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The Bulgarian President of the Board of Governors, Mrs E. Kostandinova, took the chair.  

The President gave a speech of welcome. 

As there were several new representatives on the Board of Governors, they were invited to introduce themselves briefly: Croatia, Estonia, France, Italy, Poland, Malta and the Representative of Bulgaria, while Bulgaria still held the Presidency.

The President suggested the introduction of a new tradition, namely that all countries holding the Presidency should bring an object corresponding to a custom of their country. 
In conclusion, she thanked all the member countries.
I. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA (2013-08-D-14-en-2)
The Secretary-General proposed adding two items under Communications, one relating to the European Baccalaureate and the other to the revised Staff Regulations of EU officials.
	I.
	ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
	2013-08-D-14-en-3

	II.
	COMMUNICATIONS

· Application for accession to the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools from the Croat Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs  

· Status of implementation of the new IT  solutions 

· Opening of a new Accredited European School in  Tallinn (Estonia)
· Overview on the changes in the management of the European Schools as of 1 September 2013

· Vacancy of the post of ‘Head of the Accounts Unit’ at the Office of the Secretary-General of the European Schools in Brussels
· ‘Continuing availability from 2015 of the Berkendael school and setting up of a fifth European School in Brussels’: letter of  06.09.2013 from the Secretary-General of the European Schools to the Belgian Prime Minister,  Mr Elio Di Rupo

· European Baccalaureate: EPSO

· Revised Staff Regulations of EU officials
	(D)

(O)

(O)

2013-09-D-20-en-1

(O)

(O)

	III.
	COST SHARING DISCUSSION PAPER

· Letter from the Luxembourg Minister, Mrs Delvaux

· Interparents’ proposal (letter)

· Statistics: information about the 2013-2014 situation
· Seconded posts in the nursery, primary and secondary cycles – 2014-2015 school year
	2013-07-D-18-en-2

2012-02-D-43-en-1

2013-09-D-39-en-1

	IV.
	FIXING OF THE DATE AND PLACE OF THE NEXT MEETING: 3, 4 and 5 December 2013, in Brussels
	

	V.
	OTHER BUSINESS
	


II. COMMUNICATIONS

a) Application for accession to the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools from the Croat Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs 

The Croatian Authorities had sent an application in accordance with the Convention in order to join the European Schools System. The Croatian Ambassador had been invited to the meeting.

b) Status of implementation of the new IT solutions 
Despite all the efforts made, implementation of the new School Management System had encountered problems. Interfacing with the other applications had not proved easy.  Support for the present servers/operating system for the present accounting software would only be available for one more year. Development of the NewCobee system had been halted and new negotiations had been started with SAP, which offered its services also to the European Council and the European Parliament, with similar needs. At the end of the process, all applications would be replaced: it was quite a challenging process; the new Head of Unit was doing his best.
c) Opening of a new Accredited European School in Tallinn (Estonia) 
The new school in Tallinn had started operating in August 2013, initially with two language sections.

d) Overview on the changes in the management of the European Schools as of 1 September 2013 (2013-09-D-20-en-1) 
The Board of Governors was informed of the various changes in the management of the schools, all appointments having been made by the Secretary-General. The post of bursar at the European School, Luxembourg II was still vacant.

e) Vacancy of the post of ‘Head of the Accounts Unit’ at the Office of the Secretary-General of the European Schools in Brussels 
From February 2014, upon the retirement of Mr A. Kuhn, the post of ‘Senior Assistant to the Secretary-General and Head of the Accounts Unit’ at the Office of the Secretary-General of the European Schools in Brussels would be vacant. The Member States and the Commission were invited to submit strong candidatures.

f) Continuing availability from 2015 of the Berkendael school and setting up of a fifth European School in Brussels’: letter of 06.09.2013 from the Secretary-General of the European Schools to the Belgian Prime Minister, Mr Elio Di Rupo. 
The Secretary-General was seeking a meeting with Mr Di Rupo’s Office, with the support of the Belgian delegation and of the European Commission.

g) 2014 Baccalaureate 
The Secretary-General informed the Board of Governors that it would not be possible to implement the decision to introduce remote correction of written examinations from 2014. Negotiations with EPSO had failed, since EPSO had officially replied that it was not in a position to offer its services for the European Schools’ Baccalaureate. It would be proposed to the Joint Teaching Committee, the Budgetary Committee and the Board of Governors that the present system of correction be continued.

h) Consequences of revision of the Staff Regulations of EU Officials 

Since January 2013 there had been no special levy on the salaries of European officials. A 6% solidarity levy was to be reintroduced as from 1 January 2014 and parallelism indicated that this would also apply to seconded staff. 

III. COST SHARING DISCUSSION PAPER (2013-07-D-18-en-2)

The Secretary-General gave a comprehensive illustrative PowerPoint presentation, with statistics on seconded teachers in 2013-2014. They were not yet definitive because Greek, Italian and Maltese appointments had been delayed.  A total of 1456 secondments had been recorded, with 39 fewer from the UK as announced. Schools could find locally recruited teachers. The most challenging situation had arisen at the European School, Brussels II, since the school had had to find replacements for ten teachers at once. Some candidates had declined the offers made once the terms and conditions of employment had been explained further. 
The Secretary-General reminded members of the articles of the Convention concerning fair allocation of costs. 
The Board of Governors had agreed, under the Swedish Presidency in 2009, on a table with fair allocation of costs. 
Some explanations were given as to why Member States were above or below their indicative reference. 

Many thanks went to those delegations which contributed well above their quota.

As for those Member States contributing below quota, it should be remembered that the Board of Governors had decided to close some existing Italian language sections, many Italian and Spanish pupils now being SWALS in other language sections. 

There were more than 1000 SWALS in the English sections and almost all pupils studied English as L1 or as L2, L3 or L4. 

So the question was how non-Anglophone Member States could contribute more.
Different proposals had been tabled:

· The UK proposal: the 20% of the total budget that came from the Member States should be shared out between those Member States, in direct proportion to the percentage of their nationals in the European Schools. The proposal did not take account of the widely divergent levels of national salaries. Those contributions would then be used to reimburse Anglophone Member States seconding teachers to the European Schools. A number of Member States had already expressed reservations about this proposal, which did not take into consideration differences in the cost of living in the various Member States.

· A Structural Model based on the 2009 decision on fair allocation of costs, with Member States being asked to make up their shortfall in posts with new secondments or with a financial contribution based on average national salaries. The income would be used to offset costs for those Member States  that seconded teachers over their quota

· A modified Munich Model, as described in Table C on page 9 of Document 2012-02-D-43-en-1, favoured by Interparents, in which Member States contributed on the same percentage basis as they contributed to the European Union budget (i.e. the EU coefficient independently set according to GNI). This would then be used to reimburse the national salaries of those Member States seconding teachers, in the same way as already happened at Munich.

· Other sources of funding, such as the one which had been proposed by Luxembourg in the case of the Luxembourg European Schools. There were currently 1400 free places there and Luxembourg, which had a problem with the integration of migrant workers, would be prepared to make a financial contribution in return for the European Schools’ cooperation. 
· Other actions: creation of new sections; clarification of the procedure for creating posts, i.e. in order to facilitate the recruitment of more non-native speakers; as a last resort, finding other savings on top of the already significant savings made and still to be made with the introduction of new and lower salary scales and the increase in category III school fees.

The Secretary-General concluded by informing the Board of Governors that it was being asked to:

· decide whether there was a need for a meeting of the Board of Governors at ministerial level in November;
· decide on a cost sharing model and on which proposal should be developed further;
· mandate the Secretary-General  to negotiate with Luxembourg and other Member States  on alternative funding models

· mandate the Secretary-General  to prepare for the creation of some new language sections in Brussels in the near future

The Presidency thanked the Secretary-General for his full and informative presentation and opened the debate.

Estonia, the Czech Republic and Slovakia favoured the Structural Model.
Italy pointed out that the Commission’s contribution also consisted of Member States’ money. If each Member State’s contribution to the Commission’s budget were considered, then the percentage of Italian pupils would match the percentage of Italy’s contribution. It would be important to consider other aspects in this debate: i.e. some Member States hosted a school on their territory. Italy could possibly try to make an extra effort in terms of secondments, whereas a financial contribution would be difficult, if not impossible.

The Secretary-General referred to the English language’s role in the European Schools system: it was a fact that needed to be included in the debate.

The Netherlands questioned the objective of the meeting, if the decision were subsequently to be taken at ministerial level. In any event, the delegation would favour a pro rata contribution because it could foresee problems linked to use of the Structural Model.
The Bulgarian Presidency clarified the point, saying that if a decision could be taken at the delegates’ level, the discussion at ministerial level would no longer be necessary.

Greece favoured the Structural Model, even though the delegation shared some of the concerns expressed by the Dutch delegate. It would be difficult to enter into a debate on what would be fair or not, since too many variables were involved. Figures for Greece should be corrected in the table, as some Greek secondments were still pending. 
The Luxembourg delegate also believed that the Structural Model might provide a temporary solution, but shared the concerns expressed about the long term. In any event, it might be a good starting point for the debate.

Slovenia favoured the Structural Model, but shared the concerns already expressed about the long term.

Portugal also favoured the Structural Model, for its elements of fairness in cost sharing.
France would be willing to make an extra effort, if necessary.
Ireland also favoured the Structural Model, and emphasised the need for a solution which will ensure that the European Schools are staffed by seconded teachers from all the Member States. The delegation reiterated its willingness to continue to replace all Irish teachers ending their term of office while recognising that the recoupment of the national salaries of oversubscribed posts may take some time to become fully established.

The Commission already contributed some 60% and was not willing to contribute more, particularly if Member States not yet contributing enough were not prepared to contribute more. None of the proposals tabled really seemed to provide a solution. Would the Board of Governors be able to propose an alternative? Was the Board of Governors a decision-making body or a preparatory committee?

Finland joined those delegations which doubted that a long-term solution lay in the proposals put on the table that day. If the Structural Model presented were to be translated into financial terms, the problem would immediately be realised. The delegation wished to see the Structural Model further amended and was tempted to put the question to the UK delegate: did he believe that the measures taken so far had helped to resolve the UK’s problem? 

Spain wished to find a solution to the problem of fair allocation of costs, but none of the proposals presented could be supported, as they were based exclusively on the number of students per Member State. The present situation was greatly conditioned by the linguistic regulations, which privileged the three languages that contributed the most to the system. Therefore, Spain believed that linguistic criteria should also be considered. 

The structure of European Schools was such that EN, FR and DE sections were all present in almost all schools. It was therefore normal that countries whose official language was one of those three should contribute more to the system.

The delegation was willing to discuss how Spain could contribute more, but only in terms of extra seconded teachers to teach in Spanish. Taking into account the potential increase in Spanish staff in Frankfurt and Alicante, as the Secretary-General had pointed out, new Spanish sections might be created since the number of Spanish SWALS was going to be relevant.
Spain had concerns about the reliability of the data published and considered that Spain did not and could not be considered to have a shortfall.  

The Secretary-General responded by apologising to Spain for the difficulties in providing reliable figures. They would be corrected as soon as possible. 

As for the concerns expressed by some delegations about the model’s sustainability in the longer term, the Secretary-General clarified the point, saying that the proposal was intended in a way to simplify an extremely complex reality: it would have been difficult to propose too complex a solution, but the proposals could still be improved.

Denmark also supported the Structural Model, particularly if it could still be improved.

Austria in turn supported the Structural Model, which was simple, pragmatic and easily applicable.

Interparents was disappointed that after all these years none of the proposals provided a long-term, viable solution to the long-standing problem, brought to crisis point by the UK decision to no longer second or replace teachers. The only real solution was to refund seconded teachers’ salaries, as happened at Munich, which encouraged secondment, maintained the ties with the Member States and ensured the high quality of teachers. How would the quality of locally recruited staff be guaranteed? The extraordinary need for EN, DE and FR-speaking teachers was linked not to nationality but to the pedagogical format of European Schooling and the restricted set of L2s. Interparents was also unhappy with the use of pupils’ nationalities as a basis for contribution on the principle that they were Europeans and every Member State had an obligation to educate all young citizens. The coefficients already in use for the EU Institutions’ budget might be adopted as these took account of the differences in living standards between Member States and were calculated independently according to GNP.

Lithuania recalled the debate at the time of the Netherlands Presidency. The Board of Governors was not a preparatory committee and would be able to take a decision. The delegation agreed with Interparents that the Structural Model would probably not address all problems, but in any event, it was the best proposal on the table that day.
The UK reiterated its position: there would be no new teacher secondments unless reasonable progress was achieved on this matter and until a normal level for the UK contribution had been reached. The delegation understood that its proposal was difficult to accept and that, whilst noting the Structural Model presently on the table showed a deficit in terms of the expected financial contributions according to national average salary levels, it could live with this (or other cost sharing proposals that might be subsequently produced), particularly if it could be further improved.

The Directors argued in favour of ensuring that the system would still be attractive for locally recruited teachers, since they understood that there would be more of them in the European Schools in the future. They could find locally recruited teachers, but quality also needed to be ensured. In some schools the number of locally recruited teachers was becoming too high and the European Schools risked no longer being really competitive with other education systems also looking for Anglophone teachers.

The Presidency noted that a large majority of delegations had spoken in support of the proposed Structural Model.
The Secretary-General confirmed that the vast majority of delegations supported the Structural Model, albeit that some of them had suggested adaptations. Only two were firmly opposed. An amended version of the Structural Model could be discussed at the Budgetary Committee’s meeting. The members of the Board of Governors would also be consulted before that meeting. In the meantime, there would be the time required to produce more reliable statistics also. 
Greece asked about the next steps: what about the proposal after it had been discussed by the Budgetary Committee?  The Board of Governors should have the opportunity to take the final decision. 
The Secretary-General reminded members that the decision would require unanimity, so there was no hope of taking a decision that day. The Budgetary Committee was to meet on 5 and 6 November, whilst the ministerial meeting was scheduled for 25 November. The Board of Governors could be consulted between the two meetings.

Germany argued in favour of a compromise, without involving Ministers: if a compromise could not be reached, what message could each delegate give to his/her own Minister?

Spain requested that other solutions also be investigated in parallel. For example, the OHIM was not yet contributing enough to the European School in Alicante; those kinds of negotiations could also be conducted by the Secretary-General. Unanimity would be required if there was a willingness to change what had been decided in 2009 and if that agreement was not a binding one. The proposed criteria would favour the Member States with language sections in almost all schools. A criterion referring to that aspect should be included.

In the absence of a comprehensive overview of the funding of the European School system, Interparents preferred clear-cut, fair sharing out of the €55 million. What had been put on the table was nothing new and resolved nothing in the long term.

The Secretary-General pointed out that many delegations had supported the Structural Model, so it could not be said that no solution had been found. He agreed with the proposal from the German delegate to continue the negotiations, mainly with countries which could not support the proposal as it stood that day. 
Spain reiterated its request that the discussion be opened up on other fronts and asked the General Secretariat for complete data and figures. The Structural Model just reproduced the status quo with slightly changed allocation and including the binding nature of the agreement. Spain would not agree to a discussion at ministerial level, as the Board of Governors should be able to decide.

Lithuania pointed out that should Ministers be involved, the proposal ought to be as straightforward and understandable as possible. There would not be much time for debates.

Sweden thought that all possible alternatives should be investigated and only as a last resort could the question be raised at Council of Ministers level.
Bulgaria would support further work on the Structural Model, then the Board of Governors could vote by written procedure before 25 November. 

The Commission reiterated its intention of not increasing its contribution, since there was no clear willingness on the Member States’ part to increase their contributions. The Structural Model should be presented to the Ministers: it had received broad support. The Ministers would be able to decide.

The Secretary-General reiterated his availability to conduct bilateral negotiations in order to reach a consensus. The Ministers’ meeting would possibly be an extraordinary meeting of the Board of Governors at ministerial level.

All delegations having expressed their views, the Chair moved on to the next item on the agenda.

The Board of Governors gave a mandate:

a.  to the Secretary-General to negotiate with the different Member States with a view to the opening of new language sections in Brussels, subject to developments in the negotiations entered into with the Belgian authorities concerning the fifth European School; 
b. to the Secretary-General to continue the negotiations with the Member States in order to identify new alternative sources of funding.  
The Board of Governors also gave a mandate to the Secretary-General to produce a more explicit document on cost-sharing, and more particularly the ‘Structural Model’. The new amended version would be circulated to the members of the Board of Governors for comment.  Based on the comments of the members of the Board of Governors the final amendments could be made and a finalised version of the document would be presented to the members of the Budgetary Committee at the meeting on 5 and 6 November.

The final version, with the opinion of the Budgetary Committee, would be circulated to the members of the Board of Governors in advance of the meeting of the Board of Governors at ministerial level, and presented for discussion and decision-making at that meeting.

· Letter from the Luxembourg Minister, Mrs Delvaux:

The Board of Governors gave a mandate to the Secretary-General to negotiate with the Luxembourg government in order to reflect on other ideas for the funding of European Schools on the country’s territory. 

· Seconded posts in the nursery, primary and secondary cycle for the 2014-2015 school year (2013-09-D-39-en-1)

The Secretary-General illustrated the proposal for a new procedure to be followed for the definition of the list of teaching posts to be filled annually by secondment.

The present procedure was failing to be effective: posts remained unfilled and schools received the necessary information too late to initiate the procedure for local recruitment.

In the newly proposed procedure: 

· Only posts actually filled for the current school year would be considered as existing posts.
· At the September/October Administrative Board meetings, the Directors proposed the list of posts required for the following school year, along with information as to which of the posts could be filled by non-native speakers.
· The complete list of posts would be available for the Budgetary Committee’s November meeting, the Board of Inspectors would approve the list by written procedure and the Board of Governors would take the final decision at its December meeting.  The Joint Teaching Committee, the Budgetary Committee and the Board of Governors would be informed of the posts finally created during the spring meetings. Any posts not taken by any of the Member States would be removed from the list of existing posts and the Directors could initiate recruitment procedures to find well-qualified teachers locally. 
The Greek delegation argued in favour of a degree of flexibility for the time scale, since there could be delays in secondments. 
The Secretary-General replied that it was not the intention to impede the work of delegations willing to second more teachers.

The Directors fully supported the proposal.

The Slovak delegate supported the proposal.

Interparents was concerned about weakening the obligation on Member States to second teachers and feared an increase in demand for locally recruited teachers in a context where the conditions set in their service regulations were well below those of local markets, which did not enable schools to attract good candidates or to retain them once recruited.

The Secretary-General drew attention to the problems with the present system, under which no one took final responsibility for some posts.

The Romanian delegate supported the proposal but expressed concerns about the tight time scale.

Finland supported the proposal and asked whether it would be possible to ascertain the needs for next year.

The Secretary-General replied that the list would be known when the procedure had been completed.

The Spanish delegate referred to long-lasting contracts with locally recruited teachers, for which conversion into secondments was never requested. She also informed the members that the Spanish recruitment procedure started very soon, usually in October, so that any delay in the information process on the part of the European Schools could result in the impossibility of filling some of the posts.

Interparents endorsed the Spanish delegate’s intervention and questioned the inspection of locally recruited teachers.

The Secretary-General agreed that an effort to convert full-time contracts with locally recruited Spanish language teachers into secondments would be a step in the right direction in solving the cost sharing problem.

The Board of Governors gave a mandate to the Secretary-General to put in place a new procedure for the creation/elimination of seconded posts in the European Schools. 

On the basis of the document presented, the Board of Governors of the European Schools endorsed the proposal that at its December 2013 meeting, all the posts not filled for the 2013-2014 school year be eliminated. 

At the Administrative Board meetings in September-October 2013, the Directors would be requested to present the seconded posts which in their judgement needed to be created for the 2014-2015 school year. These proposals should include information as to whether the posts could be filled by non-native speaker teachers in accordance with document 2008-D-3510-en-5. 

The list of seconded posts to whose creation the Administrative Boards had agreed should be presented to the Budgetary Committee in November for its opinion. 

Based on the opinion of the Budgetary Committee, the Secretary-General would initiate a consolidated written procedure within the Joint Board of Inspectors in order to receive written confirmation from each delegation of the new posts that they were willing to fill for the next school year, ensuring a fair allocation of posts among the Member States.

The consolidated proposal would then go forward for decision-making at the Board of Governors’ December meeting.

IV. FIXING OF THE DATE AND PLACE OF THE NEXT MEETING 

· Ministerial meeting of the Board of Governors: 25 November 2013 (in the margins of the Council of Ministers’ meeting), in Brussels. 

· Ordinary meeting: 3, 4 and 5 December 2013, in Brussels. 

· The meeting of the Board of Governors April 2014 would be held in Sofia, Bulgaria
V. OTHER BUSINESS


None. 
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