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1. Introduction

The purpose of this, my last annual report to the Board of Governors, is to review the year 2006, give an account of the state of the European Schools as the year reaches its conclusion and consider the prospects in the light of present strategic thinking.

Thanks is offered to the two presidents who assured the presidency of the Board in 2006, Mr Mastik and Mrs Castro-Ramos.

A special welcome is offered, in anticipation of the arrival of two new delegations to the Board of Governors in the course of this year. Bulgaria and Romania joined the European Union on 1 January 2007. Preliminary meetings have been held with representatives of these two countries and it is expected that the authorities in both countries will shortly apply to the Luxembourg government in order to begin the process of accession to the Convention defining the statute of the European Schools.

The process of reform of the European Schools, begun some five years ago, continued during 2006 and was, perhaps, the main theme of the year. The Working Party on the Future of the European Schools, set up by the Board of Governors in October 2005, submitted its report to the Board in October 2006. 

Until 2005 the role of the presidency of the Board of Governors has always been, as envisaged in the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools, to ensure the chairmanship of the Board. The Dutch presidency, however, together with the European Commission launched an initiative independent of the Board in October 2005 which resulted in a meeting which was held in the margins of the Council of Ministers which indicated a general approval of the lines of development suggested by the High Level Group made up of a number of the Member States which had been set up for the purposes of that initiative.

What is striking about the proposals which have been emerging from this group set up as a result of this initiative, is their similarity with those proposals which had already been worked upon by the Board itself. The development of the autonomy of the schools and the opening up of the system of European schooling are both central themes of the findings of this Group and both are areas in which proposals had already been made and significant decisions taken by the Board of Governors.

Furthermore, the Portuguese presidency ensured that the documents being submitted to the meeting in the margins of the Council of Ministers would be discussed in advance by the Board. The President’s conclusions of that meeting and proposals arising from the Report of the Working Group on the Future of the European Schools are both on the agenda of the January meeting of the Board of Governors. There is a clear congruence of thought and sentiment in the two documents. A sense of direction has therefore further crystallised and the impetus, initiated by the European Parliament in its resolution of 2002, is clearly bearing fruit.

If this is the overall political context within which the European Schools have been conducting their affairs in the course of the year 2006, the teaching and learning of the pupils of the schools have of course continued to be the core business of the organisation. As in previous years I now give an account of the basic facts and figures regarding the pupils in the schools.

2.
Pupil Population

2.1
Total Population

Table EL1 shows the pupil numbers for each school and the total numbers for the system as a whole, year on year for the period 2003 to 2006 and the percentage variation year on year during that period. The final column shows the percentage variation in pupil numbers during the period as a whole.

	Table EL 1: School population from 2003 to 2006

	Schools
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Difference between 2003 and 2006 

	
	Population
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%

	Alicante
	859
	950
	10,59%
	987
	3,89%
	990
	0,30%
	131
	15,25%

	Bergen
	695
	664
	-4,46%
	626
	-5,72%
	563
	-10,06%
	-132
	-18,99%

	Brussels I
	2312
	2394
	3,55%
	2617
	9,31%
	2954
	12,88%
	642
	27,77%

	Brussels II
	2820
	2917
	3,44%
	3014
	3,33%
	2919
	-3,15%
	99
	3,51%

	Brussels III
	2662
	2773
	4,17%
	2781
	0,29%
	2646
	-4,85%
	-16
	-0,60%

	Culham
	894
	889
	-0,56%
	856
	-3,71%
	832
	-2,80%
	-62
	-6,94%

	Frankfurt
	690
	809
	17,25%
	876
	8,28%
	937
	6,96%
	247
	35,80%

	Karlsruhe
	1091
	1074
	-1,56%
	1044
	-2,79%
	964
	-7,66%
	-127
	-11,64%

	Luxembourg
	3803
	3101
	-18,46%
	3190
	2,87%
	3285
	2,98%
	-518
	-13,62%

	Luxembourg I
	 
	827
	 
	891
	7,74%
	922
	3,48%
	 
	 

	Luxembourg II
	642
	643
	0,16%
	622
	-3,27%
	654
	5,14%
	12
	1,87%

	Mol
	1455
	1504
	3,37%
	1557
	3,52%
	1599
	2,70%
	144
	9,90%

	Munich
	1325
	1317
	-0,60%
	1318
	0,08%
	1317
	-0,08%
	-8
	-0,60%

	Varese
	19248
	19862
	3,19%
	20379
	2,60%
	20582
	1,00%
	1334
	6,93%


The total population of the European Schools, now standing at just short of 20,600, indicates that the rate of growth of the schools’ population has lessened.

In the immediate past there was considerable growth arising from the creation of new schools serving new institutions at Alicante and Frankfurt. The enrolment sessions of 2005 brought these two schools to their full complements of class groups and pupils in these two schools sat their baccalaureate examinations for the first time in 2006. Any future variations in pupil populations at these schools will, therefore, come from the normal variation of demand, rather than the creation of new levels of teaching. 

The more recently created school at Luxembourg II and the impending creation of Brussels IV are designed to relieve overcrowding in the pre-existing schools and do not, therefore, represent an entry into a new “market”. Consequently, at the very least, a continuation in the slowdown of the growth rate of the system, is to be expected in the immediate future.

Continuing high growth in the population of the school at Frankfurt reflects growing demand from the expanding staff of the Central Bank in that city. Indeed accommodation problems are already a problem in that school. By contrast the same evolution of demand does not appear likely in Alicante and growth has already levelled off  there.

More than half of the population of the schools is located in the big schools in Brussels and Luxembourg and considerable accommodation problems exist in these two centres. (See below - Section 7.)

In the middle size schools, Varese remains steady while Munich continues to grow at a considerable rate.

In the small schools with a population of less than 1,000 (excluding Alicante and Frankfurt) the population has declined everywhere except for Mol where there has been robust growth this year. In Bergen, by contrast, the rate of decline has accelerated. It is foreseen that the Board will consider the Van Dijk Report on these four schools at its January and April meetings. It is to be hoped that the result of these deliberations will be to take decisions which will bring an end to the uncertainty which prevails in some of these schools.

2.2
Population by category of pupil

Tables EL2a, EL2b and EL2c show, for each year from 2003 to 2006, the number of pupils in the three categories and the percentage for which each category accounts in relation to the total number of pupils in each school. The last two columns in each of these tables give the variation in absolute and percentage terms in the pupil numbers in the various categories in each school and in the system as a whole in the same period.

2.2.1
Category 1 Population
	Table EL  2a: School population from 2003 to 2006, Category 1 population

	Schools
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Difference between 2003 and 2006

	
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	 
	 
	Population
	%

	Alicante
	233
	27,12%
	308
	32,42%
	355
	35,97%
	364
	36,77%
	131
	56,22%

	Bergen
	106
	15,25%
	108
	16,27%
	99
	15,81%
	103
	18,29%
	-3
	-2,83%

	Bru. I
	1673
	72,36%
	1825
	76,23%
	2085
	79,67%
	2497
	84,53%
	824
	49,25%

	Bru. II
	2397
	85,00%
	2536
	86,94%
	2673
	88,69%
	2628
	90,03%
	231
	9,64%

	Bru. III
	2158
	81,07%
	2319
	83,63%
	2410
	86,66%
	2330
	88,06%
	172
	7,97%

	Culham
	113
	12,64%
	107
	12,04%
	99
	11,57%
	107
	12,86%
	-6
	-5,31%

	Frankfurt
	250
	36,23%
	329
	40,67%
	410
	46,80%
	497
	53,04%
	247
	98,80%

	Karlsruhe
	129
	11,82%
	130
	12,10%
	161
	15,42%
	147
	15,25%
	18
	13,95%

	Lux. I 
	2821
	74,18%
	2372
	76,49%
	2479
	77,71%
	2574
	78,36%
	-247
	-8,76%

	Lux. II
	 
	 
	593
	71,70%
	631
	70,82%
	663
	71,91%
	 
	 

	Mol
	127
	19,78%
	127
	19,75%
	142
	22,83%
	148
	22,63%
	21
	16,54%

	Munich
	961
	66,05%
	1018
	67,69%
	1076
	69,11%
	1121
	70,11%
	160
	16,65%

	Varese
	579
	43,70%
	640
	48,60%
	670
	50,83%
	722
	54,82%
	143
	24,70%

	Total
	11547
	59,99%
	12412
	62,49%
	13290
	65,21%
	13901
	67,54%
	2354
	20,39%


Category 1 pupils are children of EU officials and the children of school staff. Since the mission of the European Schools is to provide education to these pupils, this table is of particular significance. Other categories of pupils are admitted, in accordance with the decisions of the Board of Governors, as space allows or as the need to ensure pedagogical viability in a school dictates.

The percentage of European School pupils belonging to Category 1 has been steadily increasing in recent years and this category now constitutes more than two thirds of the pupil population of the system as a whole.

As before, the schools in Brussels and Luxembourg, where there are large numbers of EU officials have the highest percentage of Category 1 pupils – over 90% in Brussels II – while the smaller schools in areas where the numbers of officials is low have much fewer. 

In the middle size schools the situation is somewhere in between. In Varese well over half of the pupils are now Category 1 pupils while nearly three quarters of the Munich pupils belong to this category.

In the two newer schools outside the Brussels/Luxembourg area – Alicante and Frankfurt - the growth in the percentage of this category of pupil has continued with Frankfurt having a similar percentage to Varese. This trend is continuing in Frankfurt where the demand for enrolment of children of staff of the European Central Bank continues to grow.

2.2.2
Category 2 and Category 3 Population
Pupils of these two categories are not children of EU officials but are admitted in accordance with the decisions made and the criteria determined by the Board of Governors over the years.

Category 2 pupils are admitted under the terms of agreements entered into between the schools and certain organisations and companies. A fee is paid for each of these pupils which is equal to what is deemed to be the real cost to the budget of the school for the schooling of the pupil in question. Category 3 pupils are all those pupils who do not fall into either of the other two categories and their parents are obliged to pay school fees as determined by the Board of Governors.

2.2.2.1
Category 2 Population
	Table EL  2b: School population 2003-2006, Category 2 population

	Schools
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Difference between 2003 and 2006

	
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%

	Alicante
	4
	0,47%
	3
	0,32%
	4
	0,41%
	5
	0,51%
	1
	25,00%

	Bergen
	10
	1,44%
	9
	1,36%
	10
	1,60%
	11
	1,95%
	1
	10,00%

	Bru. I
	32
	1,38%
	37
	1,55%
	52
	1,99%
	69
	2,34%
	37
	115,63%

	Bru. II
	146
	5,18%
	150
	5,14%
	151
	5,01%
	104
	3,56%
	-42
	-28,77%

	Bru. III
	36
	1,35%
	38
	1,37%
	48
	1,73%
	44
	1,66%
	8
	22,22%

	Culham
	45
	5,03%
	52
	5,85%
	38
	4,44%
	64
	7,69%
	19
	42,22%

	Frankfurt
	32
	4,64%
	49
	6,06%
	55
	6,28%
	63
	6,72%
	31
	96,88%

	Karlsruhe
	107
	9,81%
	134
	12,48%
	165
	15,80%
	207
	21,47%
	100
	93,46%

	Luxemb. I 
	229
	6,02%
	152
	4,90%
	173
	5,42%
	209
	6,36%
	-20
	-8,73%

	Luxemb. II
	 
	 
	94
	11,37%
	105
	 
	121
	13,12%
	 
	 

	Mol
	11
	1,71%
	23
	3,58%
	18
	2,89%
	30
	4,59%
	19
	172,73%

	Munich
	120
	8,25%
	120
	7,98%
	119
	7,64%
	124
	7,75%
	4
	3,33%

	Varese
	137
	10,34%
	175
	13,29%
	218
	16,54%
	203
	15,41%
	66
	48,18%

	Total
	909
	4,72%
	1036
	5,22%
	1156
	5,67%
	1254
	6,09%
	345
	37,95%


The relative importance of this category of pupil, in statistical terms, is quite small. It now stands at just over 6% of the total school population. Nevertheless, the number of and the percentage of the population represented by these pupils has been steadily growing in recent years. They are a much more important factor and their fees make a much more important contribution to the budget in some schools than in others.

Though the largest number of Category 2 pupils is to be found in Luxembourg I, a decision has been taken by the Administrative Board of that school not to make any new Category 2 contracts because of strain on space. For the same reason, the Board of Governors decided not to enter into new Category 2 arrangements for the Brussels schools until Brussels IV is functioning.

It is in the smaller schools with low percentages of Category 1 pupils that such contracts are desirable as each Category 2 pupil makes a greater contribution to the budget than would a Category 3 pupil. 

The biggest number of Category 2 pupils outside Luxembourg is to be found in Karlsruhe (just ahead of Varese) and it is in this school too that they constitute by far the biggest percentage of the total school population – 21.47%, over three times the average for the system as a whole and just over a quarter of the non Category 1 pupils in the school.

The enrolment of Category 2 pupils is obviously attractive for those schools which have space or need extra numbers to create a vibrant pedagogical context for their pupils. Schools such as Karlsruhe and Varese are located in areas where there is a demand for places at the price on offer but the demand for places at the fee levels which our present system of Category 2 fee calculation dictates is minimal in a school such as Bergen where their enrolment would, in present circumstances, be welcome.

2.2.2.2
Category 3 Population
	Table EL  2c: School Population from 2003 to 2006. Category 3 Population

	Schools
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Difference between 2003 and 2006

	
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%

	Alicante
	622
	72,41%
	639
	67,26%
	628
	63,63%
	621
	62,73%
	-1
	-0,16%

	Bergen
	579
	83,31%
	547
	82,38%
	517
	82,59%
	449
	79,75%
	-130
	-22,45%

	Brussels I
	607
	26,25%
	532
	22,22%
	480
	18,34%
	388
	13,13%
	-219
	-36,08%

	Brussels II
	277
	9,82%
	230
	7,88%
	190
	6,30%
	187
	6,41%
	-90
	-32,49%

	Brussels III
	468
	17,58%
	416
	15,00%
	323
	11,61%
	272
	10,28%
	-196
	-41,88%

	Culham
	736
	82,33%
	730
	82,11%
	719
	84,00%
	661
	79,45%
	-75
	-10,19%

	Frankfurt
	408
	59,13%
	431
	53,28%
	411
	46,92%
	377
	40,23%
	-31
	-7,60%

	Karlsruhe
	855
	78,37%
	810
	75,42%
	718
	68,77%
	610
	63,28%
	-245
	-28,65%

	Luxembourg I 
	753
	19,80%
	577
	18,61%
	538
	16,87%
	502
	15,28%
	-251
	-33,33%

	Luxembourg II
	 
	 
	140
	16,93%
	155
	17,40%
	138
	14,97%
	 
	 

	Mol
	504
	78,50%
	493
	76,67%
	462
	74,28%
	476
	72,78%
	-28
	-5,56%

	Munich
	374
	25,70%
	366
	24,34%
	362
	23,25%
	354
	22,14%
	-20
	-5,35%

	Varese
	609
	45,96%
	502
	38,12%
	430
	32,63%
	392
	29,76%
	-217
	-35,63%

	Total
	6792
	35,29%
	6413
	32,29%
	5933
	29,11%
	5427
	26,37%
	-1365
	-20,10%


The rise in the relative significance of Category 1 and Category 2 pupils in the pupil population is mirrored by the decline in the relative significance of Category 3 pupils. Just over a quarter of the pupils in our schools are of Category 3 as of now. It was just over a third in 2003. Indeed, numbers of Category 3 pupils have been falling in both absolute and relative terms.

Category 3 pupils constitute more than half of the population in those schools which were the subject of the Van Dijk Report and in Alicante.

2.3
Pupil Population by nationality and category
Table EL2d gives the number of pupils from each of the Member States and the percentage of the total number of pupils from the Member States which the pupils from each Member State represent. These figures are given per category and for the global situation. Please note that for the purposes of this table those pupils who are not nationals of any of the Member States are disregarded. Consequently, the global population figures do not correspond exactly to earlier tables where no cognisance is taken of the nationality of pupils.

As the figures in this Report were compiled before the end of 2006, the term Member State refers to the twenty five states who were members of the EU before the most recent enlargement which embraced Bulgaria and Romania. 

877 pupils, that is to say 4.3% of the pupils of the European Schools, come from countries outside the EU.

	Table EL 2d: School population by nationality and category for the Member States

	
	Category 1
	Category 2
	Category 3
	Total

	German
	1751
	12,83%
	193
	17,47%
	1107
	22,34%
	3051
	15,48%

	Austrian
	214
	1,57%
	5
	0,45%
	32
	0,65%
	251
	1,27%

	Belgium
	1448
	10,61%
	64
	5,79%
	421
	8,50%
	1933
	9,81%

	British
	1195
	8,76%
	145
	13,12%
	610
	12,31%
	1950
	9,90%

	Cypriot
	28
	0,21%
	0
	0,00%
	0
	0,00%
	28
	0,14%

	Danish
	501
	3,67%
	125
	11,31%
	117
	2,36%
	743
	3,77%

	Spanish
	1215
	8,90%
	34
	3,08%
	475
	9,59%
	1724
	8,75%

	Estonian
	108
	0,79%
	0
	0,00%
	2
	0,04%
	110
	0,56%

	Finnish
	599
	4,39%
	26
	2,35%
	25
	0,50%
	650
	3,30%

	French
	1810
	13,26%
	164
	14,84%
	477
	9,63%
	2451
	12,44%

	Greek
	625
	4,58%
	10
	0,90%
	109
	2,20%
	744
	3,78%

	Hungarian
	171
	1,25%
	2
	0,18%
	6
	0,12%
	179
	0,91%

	Irish
	420
	3,08%
	13
	1,18%
	43
	0,87%
	476
	2,42%

	Italian
	1208
	8,85%
	155
	14,03%
	668
	13,48%
	2031
	10,31%

	Latvian
	93
	0,68%
	1
	0,09%
	0
	0,00%
	94
	0,48%

	Lithuanian
	110
	0,81%
	1
	0,09%
	1
	0,02%
	112
	0,57%

	Luxembourg
	193
	1,41%
	4
	0,36%
	53
	1,07%
	250
	1,27%

	Maltese
	30
	0,22%
	3
	0,27%
	1
	0,02%
	34
	0,17%

	Dutch
	493
	3,61%
	94
	8,51%
	619
	12,49%
	1206
	6,12%

	Polish
	174
	1,28%
	12
	1,09%
	16
	0,32%
	202
	1,03%

	Portuguese
	558
	4,09%
	8
	0,72%
	83
	1,68%
	649
	3,29%

	Slovakian
	106
	0,78%
	0
	0,00%
	2
	0,04%
	108
	0,55%

	Slovenian
	64
	0,47%
	1
	0,09%
	3
	0,06%
	68
	0,35%

	Swedish
	420
	3,08%
	45
	4,07%
	74
	1,49%
	539
	2,74%

	Czech
	112
	0,82%
	0
	0,00%
	11
	0,22%
	123
	0,62%

	Total
	13646
	100,00 %
	1105
	100,00%
	4955
	100,00%
	19706
	100,00%


The factors which determine which countries contribute most pupils to the European School system would appear to be the size of the population of a country, whether a country plays host to a European School and therefore to the EU institution(s) served by the schools and the length of time a country has been a member of the EU.

Thus, the biggest countries, such as Germany and France contribute most pupils. The host countries tend to contribute more than their populations would lead one to expect. The only non host country to appear among the seven biggest contributors of pupils is France and the only host country not to appear in the top seven is Luxembourg.

On the other hand, Poland (the 16th largest contributor of pupils) with a population roughly equal to that of Spain (the 6th largest) and the largest country of the newcomers of 2004, contributes more pupils than any of the other nine countries which became members of the EU in 2004 but less than Luxembourg, which, while being a host country, is the smallest of the 15 Member States pre 2004 and is also the smallest contributor of pupils from among the 15.

2.4
Pupil Population according to teaching levels
Table EL 3 shows, for each year under review, the number of pupils in each teaching level (Nursery, Primary and Secondary) in each school and in the system in general as well as the percentage variation year on year since 2003. The last two columns show the differences in absolute and percentage terms for each level in each school and in the system in general for the period as a whole since 2003.

	Table EL 3: Population of the teaching levels from 2003 to 2006

	Schools
	Cycle
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Difference between 2003 and 2006

	
	
	Population
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%
	Population
	%

	Alicante
	Nursery
	133
	118
	-11,28%
	118
	=
	121
	2,54%
	-12
	-9,02%

	
	Primary
	408
	413
	1,23%
	390
	-5,57%
	377
	-3,33%
	-31
	-7,60%

	
	Secondary
	318
	419
	31,76%
	479
	14,32%
	492
	2,71%
	174
	54,72%

	Total  Alicante
	859
	950
	10,59%
	987
	3,89%
	990
	0,30%
	131
	15,25%

	Bergen
	Nursery
	70
	65
	-7,14%
	70
	7,69%
	48
	-31,43%
	-22
	-31,43%

	
	Primary
	247
	239
	-3,24%
	214
	-10,46%
	189
	-11,68%
	-58
	-23,48%

	
	Secondary
	378
	360
	-4,76%
	342
	-5,00%
	326
	-4,68%
	-52
	-13,76%

	Total Bergen
	695
	664
	-4,46%
	626
	-5,72%
	563
	-10,06%
	-132
	-18,99%

	Brussels I
	Nursery
	216
	208
	-3,70%
	248
	19,23%
	283
	14,11%
	67
	31,02%

	
	Primary
	830
	870
	4,82%
	974
	11,95%
	1145
	17,56%
	315
	37,95%

	
	Secondary
	1266
	1316
	3,95%
	1395
	6,00%
	1526
	9,39%
	260
	20,54%

	Total Brussels I
	2312
	2394
	3,55%
	2617
	9,31%
	2954
	12,88%
	642
	27,77%

	Brussels II
	Nursery
	220
	237
	7,73%
	264
	11,39%
	228
	-13,64%
	8
	3,64%

	
	Primary
	1073
	1088
	1,40%
	1101
	1,19%
	1044
	-5,18%
	-29
	-2,70%

	
	Secondary
	1527
	1592
	4,26%
	1649
	3,58%
	1647
	-0,12%
	120
	7,86%

	Total Brussels II
	2820
	2917
	3,44%
	3014
	3,33%
	2919
	-3,15%
	99
	3,51%

	Brussels III
	Nursery
	230
	248
	7,83%
	205
	-17,34%
	160
	-21,95%
	-70
	-30,43%

	
	Primary
	989
	1049
	6,07%
	1047
	-0,19%
	975
	-6,88%
	-14
	-1,42%

	
	Secondary
	1443
	1476
	2,29%
	1529
	3,59%
	1511
	-1,18%
	68
	4,71%

	Total Brussels III
	2662
	2773
	4,17%
	2781
	0,29%
	2646
	-4,85%
	-16
	-0,60%

	Culham
	Nursery
	91
	91
	 
	79
	-13,19%
	68
	-13,92%
	-23
	-25,27%

	
	Primary
	349
	347
	-0,57%
	341
	-1,73%
	335
	-1,76%
	-14
	-4,01%

	
	Secondary
	454
	451
	-0,66%
	436
	-3,33%
	429
	-1,61%
	-25
	-5,51%

	Total Culham
	894
	889
	-0,56%
	856
	-3,71%
	832
	 
	-62
	-6,94%

	Frankfurt
	Nursery
	94
	97
	3,19%
	100
	3,09%
	129
	29,00%
	35
	37,23%

	
	Primary
	361
	392
	8,59%
	386
	-1,53%
	403
	4,40%
	42
	11,63%

	
	Secondary
	235
	320
	36,17%
	390
	21,88%
	405
	3,85%
	170
	72,34%

	Total Frankfurt
	690
	809
	17,25%
	876
	8,28%
	937
	6,96%
	247
	35,80%

	Karlsruhe
	Nursery
	88
	72
	-18,18%
	66
	-8,33%
	52
	-21,21%
	-36
	-40,91%

	
	Primary
	407
	405
	-0,49%
	390
	-3,70%
	360
	-7,69%
	-47
	-11,55%

	
	Secondary
	596
	597
	0,17%
	588
	-1,51%
	552
	-6,12%
	-44
	-7,38%

	Total Karlrsuhe
	1091
	1074
	-1,56%
	1044
	-2,79%
	964
	-7,66%
	-127
	-11,64%

	Luxemb. I
	Nursery
	442
	273
	-38,24%
	288
	5,49%
	283
	-1,74%
	-159
	-35,97%

	
	Primary
	1413
	811
	-42,60%
	819
	0,99%
	868
	5,98%
	-545
	-38,57%

	
	Secondary
	1948
	2017
	3,54%
	2083
	3,27%
	2134
	2,45%
	186
	9,55%

	Total Luxembourg I
	3803
	3101
	-18,46%
	3190
	2,87%
	3285
	2,98%
	-518
	-13,62%


	Luxemb. II
	Nursery
	 
	203
	 
	219
	7,88%
	202
	-7,76%
	 
	 

	
	Primary
	 
	624
	 
	672
	7,69%
	720
	7,14%
	 
	 

	
	Secondary
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Luxembourg II
	 
	827
	 
	891
	 
	922
	 
	 
	 

	Mol
	Nursery
	40
	36
	-10,00%
	53
	47,22%
	49
	-7,55%
	9
	22,50%

	
	Primary
	190
	195
	2,63%
	179
	-8,21%
	197
	10,06%
	7
	3,68%

	
	Secondary
	412
	412
	 
	390
	-5,34%
	408
	4,62%
	-4
	-0,97%

	Total Mol
	642
	643
	0,16%
	622
	-3,27%
	654
	5,14%
	12
	1,87%

	Munich
	Nursery
	104
	99
	-4,81%
	88
	-11,11%
	107
	21,59%
	3
	2,88%

	
	Primary
	603
	644
	6,80%
	675
	4,81%
	702
	4,00%
	99
	16,42%

	
	Secondary
	748
	761
	1,74%
	794
	4,34%
	790
	-0,50%
	42
	5,61%

	Total Munich
	1455
	1504
	3,37%
	1557
	3,52%
	1599
	2,70%
	144
	9,90%

	 Varese 
	Nursery
	98
	93
	-5,10%
	96
	3,23%
	112
	16,67%
	14
	14,29%

	
	Primary
	526
	520
	-1,14%
	495
	-4,81%
	490
	-1,01%
	-36
	-6,84%

	
	Secondary
	701
	704
	0,43%
	727
	3,27%
	715
	-1,65%
	14
	2,00%

	Total Varese
	1325
	1317
	-0,60%
	1318
	0,08%
	1317
	-0,08%
	-8
	-0,60%

	Total
	Nursery
	1826
	1840
	0,77%
	1894
	2,93%
	1842
	-2,75%
	16
	0,88%

	
	Primary
	7396
	7597
	2,72%
	7683
	1,13%
	7805
	1,59%
	409
	5,53%

	
	Secondary
	10026
	10425
	3,98%
	10802
	3,62%
	10935
	1,23%
	909
	9,07%

	Total Global
	19248
	19862
	3,19%
	20379
	2,60%
	20582
	1,00%
	1334
	6,93%


It is, perhaps, to be noted from this table that the rather slight overall growth in the pupil population this year is due to the fact that the rather modest growth in the Primary and Secondary sections slightly more than compensated for a drop in the numbers attending the Nursery sections.

Declining numbers in Brussels II and Brussels III with especially steep declines in the Nursery levels of those two schools reflect the enrolment policy adopted by the Directors of the Brussels schools which channelled new enrolments towards Brussels I in order to avoid overcrowding in Brussels II and Brussels III. This policy was successful and the increases at all levels but especially at Nursery level in Brussels I reflects this policy.

Declining enrolments at Nursery level in the four smaller schools may be the result of the phasing out of language sections in those schools or may, more worryingly, reflect the perception of continuing uncertainty regarding the future of those schools. This is a matter which should be addressed lest fears for the future develop into self fulfilling prophecies.

2.4
Pupil Population according to Language Section
Table LANG SECT 1 shows the population of each of the language sections in each of the schools for the current school year and the overall situation for the system as a whole is summarised in the accompanying pie chart.

	 

Table LANG SECT 1: Language Sections

	Schools
	CS
	DE
	DK
	EL
	EN
	ES
	FI
	FR
	HU
	IT
	LT
	NE
	PL
	PT
	SW
	Total

	Alicante
	 
	145
	 
	 
	280
	366
	 
	199
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	990

	Bergen
	 
	35
	 
	 
	189
	 
	 
	97
	 
	14
	 
	228
	 
	 
	 
	563

	Bru I
	 
	312
	281
	 
	497
	316
	 
	957
	98
	392
	 
	 
	101
	 
	 
	2954

	Bru II
	 
	334
	 
	 
	453
	 
	349
	666
	 
	285
	42
	217
	 
	308
	265
	2919

	Bru III
	32
	292
	 
	416
	550
	350
	 
	698
	 
	 
	 
	308
	 
	 
	 
	2646

	Culham
	 
	204
	 
	 
	278
	 
	 
	237
	 
	59
	 
	54
	 
	 
	 
	832

	Frankf.
	 
	309
	 
	 
	292
	 
	 
	186
	 
	150
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	937

	Karlsr.
	 
	330
	 
	 
	300
	 
	 
	187
	 
	91
	 
	56
	 
	 
	 
	964

	Lux. I 
	 
	365
	143
	109
	612
	272
	180
	715
	 
	143
	 
	303
	34
	202
	207
	3285

	Lux. II
	19
	123
	168
	78
	145
	 
	 
	197
	22
	170
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	922

	Mol
	 
	105
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	268
	 
	6
	 
	275
	 
	 
	 
	654

	Munich
	 
	701
	 
	39
	299
	49
	 
	241
	 
	149
	 
	121
	 
	 
	 
	1599

	 Varese 
	 
	242
	 
	 
	327
	 
	 
	250
	 
	340
	 
	158
	 
	 
	 
	1317

	Total
	51
	3497
	592
	642
	4222
	1353
	529
	4898
	120
	1799
	42
	1720
	135
	510
	472
	20582

	 
	0,25%
	16,99%
	2,88%
	3,12%
	20,51%
	6,58%
	2,57%
	23,80%
	0,58%
	8,74%
	0,20%
	8,36%
	0,66%
	2,48%
	2,29%
	100%
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Generally speaking, the size of the language sections reflect the strength of the language in question in Europe but clearly the languages of those countries which are host countries to the schools and the EU institutions are particularly strong in the schools.

The concentration of the schools in cities (Brussels and Luxembourg) which are to a large degree francophone is reflected in the size of the French sections. The French section in Brussels I is bigger than any one of the smallest three schools. There is a French section in every school. While this is also true of the German sections the German section at Bergen is being phased out. There is an English section in every school except Mol.

In accordance with the decision made by the Board of Governors during its meeting at the Hague a new Lithuanian section has been set up in Brussels II and it has started its life with three class groups and 42 pupils.

In the case of the smaller language sections and in accordance with the decisions of the Board groupings of class levels occur according to the class sizes.

Table LANG SECT 2 gives the population of each language section in each school broken down to categories of pupil and teaching level – Nursery, Primary and Secondary.
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3.
Pupil Language Choices and Repeat Rates in the Secondary sections of the European Schools.
3.1
Choice of Foreign Language
The three tables below give details of European School pupils’ choices of language for study. 

By way of explanation it should be said that Language II is a pupil’s first foreign language which is studied from first year primary and is the vehicle for study of a number of subjects in secondary school. Language III is a compulsory subject in secondary school from second year to fifth year and may be taken to BAC level. Language IV may be studied from fourth year secondary. (Some schools also offer a Language V which pupils may take at beginner level as a complementary course for the European Baccalaureate.)

Table LANG 2 shows the percentage of pupils choosing English, French and German as language 2 in the current year. Pupils’ range of choice of language 2 is confined to English, French and German up to fifth year secondary. In sixth and seventh year, though one of these three languages must be the vehicular language for the study of certain subjects, under particular circumstances, the choice of a different Language II may be possible.

	Table LANG 2: Choice of language 2, School year 2006-2007

	Schools
	German
	English
	French
	Other

	Alicante
	13,24%
	66,67%
	20,09%
	 

	Bergen
	9,96%
	66,93%
	23,11%
	 

	Brussels I
	6,40%
	58,98%
	34,61%
	 

	Brussels II
	4,68%
	54,07%
	41,29%
	 

	Brussels III
	5,96%
	50,02%
	44,06%
	 

	Culham
	8,76%
	69,67%
	21,57%
	 

	Francfort
	54,27%
	42,88%
	2,85%
	 

	Karlsruhe
	53,07%
	33,33%
	13,60%
	 

	Luxembourg I
	13,56%
	50,30%
	36,14%
	 

	Luxembourg II 
	15,69%
	55,14%
	29,17%
	 

	Mol
	7,27%
	56,36%
	34,88%
	1,49%

	Munich
	51,44%
	39,81%
	8,42%
	 

	Varese
	10,55%
	68,60%
	19,93%
	0,91%


It is evident that English continues to be by far the most popular choice for Language II except in German schools where German is more popular.

Tables LANG3a and LANG 4a show the most popular choices, in each school, of languages for study of Language III and Language IV respectively.

	Table LANG 3 a: the three most frequently chosen languages in each school as language 3 on entry into second year secondary, school year 2006-2007

	Schools
	Choice 1
	Choice 2
	Choice 3

	
	Language
	%
	Language
	%
	Language
	%

	Alicante
	Spanish
	46,43%
	French
	32,14%
	German
	11,90%

	Bergen
	Spanish
	32,56%
	French/Dutch
	20,93%
	German
	18,60%

	Brussels I
	French
	26,27%
	Spanish
	25,81%
	English
	23,04%

	Brussels II
	English
	31,22%
	French
	27,00%
	Spanish
	15,19%

	Brussels III
	English
	28,89%
	Spanish
	23,11%
	French
	22,67%

	Culham
	Spanish
	52,94%
	French
	26,47%
	Italien
	13,24%

	Frankfurt
	Spanish
	34,78%
	English
	20,29%
	French
	18,84%

	Karlsruhe
	English
	33,78%
	Spanish
	24,32%
	French
	22,97%

	Luxembourg I
	English
	33,65%
	French
	28,30%
	German
	17,92%

	Luxembourg II 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mol
	French
	36,36%
	Spanish
	25,45%
	English
	21,82%

	Munich
	English
	43,24%
	Spanish
	23,42%
	French
	17,12%

	Varese
	French
	33,02%
	Spanish
	23,58%
	Italien
	18,87%


	Table LANG 4a: the three most frequently chosen languages in each school for study as language 4 on entry into fourth year secondary, school year 2006-2007

	Schools
	Choice 1
	Choice 2
	Choice 3

	
	Language
	%
	Language
	
	Language
	%

	Alicante
	Italian
	46,43%
	German
	42,86%
	French
	10,71%

	Bergen
	Spanish
	56,06%
	Dutch
	18,18%
	Italian
	13,64%

	Brussels I
	Spanish
	37,17%
	Italian
	20,72%
	French
	14,14%

	Brussels II
	Spanish
	36,90%
	Italian
	14,76%
	Dutch
	13,49%

	Brussels III
	Spanish
	43,23%
	Italian
	18,42%
	German
	12,78%

	Culham
	Spanish
	68,18%
	Italian
	31,82%
	 
	 

	Frankfurt
	Spanish
	57,41%
	Italian
	33,33%
	French
	9,26%

	Karlsruhe
	Spanish
	59,63%
	French
	29,36%
	Italian
	11,01%

	Luxembourg I
	Spanish
	45,59%
	German
	24,18%
	Italian
	11,59%

	Luxembourg II 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mol
	Spanish
	82,14%
	German
	8,93%
	Italian
	8,93%

	Munich
	Spanish
	66,96%
	French
	18,26%
	Italian
	13,04%

	Varese
	Spanish
	42,72%
	Italian
	31,07%
	French
	19,42%


It would appear that those pupils who have not chosen English as Language II tend to do so at Language III level. However, by far the most popular choice at the level of Language III and Language IV is Spanish, which is not normally available as Language II

3.2. Repeat Rates

Table REPEAT 1 shows by class level the number and percentage of Secondary school pupils in the system as a whole who were, by decision of a class council at the end of the school year, obliged to repeat the school year, year on year during the period 2004-2006.

	Table REPEAT 1: number and percentage of pupils in each year of secondary school in the system who repeated a year

	 
	2003/2004
	2004/2005
	2005/2006
	Average of repeating

03/04 – 05/06

	 
	Total
	Repeating
	%
	Total
	Repeating
	%
	Total
	Repeating
	%
	%

	S1
	1579
	33
	2,1%
	1479
	17
	1,1%
	1608
	23
	1,4%
	1,6%

	S2
	1593
	34
	2,1%
	1643
	15
	0,9%
	1735
	31
	1,8%
	1,6%

	S3
	1503
	41
	2,7%
	1577
	28
	1,8%
	1691
	52
	3,1%
	2,5%

	S4
	1533
	89
	5,8%
	1524
	56
	3,7%
	1634
	89
	5,4%
	5,0%

	S5
	1421
	86
	6,1%
	1435
	53
	3,7%
	1537
	82
	5,3%
	5,0%

	S6
	1200
	30
	2,5%
	1360
	18
	1,3%
	1417
	46
	3,2%
	2,4%

	S7
	1129
	21
	1,9%
	1147
	22
	1,9%
	1180
	30
	2,5%
	2,1%

	TOTAL
	9958
	334
	3,4%
	10165
	209
	2,1%
	10802
	353
	3,3%
	2,9%


Table REPEAT 2 gives the same information according to language section – again referring to all of the Secondary sections in all of the schools.

	Table REPEAT 2: number and percentage of pupils in each language section in the secondary who repeated a year

	 
	2003/2004
	2004/2005
	2005/2006
	Average of repeating

03/04 – 05/06

	 
	Total
	Repeating
	%
	Total
	Repeating
	%
	Total
	Repeating
	%
	%

	DE
	1633
	37
	2,3%
	1691
	26
	1,5%
	1759
	54
	3,1%
	2,3%

	DK
	273
	5
	1,8%
	272
	3
	1,1%
	305
	3
	1,0%
	1,3%

	EL
	332
	10
	3,0%
	324
	6
	1,9%
	345
	7
	2,0%
	2,3%

	EN
	2045
	63
	3,1%
	2123
	43
	2,0%
	2266
	69
	3,0%
	2,7%

	ES
	591
	41
	6,9%
	627
	26
	4,1%
	705
	21
	3,0%
	4,7%

	FI
	180
	0
	0,0%
	188
	1
	0,5%
	202
	5
	2,5%
	1,0%

	FR
	2455
	110
	4,5%
	2509
	63
	2,5%
	2683
	119
	4,4%
	3,8%

	HU
	0
	0
	0,0%
	13
	1
	7,7%
	18
	0
	0,0%
	2,6%

	IT
	978
	34
	3,5%
	916
	14
	1,5%
	963
	18
	1,9%
	2,3%

	NL
	998
	19
	1,9%
	958
	15
	1,6%
	1003
	35
	3,5%
	2,3%

	PL
	0
	0
	0,0%
	27
	0
	0,0%
	18
	0
	0,0%
	0,0%

	PT
	316
	9
	2,8%
	328
	7
	2,1%
	339
	14
	4,1%
	3,0%

	SV
	157
	6
	3,8%
	189
	4
	2,1%
	196
	8
	4,1%
	3,3%

	TOTAL
	9958
	334
	3,4%
	10165
	209
	2,1%
	10802
	353
	3,3%
	2,9%


Table REPEAT 3 shows the number of pupils in each section in each Secondary school as well as the number and percentage of pupils in each language section who were, at the end of the year 2005-6, obliged to repeat the year.

Table REPEAT 3
	
	
	DE
	DK
	EL
	EN
	ES
	FI
	FR
	HU
	IT
	NL
	PL
	PT
	SV
	TOTAL

	Alicante
	Total
	55
	 
	 
	131
	173
	 
	120
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	479

	 
	Repeating
	2
	 
	 
	4
	8
	 
	4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	18

	 
	%
	3,6%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,1%
	4,6%
	0,0%
	3,3%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,8%

	Bergen
	Total
	48
	 
	 
	116
	 
	 
	58
	 
	18
	102
	 
	 
	 
	342

	 
	Repeating
	1
	 
	 
	7
	 
	 
	2
	 
	1
	4
	 
	 
	 
	15

	 
	%
	2,1%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	6,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,4%
	0,0%
	5,6%
	3,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	4,4%

	Brussels I
	Total
	156
	153
	 
	251
	179
	 
	446
	18
	174
	 
	18
	 
	 
	1395

	 
	Repeating
	4
	1
	 
	5
	5
	 
	13
	0
	5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	33

	 
	%
	2,6%
	0,7%
	0,0%
	2,0%
	2,8%
	0,0%
	2,9%
	0,0%
	2,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	2,4%

	Brussels II
	Total
	184
	 
	 
	287
	 
	137
	421
	 
	163
	148
	 
	198
	111
	1649

	 
	Repeating
	14
	 
	 
	17
	 
	5
	34
	 
	3
	6
	 
	8
	8
	95

	 
	%
	7,6%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	5,9%
	0,0%
	3,6%
	8,1%
	0,0%
	1,8%
	4,1%
	0,0%
	4,0%
	7,2%
	5,8%

	Brussels III
	Total
	159
	 
	236
	337
	211
	 
	413
	 
	 
	173
	 
	 
	 
	1529

	 
	Repeating
	3
	 
	6
	8
	4
	 
	22
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 
	46

	 
	%
	1,9%
	0,0%
	2,5%
	2,4%
	1,9%
	0,0%
	5,3%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,7%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,0%

	Culham
	Total
	83
	 
	 
	147
	 
	 
	126
	 
	45
	35
	 
	 
	 
	436

	 
	Repeating
	0
	 
	 
	0
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2

	 
	%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,8%
	0,0%
	2,2%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,5%

	Frankfurt
	Total
	137
	 
	 
	135
	 
	 
	75
	 
	43
	 
	 
	 
	 
	390

	 
	Repeating
	7
	 
	 
	5
	 
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	14

	 
	%
	5,1%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,7%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,3%
	0,0%
	2,3%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,6%

	Karlsruhe
	Total
	166
	 
	 
	179
	 
	 
	113
	 
	92
	38
	 
	 
	 
	588

	 
	Repeating
	3
	 
	 
	6
	 
	 
	5
	 
	2
	2
	 
	 
	 
	18

	 
	%
	1,8%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,4%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	4,4%
	0,0%
	2,2%
	5,3%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,1%

	Luxembourg I
	Total
	248
	152
	109
	355
	142
	65
	451
	 
	159
	176
	 
	141
	85
	2083

	 
	Repeating
	3
	2
	1
	9
	4
	0
	18
	 
	3
	5
	 
	6
	0
	51

	 
	%
	1,2%
	1,3%
	0,9%
	2,5%
	2,8%
	0,0%
	4,0%
	0,0%
	1,9%
	2,8%
	0,0%
	4,3%
	0,0%
	2,4%

	Mol
	Total
	51
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	152
	 
	6
	181
	 
	 
	 
	390

	 
	Repeating
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	15
	 
	0
	8
	 
	 
	 
	24

	 
	%
	2,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	9,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	4,4%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	6,2%

	Munich
	Total
	351
	 
	 
	145
	 
	 
	165
	 
	72
	61
	 
	 
	 
	794

	 
	Repeating
	14
	 
	 
	5
	 
	 
	2
	 
	1
	3
	 
	 
	 
	25

	 
	%
	4,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,4%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,2%
	0,0%
	1,4%
	4,9%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,1%

	Varese
	Total
	121
	 
	 
	183
	 
	 
	143
	 
	191
	89
	 
	 
	 
	727

	 
	Repeating
	2
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	2
	 
	1
	4
	 
	 
	 
	12

	 
	%
	1,7%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,6%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,4%
	0,0%
	0,5%
	4,5%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	1,7%

	Total
	Total
	1759
	305
	345
	2266
	705
	202
	2683
	18
	963
	1003
	18
	339
	196
	10802

	 
	Repeating
	54
	3
	7
	69
	21
	5
	119
	0
	18
	35
	0
	14
	8
	353

	 
	%
	3,1%
	1,0%
	2,0%
	3,0%
	3,0%
	2,5%
	4,4%
	0,0%
	1,9%
	3,5%
	0,0%
	4,1%
	4,1%
	3,3%


Table REPEAT 4 gives the same information for each secondary cycle but by class level rather than language section.

Table REPEAT 4

	School
	
	s1
	s2
	s3
	s4
	s5
	s6
	s7
	Total

	Alicante
	Total
	95
	96
	84
	79
	66
	59
	 
	479

	 
	Repeating
	2
	1
	4
	4
	6
	1
	 
	18

	 
	%
	2,1%
	1,0%
	4,8%
	5,1%
	9,1%
	1,7%
	0,0%
	3,8%

	Bergen
	Total
	56
	46
	52
	60
	50
	38
	40
	342

	 
	Repeating
	0
	4
	1
	4
	3
	3
	0
	15

	 
	%
	0,0%
	8,7%
	1,9%
	6,7%
	6,0%
	7,9%
	0,0%
	4,4%

	Brussels I
	Total
	201
	215
	222
	211
	193
	187
	166
	1395

	 
	Repeating
	0
	4
	1
	14
	3
	7
	4
	33

	 
	%
	0,0%
	1,9%
	0,5%
	6,6%
	1,6%
	3,7%
	2,4%
	2,4%

	Brussels II
	Total
	242
	264
	273
	261
	240
	195
	174
	1649

	 
	Repeating
	9
	9
	18
	19
	25
	8
	7
	95

	 
	%
	3,7%
	3,4%
	6,6%
	7,3%
	10,4%
	4,1%
	4,0%
	5,8%

	Brussels III
	Total
	197
	243
	243
	239
	211
	222
	174
	1529

	 
	Repeating
	5
	3
	6
	9
	10
	6
	7
	46

	 
	%
	2,5%
	1,2%
	2,5%
	3,8%
	4,7%
	2,7%
	4,0%
	3,0%

	Culham
	Total
	71
	77
	68
	57
	60
	54
	49
	436

	 
	Repeating
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	2

	 
	%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	3,3%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,5%

	Frankfurt
	Total
	79
	80
	62
	63
	57
	49
	 
	390

	 
	Repeating
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5
	6
	0
	14

	 
	%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	0,0%
	4,8%
	8,8%
	12,2%
	0,0%
	3,6%

	Karlsruhe
	Total
	78
	98
	83
	86
	84
	82
	77
	588

	 
	Repeating
	1
	1
	3
	8
	3
	0
	2
	18

	 
	%
	1,3%
	1,0%
	3,6%
	9,3%
	3,6%
	0,0%
	2,6%
	3,1%

	Luxembourg I
	Total
	306
	315
	305
	308
	298
	286
	265
	2083

	 
	Repeating
	2
	2
	13
	15
	9
	7
	3
	51

	 
	%
	0,7%
	0,6%
	4,3%
	4,9%
	3,0%
	2,4%
	1,1%
	2,4%

	Mol
	Total
	50
	53
	58
	56
	66
	46
	61
	390

	 
	Repeating
	1
	5
	4
	4
	5
	3
	2
	24

	 
	%
	2,0%
	9,4%
	6,9%
	7,1%
	7,6%
	6,5%
	3,3%
	6,2%

	Munich
	Total
	119
	123
	129
	105
	109
	114
	95
	794

	 
	Repeating
	2
	1
	1
	5
	8
	3
	5
	25

	 
	%
	1,7%
	0,8%
	0,8%
	4,8%
	7,3%
	2,6%
	5,3%
	3,1%

	Varese
	Total
	114
	125
	112
	109
	103
	85
	79
	727

	 
	Repeating
	1
	1
	1
	4
	3
	2
	0
	12

	 
	%
	0,9%
	0,8%
	0,9%
	3,7%
	2,9%
	2,4%
	0,0%
	1,7%

	Total
	Total
	1608
	1735
	1691
	1634
	1537
	1417
	1180
	10802

	 
	Repeating
	23
	31
	52
	89
	82
	46
	30
	353

	 
	%
	1,4%
	1,8%
	3,1%
	5,4%
	5,3%
	3,2%
	2,5%
	3,3%


Leaving aside the new language sections where the absolute figures are too small for meaningful statistics to be established, it can be seen that repeat rates vary quite considerably according to language section. The average over the last three years has varied from almost 5% in the Spanish section to barely over 1% in the Finnish section.

When viewed according to class level it is evident that the levels pupils find it most difficult to pass are those of Secondary 4 and Secondary 5 where two subjects must be studied in foreign language and where three science subjects are compulsory. There is a variation according to school also from a low of 0.7% in Culham to a high of 6.2% in Mol.

4.
Teachers and staff-pupil ratios

4.1
Teaching Staff

Table ENS1 shows the total number of teaching staff in each school and the number of teachers, Educational Counsellors, librarians and executive staff which have been seconded from Member States for the year 2006-7. It also shows the number of locally recruited teachers employed in each school and the percentage of seconded staff, including the executive posts, which are locally recruited or seconded per school and for the system as a whole. The information on locally recruited teachers, the majority of whom are part time, is expressed in teacher equivalents allowing for twenty one periods weekly in the secondary schools and for 25.5 hours per week in the primary school.

	Table ENS1: Teaching Staff for the school year 2006-2007

	Schools
	Seconded teachers
	Educational advisers (counsellors)/ Librarians
	Execu-tive staff


	Total Seconded Staff
	Locally recruited Primary teachers
	Locally recruited Secondary teachers
	Locally recruited Ethics and Religion teachers
	Total Locally recruited teachers
	Total

	Alicante
	68
	3
	3
	74
	84%
	5
	7
	2
	14
	16%
	88

	Bergen
	55
	1
	3
	59
	83%
	4
	6
	2
	12
	17%
	71

	Bru I
	182
	12
	3
	197
	76%
	27
	26
	10
	63
	24%
	260

	Bru II
	180
	9
	3
	192
	81%
	8
	27
	11
	46
	19%
	238

	Bru III
	166
	9
	3
	178
	81%
	8
	27
	8
	43
	19%
	221

	Culham
	58
	2
	3
	63
	74%
	6
	13
	3
	22
	26%
	85

	Francfort
	56
	2
	3
	61
	69%
	8
	17
	3
	28
	31%
	89

	Karlsruhe
	69
	4
	2
	75
	72%
	11
	14
	4
	29
	28%
	104

	Lux. I 
	210
	16
	4
	230
	77%
	18
	39
	13
	70
	23%
	300

	Lux. II
	48
	 
	2
	50
	85%
	7
	0
	2
	9
	15%
	59

	Mol
	61
	3
	3
	67
	83%
	2
	9
	3
	14
	17%
	81

	Munich
	81
	4
	3
	88
	59%
	24
	31
	6
	61
	41%
	149

	Varese
	96
	6
	3
	105
	76%
	10
	16
	7
	33
	24%
	138

	Total
	1330
	71
	38
	1439
	76%
	138
	232
	74
	444
	24%
	1883


The number of teacher equivalents is up by 2.2% on last year to 1,878. The percentage of locally recruited staff is still 24% (the same as last year) or almost a quarter of the total. This figure would obviously be lower if all Member States were to fill the posts for which they were asked.

Table ENS1a gives the number of members of the teaching staff seconded by each Member State in the system as a whole and in each school. It also shows the percentage of the total seconded teaching staff seconded by each Member State. The largest contributors are the United Kingdom, France and Belgium, in that order, and three countries, Cyprus, Estonia and Latvia do not appear in the table as they do not, as yet second any teaching staff.

	Table ENS1a: Teaching Staff seconded by governments for the school year 2006-7, by country

	
	Total
	%
	Ali
	Berg
	Br1
	Br2
	Br3
	Cul
	Frf
	Kar
	Lu1
	Lu2
	Mol
	Mun
	Var

	Germany
	217
	16,32%
	14
	7
	16
	19
	16
	15
	19
	23
	26
	6
	12
	26
	18

	Austria
	15
	1,13%
	 
	 
	4
	1
	1
	 
	2
	 
	3
	 
	 
	3
	1

	Belgium
	152
	11,43%
	8
	9
	19
	26
	25
	3
	5
	3
	21
	5
	16
	5
	7

	Denmark
	30
	2,26%
	 
	 
	14
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	7
	7
	 
	 
	1

	Spain
	78
	5,86%
	18
	1
	17
	2
	16
	1
	1
	1
	14
	 
	1
	3
	3

	Finland
	26
	1,95%
	 
	 
	 
	15
	 
	 
	 
	 
	11
	 
	 
	 
	 

	France 
	175
	13,16%
	5
	6
	34
	24
	24
	13
	5
	12
	23
	2
	9
	6
	12

	United Kingdom
	235
	17,67%
	13
	9
	30
	31
	31
	15
	11
	14
	33
	6
	6
	16
	20

	Greece
	36
	2,71%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	19
	 
	 
	 
	8
	6
	 
	3
	 

	Hungary
	9
	0,68%
	 
	 
	7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	 
	 

	Ireland
	70
	5,26%
	5
	4
	12
	7
	12
	4
	4
	2
	9
	1
	3
	2
	5

	Italy
	99
	7,44%
	 
	3
	17
	14
	3
	3
	9
	8
	8
	7
	1
	9
	17

	Lithuania
	6
	0,45%
	 
	 
	 
	4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Luxembourg
	18
	1,35%
	3
	 
	1
	2
	3
	 
	 
	 
	5
	1
	 
	2
	1

	Malta
	1
	0,08%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Netherlands
	81
	6,09%
	 
	16
	 
	10
	9
	3
	 
	6
	11
	 
	12
	6
	8

	Poland
	13
	0,98%
	 
	 
	10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	3
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Portugal
	30
	2,26%
	1
	 
	 
	13
	1
	 
	 
	 
	13
	 
	 
	 
	2

	Slovakia
	3
	0,23%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 

	Slovenia
	1
	0,08%
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sweden
	27
	2,03%
	1
	 
	 
	12
	 
	 
	 
	 
	12
	 
	1
	 
	1

	Czech Republic
	8
	0,60%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	4
	 
	 
	 
	1
	3
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	1330
	 
	68
	55
	182
	180
	166
	58
	56
	69
	210
	48
	61
	81
	96


Table ENS2 gives for each year from 2003 the number of each school’s teaching staff with the locally recruited teacher numbers expressed as teacher equivalents, rounded up to whole figures included in the global figures. Percentage variations of the numbers over the three years appear in the last column. 

Table ENS2a gives the same information for locally recruited staff alone, showing locally recruited staff as a percentage of total teaching staff.

	Table ENS2: Pattern of Development of Teaching Staff for the period 2003-2006

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Difference between 2003 and 2006

	Schools
	Teachers
	%
	Teachers
	%
	Teachers
	%
	Teachers
	%
	Teachers
	%

	Alicante
	71
	4,03%
	82
	4,51%
	90
	4,90%
	88
	4,69%
	17
	23,94%

	Bergen
	87
	4,94%
	78
	4,29%
	74
	4,03%
	71
	3,78%
	-16
	-18,39%

	Bru I
	200
	11,36%
	213
	11,71%
	230
	12,52%
	260
	13,84%
	60
	30,00%

	Bru II
	227
	12,90%
	268
	14,73%
	235
	12,79%
	233
	12,41%
	6
	2,64%

	Bru III
	254
	14,43%
	218
	11,98%
	218
	11,87%
	221
	11,77%
	-33
	-12,99%

	Culham
	91
	5,17%
	91
	5,00%
	86
	4,68%
	85
	4,53%
	-6
	-6,59%

	Frankfurt
	65
	3,69%
	76
	4,18%
	86
	4,68%
	89
	4,74%
	24
	36,92%

	Karlsruhe
	108
	6,14%
	109
	5,99%
	106
	5,77%
	104
	5,54%
	-4
	-3,70%

	Lux. I
	300
	17,05%
	275
	15,12%
	278
	15,13%
	300
	15,97%
	 
	 

	Lux. II 
	 
	 
	56
	 3,08%
	58
	3,16% 
	59
	3,14%
	 
	 

	Mol
	82
	4,66%
	81
	4,45%
	81
	4,41%
	81
	4,31%
	-1
	-1,22%

	Munich
	142
	8,07%
	138
	7,59%
	152
	8,27%
	149
	7,93%
	7
	4,93%

	Varese
	133
	7,56%
	134
	7,37%
	143
	7,78%
	138
	7,35%
	5
	3,76%

	Total
	1760
	100,00%
	1819
	100%
	1837
	100%
	1878
	100,00%
	118
	6,70%


	Table ENS2a: Pattern of Development of locally recruited part time teachers 2003 - 2006

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Difference between 2003 and 2006

	Schools
	Locally recruited teachers
	%
	Locally recruited teachers
	%
	Locally recruited teachers
	%
	Locally recruited teachers
	%
	Locally recruited teachers
	%

	Alicante
	17
	14,00%
	16
	23,94%
	22
	24,44%
	14
	15,91%
	-3
	-17,65%

	Bergen
	15
	16,90%
	14
	17,24%
	10
	13,51%
	12
	16,90%
	-3
	-20,00%

	Brussels I
	47
	21,80%
	42
	23,50%
	50
	21,74%
	63
	24,23%
	16
	34,04%

	Brussels II
	45
	20,70%
	83
	19,82%
	48
	20,43%
	46
	19,33%
	1
	2,22%

	Brussels III
	86
	24,00%
	43
	33,86%
	41
	18,81%
	43
	19,46%
	-43
	-50,00%

	Culham
	14
	13,80%
	17
	15,38%
	22
	25,58%
	22
	25,88%
	8
	57,14%

	Frankfurt
	18
	42,30%
	24
	27,69%
	29
	33,72%
	28
	31,46%
	10
	55,56%

	Karlsruhe
	23
	15,40%
	25
	21,30%
	25
	23,58%
	29
	27,88%
	6
	26,09%

	Luxembourg
	54
	16,80%
	56
	18,00%
	56
	20,14%
	70
	23,33%
	16
	29,63%

	Luxembourg II
	 
	 
	10
	 
	12
	20,69%
	9
	15,25%
	 
	 

	Mol
	12
	16,10%
	14
	14,63%
	16
	19,75%
	14
	17,28%
	2
	16,67%

	Munich
	59
	44,00%
	55
	41,55%
	65
	42,76%
	61
	40,94%
	2
	3,39%

	Varese
	29
	22,40%
	30
	21,80%
	39
	27,27%
	33
	23,91%
	4
	13,79%

	Total
	419
	21,70%
	429
	23,81%
	435
	23,68%
	444
	23,58%
	16
	5,97%


4.2 Staff-Pupil Ratios

Table ENS3 shows teacher-pupil ratios for each school and for the system as a whole and the evolution of these ratios over the period since 2003.

	Table ENS3: Pupil-Teacher Ratios 2003 - 2006

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Diff. ratio

	Schools
	Teachers
	Pupil-teacher ratio
	Teachers
	Pupil-teacher ratio
	Teachers
	Pupil-teacher ratio
	Teachers
	Pupil-teacher ratio
	%

	Alicante
	71
	12,1
	82
	11,6
	90
	11,0
	88
	11,3
	-7%

	Bergen
	87
	8,0
	78
	8,5
	74
	8,5
	71
	7,9
	-1%

	Bru I
	200
	11,4
	213
	11,2
	230
	11,4
	260
	11,4
	-1%

	Bru II
	227
	12,2
	268
	10,9
	235
	12,8
	233
	12,5
	3%

	Bru III
	254
	10,2
	218
	12,7
	218
	12,8
	221
	12,0
	17%

	Culham
	91
	9,7
	91
	9,8
	86
	10,0
	85
	9,8
	1%

	Frankfurt
	65
	9,7
	76
	10,6
	86
	10,2
	89
	10,5
	8%

	Karlsruhe
	108
	10,1
	109
	9,9
	106
	9,8
	104
	9,3
	-8%

	Luxemb. I
	300
	12,5
	275
	11,3
	278
	11,5
	300
	11,0
	-12%

	Luxemb. II
	0
	0,0
	56
	 
	58
	 
	59
	15,6
	0%

	Mol
	82
	7,8
	81
	7,9
	81
	7,7
	81
	8,1
	3%

	Munich
	142
	10,2
	138
	10,9
	152
	10,2
	149
	10,7
	5%

	Varese
	133
	9,9
	134
	9,8
	143
	9,2
	138
	9,5
	-4%

	Total
	1760
	10,8
	1819
	10,9
	1837
	11,1
	1878
	11,0
	2%


Table ENS3a gives the same information for ratios of Educational Counsellors to pupils in the secondary schools. The unusually unfavourable situation in Bergen is more apparent than real because, unusually, one of the Counsellors in that school is locally recruited.

	Table ENS3a: Ratios of Educational Advisors to pupils in secondary schools 2003 - 2006

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Diff. ratio

	Schools
	Ed. advisors
	Pupils/Ed. advisors ratio
	Ed. advisors
	Pupils/Ed. advisors ratio
	Ed. advisors
	Pupils/Ed. advisors ratio
	Ed. advisors
	Pupils/Ed. advisors ratio
	%

	Alicante
	3
	106
	3
	140
	3
	160
	3
	164
	55%

	Bergen
	1
	378
	1
	360
	1
	342
	1
	326
	-14%

	Bru I
	9
	141
	10
	132
	10
	140
	12
	127
	-10%

	Bru II
	9
	170
	9
	177
	9
	183
	9
	183
	8%

	Bru III
	8
	180
	9
	164
	9
	170
	9
	168
	-7%

	Culham
	2
	227
	2
	226
	1
	436
	2
	215
	-6%

	Frankfurt
	2
	118
	2
	160
	2
	195
	2
	203
	72%

	Karlsruhe
	4
	149
	4
	149
	4
	147
	4
	138
	-7%

	Lux. I
	9
	216
	14
	144
	15
	139
	16
	133
	-38%

	Lux. II
	 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	 

	Mol
	3
	137
	3
	137
	3
	130
	3
	136
	-1%

	Munich
	4
	187
	4
	190
	4
	199
	4
	198
	6%

	Varese
	5
	140
	6
	117
	6
	121
	6
	119
	-15%

	Total
	59
	170
	67
	156
	67
	161
	71
	154
	-9%


4.3
Administrative and Ancillary Staff

Table PAS 1 shows the number of administrative and ancillary staff employed in each school in the years 2003 to 2006 and the percentage difference between the number of such staff members employed at the beginning and end of that period.

	Table PAS 1: Number of administrative and service staff from 2003 to 2006 according to the establishment charts of the budgets

	Schools
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	Diff. 2003–2006 (%)

	Alicante 
	16.5
	16.5
	17.5
	17.5
	+6.06%

	Bergen 
	15.5
	15.5
	15
	15
	-3.23%

	Brussels I
	29.95
	30.95
	32.45
	32.95
	+10.02%

	Brussels II
	28.5
	30.5
	30.5
	30
	+5.26%

	Brussels III
	27.5
	29
	30
	30.5
	+10.91%

	Culham
	17.5
	17.5
	17
	16.5
	-5.71%

	Frankfurt 
	16.5
	16.5
	17
	17
	+3.03%

	Karlsruhe 
	17.5
	17.8
	18.8
	18.8
	+7.43%

	Luxembourg 
	46
	53.5
	57
	60
	+30.43%

	Luxembourg I
	46
	37.5
	38.5
	39.5
	n.a.

	Luxembourg II
	0
	16
	18.5
	20.5
	n.a.

	Mol
	16
	16
	15
	15
	-6.25%

	Munich 
	16.5
	18.5
	25.5
	27.5
	+66.67%

	Varese 
	22.19
	22.78
	22.78
	22.78
	+2.66%

	OSGBG
	22.75
	25.75
	26.25
	27.75
	+21.98%

	TOTAL
	292.89
	310.78
	324.8
	331.28
	+13.11%


5.
Costs

5.1
Expenditure and Costs

Table Coût 1 shows the development of the budgets of each of the schools and of the Central Office over the four year period from 2002.

Table Coût 1

	Development of costs from 2002 to 2006 – Expenditure (€)

	
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Alicante
	1.512.767
	5.313.200
	8.265.623
	9.271.918
	10.419.881

	Bergen
	10.616.119
	10.788.305
	10.664.213
	9.272.479
	9.154.653

	Brussels I
	22.765.724
	22.654.741
	24.166.319
	25.479.692
	26.938.558

	Brussels II
	23.932.768
	24.781.868
	26.384.610
	26.055.082
	27.569.697

	Brussels III
	18.815.661
	22.402.851
	23.512.316
	24.189.135
	24.918.959

	Culham
	11.432.001
	11.109.556
	10.855.737
	10.684.414
	10.713.087

	Frankfurt
	1.140.701
	4.608.221
	7.427.133
	8.484.316
	10.053.694

	Karlsruhe
	10.925.559
	11.274.199
	11.196.364
	11.250.667
	11.415.471

	Luxembourg I
	31.473.248
	31.203.863
	32.645.494
	30.861.306
	33.486.226

	Luxembourg II
	
	
	2.048.889
	6.156.171
	6.487.387

	Mol
	9.964.664
	10.208.687
	10.235.123
	10.150.934
	10.423.247

	Munich
	14.783.260
	15.782.314
	16.810.115
	17.147.567
	17.762.815

	Varese
	14.491.566
	15.057.026
	15.584.147
	16.214.257
	16.534.181

	OSG
	6.068.121
	6.575.185
	6.904.443
	7.535.694
	8.172.894

	TOTAL
	177.922.159
	191.760.016
	206.700.526
	212.753.632
	224.050.750

	The figures for 2002 – 2005 show expenditure, after deduction of appropriations that were carried forward to the following year and subsequently cancelled.  Figures for 2006, which include appropriations carried forward to 2007, are the best figures available at the year end and are subject to adjustment.


Table Coût 2 tracks the cost per pupil of each school, of all schools together and of the Central Office since 2002. It should be remembered that the schools of Alicante and Frankfurt only reached their full complement of teaching levels with the enrolment of 2005, so 2006 is the first full year for which they are comparable to the other schools. Luxembourg II is, for the moment, a primary school only and, since the process of its creation is on going, some of the figures for the Luxembourg schools have been aggregated.

The average cost per pupil per annum across the schools is €10,558.  In general, as might be expected the cost per pupil tends to be lower in the bigger schools.

The average annual growth of the cost per pupil is below the inflation rate. Provided, therefore, that it can be asserted, and I have no hesitation in so asserting, that the quality of the service has not been eroded, then we are becoming more cost effective.

Table coût 2

	Cost per pupil (€)

	
	2002


	2003


	2004


	2005


	2006


	% increase 02 - 06
	% increase 03 - 06

	Alicante
	9.781
	8.920
	9.294
	9.635
	10.543
	7,8%
	18,2%

	Bergen
	13.704
	15.046
	15.576
	14.236
	15.132
	10,4%
	0,6%

	Brussels I
	9.817
	10.326
	10.330
	10.323
	9.870
	0,5%
	-4,4%

	Brussels II
	8.475
	8.868
	9.250
	8.834
	9.244
	9,1%
	4,2%

	Brussels III
	9.327
	8.659
	8.711
	8.715
	9.108
	-2,4%
	5,2%

	Culham
	12.567
	12.344
	12.166
	12.169
	12.633
	0,5%
	2,3%

	Frankfurt
	11.445
	10.733
	10.179
	10.206
	11.216
	-2,0%
	4,5%

	Karlsruhe
	9.343
	9.824
	10.316
	10.574
	11.221
	20,1%
	14,2%

	Luxembourg I
	8.485
	8.320
	9.147
	9.858
	10.394
	22,5%
	24,9%

	Luxembourg II
	
	
	7.432
	7.257
	7.198
	 
	

	Luxembourg I & II
	8.485
	8.320
	9.024
	9.303
	9.695
	14,3%
	16,5%

	Mol
	14.726
	15.359
	15.934
	15.961
	16.475
	11,9%
	7,3%

	Munich
	10.628
	11.019
	11.425
	11.269
	11.307
	6,4%
	2,6%

	Varese
	10.705
	11.118
	11.785
	12.308
	12.548
	17,2%
	12,9%

	All schools
	9.877
	9.974
	10.271
	10.243
	10.558
	6,9%
	5,9%

	OSG
	349
	354
	355
	376
	400
	14,6%
	12,9%

	Schools + OSG
	10.226
	10.328
	10.626
	10.619
	10.958
	7,2%
	6,1%

	Expenditure is based on the figures in Table Coût 1.

	Pupils: Weighted average.  (N° in October of year n-1 x 8/12) + (N° in October of year n x 4/12)


5.2. Contributions to the European Schools Budgets
Table Coût 3 shows the contributions to the budgets of the European Schools made by the various partners in the system in the period since 2002. 

In relative terms, the situation remains much as it was last year though it is interesting to note a slight drop in the contribution from Category III fees and an increase in the contribution from Category II fees reflecting the falling significance across the system of the numbers of pupils in the former category and the increasing significance in the numbers in the latter category.

Table Coût 3

	Budget contributions (excluding surplus carried forward and use of reserve fund)

	
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Member States
	€
	41.353.093
	44.311.536
	47.269.665
	50.273.816
	50.998.425

	
	%
	23,3%
	22,9%
	22,6%
	23,6%
	22,5%

	Commission


	€
	102.066.107
	109.805.050
	118.357.034
	116.388.279
	127.124.086

	
	%
	57,4%
	56,8%
	56,7%
	54,7%
	56,1%

	EPO


	€
	10.478.133
	12.669.880
	13.487.395
	14.092.602
	14.679.899

	
	%
	5,9%
	6,6%
	6,5%
	6,6%
	6,5%

	Category II fees
	€
	7.592.827
	8.219.864
	9.908.563
	10.984.317
	12.556.113

	
	%
	4,3%
	4,3%
	4,7%
	5,2%
	5,5%

	Category III fees
	€
	11.589.285
	14.722.634
	16.437.967
	17.338.757
	16.934.185

	
	%
	6,5%
	7,6%
	7,9%
	8,1%
	7,5%

	Other


	€
	4.650.083
	3.465.134
	3.427.202
	3.856.530
	4.440.004

	
	%
	2,6%
	1,8%
	1,6%
	1,8%
	2,0%

	TOTAL
	€
	177.729.528
	193.194.098
	208.887.826
	212.934.301
	226.732.712

	For the years 2002 to 2005, the figures show receipts as recorded in the final accounts; those for 2006 are the best figures available at the year end and are subject to adjustment.  The figures exclude the surplus carried forward and use of the reserve fund.


Member states contribute to the budgets of the European Schools through the payment of the national salaries of the teachers seconded by each state. The host countries also pay for the buildings and each of the states provide inspectorial services for which no charge is made. These latter contributions do not appear in the budget.

The amount of the contribution of each state to the budget of each school is a function of the number of teachers seconded by the Member State in question to the school and the amount of the national salaries paid to teachers in the state in question.

Table Coût 3A shows each Member State’s contribution as a percentage of the total contribution of the Member States to the budget of the European Schools.

Table Coût 3A

	Member States’ contributions through payment of national salaries of their seconded teachers (budget article 7010) as a proportion of all such contributions

	 
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006

	Belgium
	14,87%
	15,05%
	15,04%
	14,93%
	14,84%

	Czech Rep.
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,01%
	0,09%
	0,12%

	Denmark
	3,41%
	3,36%
	3,14%
	3,06%
	3,08%

	Germany
	20,19%
	20,64%
	20,68%
	19,40%
	19,07%

	Greece
	1,16%
	1,24%
	1,39%
	1,48%
	1,59%

	Spain
	2,11%
	2,52%
	3,89%
	4,85%
	5,08%

	France
	10,41%
	10,02%
	9,83%
	9,56%
	9,67%

	Ireland
	5,08%
	5,53%
	5,90%
	6,37%
	6,82%

	Italy
	5,19%
	5,46%
	5,13%
	4,62%
	4,95%

	Lithuania
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,02%

	Luxembourg
	3,38%
	3,39%
	3,30%
	3,57%
	3,27%

	Hungary
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,02%
	0,09%
	0,11%

	Malta
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,01%

	Netherlands
	7,88%
	7,63%
	7,07%
	6,35%
	6,58%

	Austria
	0,80%
	0,85%
	0,86%
	0,86%
	0,87%

	Poland
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,03%
	0,13%
	0,17%

	Portugal
	2,29%
	2,25%
	2,14%
	2,04%
	2,03%

	Slovenia
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,01%
	0,05%
	0,06%

	Slovakia
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,00%
	0,01%

	Finland
	1,50%
	1,48%
	1,43%
	1,47%
	1,61%

	Sweden
	1,86%
	1,97%
	1,98%
	1,94%
	1,84%

	UK
	19,88%
	18,61%
	18,14%
	19,12%
	18,19%

	Total
	100,00%
	100,00%
	100,00%
	100,00%
	100,00%


*
Member States are not shown in the above table in cases where no staff are seconded. 

The proportion of the contribution of each Member State to the budget expressed as a percentage of the total contribution of the Member States is less than the proportion represented by the nationals  of each State in the pupil population. There are however six exceptions to this. They are :

	
	% in pupil population
	% of the Member State’s contribution to the budget

	The UK
	9.9 %
	18.19 %

	Belgium
	9.81 %
	14.84 %

	Ireland
	2.42 %
	6.82 %

	Germany
	15.48 %
	19.07 %

	Luxembourg
	1.27 %
	3.27 %

	The Netherlands
	6.12 %
	6.58 %


6.
Pedagogical Developments

The Inspectors’ Boards have continued their work within their respective cycles and have together considered certain issues common to both levels.

(a) Primary Board of Inspectors.

· The Working Group on the revision of the harmonised timetable has completed its revision and will report at the January meeting of the Board.

· The revision of the definition of competences for the school reports is close to finalisation and a computerised version has been provided to the schools.

· New guidelines for teaching at primary level and a framework for inspections have been drawn up.

The report on the team inspections in Mathematics will be presented to the Board of Governors in January and a team inspection of Physical Education is planned for 2006-7.

Decentralised in service education has now been launched and school based courses in Mathematics have taken place in the schools. An enquiry into Learning Support in the Primary has been carried out and a report on it has been presented to the Teaching Committee together with a revised general policy document in this area.

(b) Secondary Board of Inspectors.

· Many programmes have been or are being revised and new mother tongue programmes have been adopted.

· While ensuring the on-going quality control in the various disciplines particular attention has been devoted to the organisation and quality of the European Baccalaureate and a Working Party has prepared proposals on reform in this area and proposed an external evaluation of the examination in the context of a possible opening of the Baccalaureate to pupils outside the European Schools

· A general framework for team inspections has been developed and two such inspections have been carried out.

· Particular attention has also been given to the use of the Learning Gateway, to Distance Education and generally to the use of computers in teaching.

(c) Joint Boards of Inspectors.

The Inspectors’ Boards, acting jointly, have given particular attention to the questions of languages, of child protection and to the issue of Primary-Secondary transition.

The statistical report on pupils with special needs will take account of the remarks made by the Board of Governors concerning the qualitative analysis of the data. An evaluation of Learning Support in Secondary is on-going and a joint report on Primary and Secondary in this area will be prepared.

The Working groups on time Credits and alternative certification will report to the April meeting of the board of Governors.

7.
Infrastructure

It is the obligation of the host countries to provide the necessary infrastructure to the European Schools which have been created on their territories. These duties are carried out in accordance with the seat agreements finalised between the European Schools and the national authorities in each case. At the moment the most significant developments in this area are occurring in Brussels and Luxembourg where new schools have been or are being created. Other schools also, however, have important building projects in hand.

i. Brussels:
The site of the Cadet School at Laeken was accepted by the Board as the site of the European School of Brussels IV in February 2005 At an extraordinary meeting on 14 November 2006 the Board accepted the site at Berkendael as the temporary site to be used for that school pending the availability of the School at Laeken which is to be made available for 1,000 pupils in 2009 and for the full complement of pupils in 2010. There will, however, be need for further temporary accommodation and the Board has asked Belgium to make a further offer, over and above that already suggested. If no such offer has been received by 30 January the Board must take a decision in the light of the present offer of prefabricated buildings or the use of the Justice Department buildings adjoining the Berkendael site which have already been offered.

Re-adaptation of the Berkendal buildings and the work on the buildings at Laeken is proceeding and the delivery of these buildings is expected on time as promised.

ii. Luxembourg:
At its meeting in May 2002 the Board accepted the site at Mamer-Bertrange as the site for the school of Luxembourg II. In the meantime Luxembourg II exists only at Nursery/Primary level and is located at Kirchberg in the “Village pédagogique” adjoining the site of Luxembourg I.

There is an urgent need for the provision of the new school on the new site and the most recent indications from the authorities to the Directors of the two schools are that the new buildings will be made available on time for the start of the school year 2011. In the meantime the present siting will remain.

In this situation there is a need for a new sports complex comprising two gymnasia in Luxembourg I. It is foreseen that this facility will be made available in September 2009. A renovation and adaptation of one of the buildings on the site of Luxembourg II is also to be carried out. Detailed projects are to be presented to the Luxembourg parliament around Easter 2007.

iii. Frankfurt:
Much refurbishing of the secondary buildings was carried out in Frankfurt during 2006 and the pre-primary buildings was completed. More refurbishing is now foreseen on the Library and the Art Block. However, the steady growth of demand for the admission of Category I pupils in this school gives grounds for concern about space and the provision of extensions would eat into already scarce playing space. The situation is under constant review by the management of the school and by the Administrative Board.

iv. Munich:
The new nursery buildings currently under construction in Munich will be available for use in September 2007. Pressure on space continues to be a problem, however, and the German authorities have authorised the construction of a new Canteen/Administration/Laboratory block and a new entrance hall. The school has requested the completion of this for the school year 2009-2010 and in the meantime temporary canteen and office space is being requested.

Following completion of building plans refurbishment will be carried out on present buildings, involving upgrading and relocation of the Library, the staffrooms, as well as the ICT, Music and Arts areas. When all of these projects will be finished it appears that the present buildings will have reached the limit of their capacity.

v. Varese:
As mentioned last year there is an urgent necessity to provide more classroom space in the European School at Varese. Discussions have continued throughout 2006 between the management of that school, the authorities of the Commune of Varese and the Ministry at Rome. It is disappointing therefore that no extra funds appear to have been put aside for the Varese school by the Ministry. As a matter of urgency there is a need for approval for the programme described as “petit mais urgent” and costing € 1.2 m.

vi. Karlsruhe:
The authorities of the City of Karlsruhe are to build a new Canteen and Meeting Room in the Karlsruhe school and its inauguration is expected in 2008. The same authorities have installed a large solar panel on the roof of one of the present buildings to provide energy and they wish to build a facility for a pre-school for children up to three years of age in which priority would be given to the admission of potential Category I and Category II pupils of the Karlsruhe school.

8.
Central Enrolment Authority for Brussels Schools

The Central Enrolment Authority for the Brussels schools has been constituted and has met on three occasions. In conformity with the discretion given to the authority by the Board it has been decided to invite two further representatives of the parents, a representative of the Staff Committees of the European Communities, a further representative of Belgium and the in-coming Secretary General of the European Schools to attend meetings as non-voting participants.

A policy and a procedure for the conduct of enrolments for the school year 2007-8 has been drawn up and published. In essence it has been decided to open classes at Nursery level and in the three first classes of Primary in Brussels IV and that those pupils who are not siblings of present pupils and for whom admission is being sought at levels and in language sections available in Brussels IV will be enrolled  in that school. Other pupils will be distributed among the three other Brussels schools and decisions will be taken near the end of March concerning whether it will be necessary to offer places to applicants in schools other than the one in which they request enrolment. If this should prove necessary criteria for this process will be drawn up.

Parents’ representatives have expressed concern that this policy could erode presently existing language sections in the three present schools but it has been pointed out that the Board of governors, within the terms of whose decisions the Authority carries out its duties has already drawn up rules on class groupings and on maxima and minima for class sizes. Furthermore, no closure of sections is under discussion and any decision to close a language section would have to be taken by the Board of Governors by a two thirds majority.

The enrolment process, once it begins in February, will be monitored by the Central Enrolment Authority and a further report on the activities of the Authority will be given to the Board of Governors in April.

9.
Office of the Secretary General

As the process of change continues, the number of meetings grows and the service expands to embrace even more members of the European Union, the pressure of work in the Central Office grows proportionately. The proposals for reform of governance call for a strengthening of the role of the Central Office. It is clear that, in tandem with these proposals, the staff needs in the Central Office will have to be reviewed.

During 2006 it has been learned that the European Commission, from whom the office accommodation is rented, will require us to vacate the present offices and will offer alternative accommodation. This need to move is particularly regrettable as the Central Office has only installed itself on the Rue Joseph II relatively recently. Furthermore, our present premises provide particularly good meeting room space which obviates the need to rent such space for meetings. This enables considerable savings to be made.

The Board will be kept informed about this matter.

10.
Transparency

There is a constant consciousness of the need for transparency in the procedures followed by the schools.

A Code of Good Practice laying down the principles of transparency was adopted by the Board of Governors during its meeting in Parma in April 2004. The principles contained in this document have since been added to the document used by the schools for purposes of self evaluation and quality assurance (2000-D-264-en2), thus ensuring a constant consciousness of the requirements of this document in the management of schools.

The web site of the European Schools is constantly up-dated by the webmaster (Mme Vanderauwera) under the responsibility of Mme Hommel. Basic documents of the system are published on this site and in the case of particularly sensitive or controversial issues the site is used to keep the public informed. Thus, for example, the conclusions of the meetings of the Central Enrolment Authority for Brussels schools are published after each meeting.

In the matter of purchases, our rules of procedure have always been followed and the adoption of the new Financial Regulation means that new and stricter regulations in this area will enter into force in January 2008. Already certain calls for tender have been published in the Official Journal.

The draft regulations being prepared for the Working Group considering the conditions of the locally recruited staff and the draft statute for the Administrative and Ancillary Staff lay down procedures which, when accepted by the Board, will specify how a fully transparent procedure in the recruitment of this category of staff can be assured. 

11.
Conclusion

It seems to me that, as the year 2007 begins, the European Schools are maintaining an excellent service to the pupils who have been entrusted to them. The system is continuing to monitor the quality of this service and to adapt it.

The period of change to which frequent reference has been made in these reports over the last few years has of course been continuing. Perhaps the single most significant stimulus, in this regard, was the 2002 Resolution of the European Parliament. The reform process, however, has its more fundamental origin in the need for any educational system to keep itself continually under review and in the profound changes in the context within which our services are rendered which have occurred over the years. Thus the European Schools have been adapting to new circumstances arising from a number of factors the most important of which would seem to be the growth and enlargement of the EU and of its bureaucracy, the initiation of EU institutions or agencies in a great variety of locations, the growing number of European cultures and languages to be accommodated and the ever changing and developing pedagogical debates surrounding any vibrant educational service.
The 2002 resolution of the European Parliament emphasised the need for change in the light of the growth of the European Union and its institutions over the years and it also suggested that there is a mismatch between the funding of our system (which has been requiring that over 50% of our budget should be contributed by the European Commission) and the degree of influence in decision-making exercised by the Commission. The response of the Board of Governors has been to tend to agree on the need to reform our system and to slim down while disagreeing on the need to increase the influence of the European Commission.

The system is, therefore, in my view, demonstrating its capacity for reform and has adapted itself considerably to an evolving situation. It can only continue to do that or indeed continue to function with the desired degree of efficiency in so far as the partners continue to cooperate in mutual respect and openness. 

That robust debate and innovative thinking should have and should continue to characterise this process is normal and desirable. I think that the Board may be confident in its own ability to achieve the necessary level of reform and be conscious of the progress made in this area.

In the short term, the Board may, I think be pleased that, as I depart from my functions that the arrangements for succession are well in place. I congratulate Mme Christmann on her appointment as Secretary General and I wish her well in her new role. I congratulate the large number of candidates whose names have been put forward for appointment as Deputy Secretary General and I thank them and their national authorities for making their services available.

I wish to thank all those who have cooperated with me in my six years of service in the Central Office and provided the services and support which were needed. I honour the memory of my predecessor, Mr Ernest Weis whose sudden death in 2002 so shocked us all. I thank the delegations, the inspectors, the Directors and management of the schools, the members of the Administrative and Financial Committee, the representatives of staff, of parents and of pupils.

My last and, perhaps most heartfelt, words of appreciation must go to my colleagues in the Central Office who were my daily collaborators. I thank the secretarial and Administrative staff and especially my own assistant and right arm, Mme Jacqueline Guillick, and the members of the Secretariat Unit for their hard work, efficiency and their loyalty.

I thank the members of what has become the TEAM — Mr Kuhn, Senior Assistant and head of the Accounts Unit, Mr Navas, Head of ICT, Mr Davis, the Financial Controller, Mme Hommel the Legal Officer and Head of Human Resources and, of course my Deputy and successor, Mme Christmann. No Secretary General could have hoped for a group of collaborators of such ability, willingness to cooperate and loyalty. Their help, support and solidarity were a constant reassurance to me, without which I simply could not have rendered the service.

I will remember their service and comradeship with gratitude for the rest of my life.

Lastly, I thank my compatriots, the Irish delegation and especially the head of delegation, Mr Eamon Stack, for having placed their confidence in me and for having nominated me for this post.

As I go, I am very conscious that the entire European enterprise and the work of the European Schools is a process and not a product – a journey rather than a destination. The last few years (and perhaps the coming few years) may have been a time of particularly intense change but such processes are normal. They are a sign of vigour not of crisis. I wish the system well.
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