provision and maintenance of these school buildings should appear in the Annual Report of the Secretary General of the European schools, so that the major contribution of host countries to the school system is more explicitly acknowledged. It is not just the countries who second teachers who contribute! We suggest the Commission should make an agreement with the European Investment Bank for long term funding to finance the construction of urgently needed school buildings and therefore help the host countries, while at the same time speeding up delivery of such new schools. 

A study made in 2002 - 2003 to support a proposal to create an Upper School in Brussels found that the number of individual classes having to be organised could fall from between 24% and 30%. As well as the pedagogical advantages, this would obviously result in huge economic savings by avoiding wasteful duplication. Knowing that such a solution is feasible, why has the Commission shown no interest in following up this sort of proposal with an in-depth examination? Especially in these times of 'financial strait-jackets'? 
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