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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of the evaluation of the four small European Schools (i.e. Bergen, Culham, Mol and Karlsruhe) based on the “efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and sustainability” criteria.  In the frame of the analysis, a benchmark has been carried out with one bigger School (i.e. Brussels II) and with an alternative offer of European schooling, as set up for new European Agencies (i.e. Scuola per l’Europa linked to the European Food Safety Authority).

Our conclusions are presented here below for each evaluation criterion.

Regarding the efficiency

*
The 4 European Schools achieve their educational mandate in an efficient way, taking into account the existing set of rules that govern the European Schools’ system.  The small size of the school, in terms of pupils, does not relieve them of the obligation to offer a variety of courses correspond​ing to a full curriculum (eventually leading to the European Baccalaureate); these courses are then inevitably taught to groups whose sizes are on the average significantly smaller than the ones observed in bigger European Schools.  This leads to a cost per pupil, which is higher in the smaller schools than in the bigger schools.  Nevertheless, the cost driver of a school system is not the number of pupils but the number of teaching periods that have to be organised per group, as the cost of a teacher is independent from the number of pupils in his classroom.  If we take into account the groupings realized by the schools, it appears that there is no significant difference between the cost of organising a teaching period in a smaller as compared to a bigger school.
*
The four small Schools do not fulfil the “Gaignage criterion” concerning the threshold of 50% for category 1 pupils.  However, this criterion is, to our feeling, not based on financially nor organisa​tionally relevant considerations, quite the contrary: as it imposes indirectly a maximum number of category 2 and 3 pupils, it limits the possibilities of maximising the income from school fees.  Indeed, it can be proven that these pupils (even those of category 3) generate higher income than the marginal cost they generate, at least as long as their enrolment does not lead to splitting of groups (and this risk is negligible in the smaller schools, precisely given the small average sizes of the groups).
*
Based on previous considerations, some measures have been identified that would lead to a decrease of the contribution of the European Commission to the budget of the Schools.  The first four measures are in conformity with the existing rules of the European Schools (i.e. the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools and the Gaignage criteria) while the last one implies a revision thereof. These measures consist in:

1° Maximizing the income generated by category 2 and 3 pupils school fees by taking account of price elasticity effects.  This automatically implies that the fees for cat. 2 pupils should be market conform, and take into account the fee levels charged by international schools; for cat. 3 pupils, who are more price sensitive than cat. 2 pupils, this could even lead to a lowering of the actual fees in order to attract substantially higher numbers of candidates (whereby the lowering of the individual fee would be more than compensated by the increase of the number of fees collected).

2° Re-organising the religion courses which have a high cost per pupil (due to the generally very small group sizes to whom a variety of different religions are taught).  Replacing the existing “specialised” courses of Religion and Ethics by a more general course on philosophical and historical aspects of religion and ethics could lead to a reduction by about 50% of the actual costs.

3° Reducing the number of chargés de cours, whose cost to the schools’ (hence the Commission’s) budget is higher – despite the fact that their economic cost is lower – than the cost of seconded teachers, whose national salaries are directly borne by the Member States. This could be made possibly by combining as much as possible teaching tasks with supervisory tasks, and also by allowing the concept of “bilingual” teachers, especially at nursery and per​haps also at primary level.

4° Broadening the rules to offer options in L3, which could allow more regrouping of two smaller groups into one bigger.  This possibility exists already, but is only applied if and when the number of candidates for an option (normally taught in L2) is less than the imposed minimum of 5 pupils, and if parents agree to open the option in L3 instead of L2.  An increase in the minimum number of pupils needed normally will lead to more grouping possibilities, and hence, to a lower cost.  Such an increase would imply the revision of the existing rules, and more specifi​cally, starting the tuition of L3 at an earlier age.

5° Phasing out of the section in the language of the host Member State, as it is not directly serving one of the main objectives for which European Schools were created, namely to organise education in the mother tongue of the children in view of an eventual smooth reintegration in the educational system of their home country (hence, in their mother tongue), when the parents return home.  Such a phasing out would lead approximately to the reduction of about one third of the schools’ total expenses (this follows from the simple fact that, after the phasing out of the sections for which this has already been decided, the schools will have three language sections, of which the one in the language of the host country is generally the largest one; closing it would thus lead to a decrease of the total expenses by one third; it will probably be less, but still important, for the school in Karlsruhe, since it is not sure that the local authorities would keep their financial help at the actual level in the case of the closure of the German section).
*
The four small European Schools have been benchmarked with ‘Scuola per l’Europa’ set up in Parma for responding to the educational needs of children from the staff of the European Food Safety Authority.  The main characteristics of this “Parma model” reside in its funding mechanism, whereby the school is nearly entirely supported by the Italian authorities (with some planned sources of funding from school fees, and some private sponsors) and in the lower cost generated by the schools, mainly thanks to the personnel costs which are far less important than in European Schools as salaries of the staff (including teachers) are based on national scales of salaries.  Even if quite attractive, such a model is barely transposable to the specific situation of the Bergen, Culham and Mol European Schools, because it would imply a higher financial contribution by the Member States than the one currently foreseen in the Convention, or a direct financing by local or regional authorities, for which the legislation of the countries involved foresees no provisions.  
The Karlsruhe European School is in a different position as it is largely strongly supported from a financial point of view by the City of Karlsruhe and the Land of Baden-Württemberg. Further support is planned in the future which would allow reducing the European Commission’s contribution by about € 1.500.000 per year or about half of the actual amount.

Regarding the effectiveness

*
The international education provided for in the surrounding of the four small European Schools is not an acceptable alternative for parents.  Reasons mentioned are related to the lack of diversity and depth of language packages offered by international schools, the strong importance attached by parents to the European Baccalaureate, the quality of the educational curriculum of the European Schools which is assessed as very good (not only for languages but also for such subjects as Mathe​matics and Sciences) and the multi-cultural and European citizen spirit generated by multilingual co-education of the European Schools.

*
Further demand for European education exists for the four small schools.  However the feasi​bility of fully meeting this demand by the schools is limited due to internal (existing framework of rules of the European School system) and external factors (localization of the schools).

*
The presence of the European School has some impact on local/regional schools, but its extent is very difficult to assess without an in-depth analysis of the educational market.  It presently consists mainly in feeding external education systems with the experience of the European Schools.  It is not possible to assess the extent to which the cooperation between European Schools and local schools has brought pupils to make a changeover from a local school to a European School and vice-versa.

*
The transformation of the European Schools into “associated schools” seems feasible from a pedagogical point of view but not from a financial point of view, since this would imply higher financial contributions from the national authorities involved, for which no willingness could be observed during this evaluation. Even the extra financial help given by the local and regional authorities to the European School of Karlsruhe (and in fact, this concerns only additional money as far as the local authorities are concerned) is, however welcome it may be, by far insufficient compared to what would be needed to convert this school into an associated school.

Regarding the relevance

*
The Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools are still considered to be vital to ensure the smooth functioning of the research centres for which they have been created, and to correspond to the needs of the seconded staff of EU institutions.  In other words, the raison d’être of the three Schools is still real and will continue to be so in the foreseeable future, since the three research centres are in a growing phase.

*
The Culham European School is in a more difficult position.  Its raison d’être is also confirmed by the representatives of the EFDA-JET.  However, the EFDA-JET research programme activi​ties will be transferred to Cadarache in 2016, which means that the School will then loose its raison d’être.

*
The extension of the raison d’être of smaller schools to include the provision of European educa​tion to European citizens in the broad sense could be envisaged, as there is a demand for European education.  Nevertheless, this discussion is rather of a political nature than of an organisational nature and would then imply the dropping of the Gaignage criterion related to number of category 1 pupils in European Schools.  It would also imply a broadening of the financing mechanism, with (at least) additional budget coming from the Commission, although not from DG Admin.

*
Stakeholders are generally very satisfied with the education provided by the small European Schools.  Quality of education and European Baccalaureate are highly valued and small schools are even perceived as allowing better customized educational support for pupils.  Some negative aspects are mentioned as well and concern notably the lack of recognition of the European Bacca​laureate by some Member States, the high level of school fees, and the rules of 9 years of detach​ment for teachers.  Nevertheless, these negative opinions concern the improvement of specific areas of the functioning of all the European Schools, and do not form a ground for questioning the relevance of the four small ones.

Regarding the sustainability

*
The model upon which European Schools are built (i.e. language sections) is challenged from an organisational and financial point of view due to the successive enlargements of the European Union.  Such a model is indeed currently very difficult and expensive to organise, due to the 20 official languages of the European Union; not setting up a section for every official language leads to increasing numbers of SWALS who have to be integrated in the existing language sections and are receiving very limited education in their mother tongue.

*
A new model of education is envisaged by some stakeholders, no longer based on a strict language sections approach, but on a multilingual approach, whereby pupils have to follow much more cour​ses in L2 and L3 than is currently the case.  Such a model, presently promoted by the Bergen Euro​pean School, is presented as cost effective and is still in accordance with the raison d’être of the schools. Nevertheless, it would imply a revision of the existing rules concerning the organisation of education in language sections.
*
Some options for the future have been identified for each school.  These options are dictated by the possibility they offer to attract more category 1 pupils or to find additional sources of income.

–
For Bergen, the champ d’action of its actual raison d’être could be expanded due to the relative proximity of The Hague and the keen interest of this city in having a European School on its territory.  The European School in The Hague would have to be an annexe of the Bergen European School.  This would allow limiting the overhead costs and the personnel costs of both schools.  The school should at least offer maternity and primary, with the hope that parents will send then later on their grown up children to the secondary level in Bergen. Such a decision would imply the approval of the Dutch authorities and of the Board of Governors and seems in conformity with the Convention.

–
For Culham, given the only very limited possible inflow of new cat. 1 pupils (notably children from parents working at the EMEA in London) and the decision to close the EFDA-JET facilities in Culham, the most realistic option is the progressive closure of the school over a period of six years starting in 2010. This option is in conformity with the Convention and would imply an approval by a two-third majority.
–
For Karlsruhe, the budget balancing contribution by the Commission will probably continue to decrease thanks to an increased financing by the city of Karlsruhe and the Land of Baden-Württemberg.  Hence, the “value for (European) money” per pupil in this “small” school will equal or even surpass that of the “bigger” schools.  This could be enhanced even more through an increased inflow of cat. 1 pupils from European institutions in Strasbourg, and of (school fee paying) cat. 2 pupils thanks to the further economic development of the Pamina Region. This option is in conformity with the Convention.
–
For Mol, the “phasing in” of the English group into a “full options” English section would allow to attract additional category 1 and 2 pupils, thus leading to higher income from the school fees of category 2 pupils.  This would allow to reduce, even if slightly, the contribution of the Euro​pean Commission, or at least, render it more in line to the number of category 1 pupils enrolled. This option is in conformity with the fundamental rules of the system and implies that the English group fulfils the Gaignage criterion to open a section, which is not the case yet.  Another option is related to the setting up of boarding facilities on the school site.  It seems, however, very difficult for such a project to be financially self-supporting, even taking into ac​count the income generated by teachers who follow courses at the training centre of the school and who are now lodged in a private hotel close by.

Recommendations
Based on the previous considerations, we do present here below our recommendations according to the following classification: 

*
On the one hand, the recommendations that could be implemented in accordance with the fundamental rules of the European Schools’ system (i.e. the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools and the decisions of the Board of Governors, more precisely the Gaignage criteria for the setting up, closure or maintenance of language sections within European Schools).

*
On the other hand, the recommendations that could be implemented only after modifying the fundamental rules of the European Schools’ system. These revisions would imply a unanimous vote for the rules of the Convention and a two-third majority vote for the rules defined in the Gaignage criteria. 

Moreover, the recommendations are presented in conformity with the table presented at page 11 of the Terms of Reference of the evaluation, and are indicated for all schools together while specifying for each one which school(s) is/are targeted.

Recommendations in accordance with the fundamental rules of the European School system

	Recommendation
	Actions
	Tasks to be undertaken
	Priority
	Responsible service or school

	Keep the Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools open.
	No specific action should be taken. This recommendation is based on the fact that the 3 schools are pursuing, and will continue to do so, their educational mandate in accordance with their “raison d’être”.
	No specific task to be carried out.


	Very high
	BoG

	Organise the phasing out of the Culham European School
	As such, the proposal of phasing out the school should be submitted to the Board of Governors, where a two-third majority vote of the Board of Governors (including a favourable vote of the hosting Member State and of the European Commission) is needed.
	Start the phasing out of the Culham European School in 2010 (i.e. 6 years before the definitive stop of the JET-EFDA activities) in order to allow the implementation of the transitional and social measures needed.  Given the long transitional period, all existing contracts with the staff can be ended without having to pay lay off allowances.
	Very high
	BoG

	Granting more financial autonomy to the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools
	This measure implies to let the four schools define the fee levels for category 2 and 3 pupils
 in order to allow a maximisation of their income. A decision is needed from the Board of Governors. The management of the school will have to define the specific criteria in accordance to which they will define their school levels (i.e. by referring to the education market for multilingual education) and submit them in advance to the CAF for approval.
	This would imply to revise the existing rules regarding the definition of the school fees level for category 2 (and 3) pupils.
	Very high
	BoG, AFC, the management of the schools


	Granting more educational autonomy to the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools
	This measure implies to let the schools organise their curricula in a way allowing a reduction of the costs (by rationalising the offer of optional courses, by reorganising the religion course, etc.), while still respecting the opinion of the main stakeholders concerned (i.e. parents, Member States and religious authorities). A decision is needed from the Board of Governors in order to authorise and define the precise scope of the autonomy to be granted.
	Revise the relevant decisions such as the rules regarding the teaching of languages in the European Schools.


	High
	BoG and management of the schools 

	Authorise or encourage the management of the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools to look for additional funding
	The allocation of additional funding to the budget of the schools implies a decision of the Board of Governors. As such when concrete plans of additional contributions do exist (such as it is the case for Karlsruhe), the proposal should be submitted and accepted by the Board of Governors.
	No specific task unless to encourage the European School of Karlsruhe to submit the specific proposals of the regional authorities (i.e. City of Karlsruhe and Land of Bäden-Wurttemberg) to the Board of Governors.
	Very high
	BoG and management of the schools

	Authorise the Mol European School the phasing in of the English group into a “full option English section” as soon as the Gaignage criteria will be fulfilled.
	This measure implies a decision of the Board of Governors to be taken unanimously. 
	Mol European school will have to submit a demand to the concerned body as soon as the English group fulfills the Gaignage criteria.
	High
	BoG and management of the schools


Recommendations implying a revision of the fundamental rules of the European School system

	Recommendation
	Actions
	Tasks to be undertaken
	Priority
	Responsible service or school

	Phasing out of the language section of the hosting Member State in order to reduce the costs generated by the European Schools’ model
	This measure implies the revision of the article 2.1 of the Gaignage criteria and then a two-third majority vote of the Board of Governors
	Revise the Gaignage criteria related to the minimum number of language sections.
	Medium
	BoG

	New funding mechanism coupled to educational autonomy for the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools.
	A new form of financing (coupled to the educational autonomy), whereby Schools would receive a fixed amount per weekly period they have to organise according to the rules pertaining to the compulsory and the optional courses, applicable for the cat. 1 pupils having “full rights”.

This measure implies a decision of the Board of Governors (unanimity vote) and the revision of the “Convention defining the statute of the European Schools”.


	Revise the rules in the Convention which precise that funding mechanisms applied to the ES.
	Medium
	BoG, Management of the schools.

	Abandon the 50% threshold of category 1 pupils in the Gaignage criteria which is neither financially, educationally nor organisationally relevant for the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools

	This measure implies the revision of the article 2.3 of the Gaignage criteria and a decision of the Board of Governors taken at the two-third majority.
	Revise the Gaignage criteria related to the minimum number of category 1 pupils.
	High
	Board of Governors


INTRODUCTION

Description of the four European Schools in terms of objectives and functioning

Objectives

The following sentence has often been cited or referred to by people taking interest in the European Schools’ system:

“Educated side by side, untroubled from infancy by divisive prejudices, acquainted with all that is great and good in the different cultures, it will be borne in upon them as they mature that they belong together.  Without ceasing to look to their own lands with love and pride, they will become in mind Europeans, schooled and ready to complete and consolidate the work of their fathers before them, to bring into being a united and thriving Europe”.

These visionary words could, in fact, apply to all children of the European Union who want to become real European citizens.  However, the scope of the objectives of the European Schools’ system as laid down in the official text of the Convention defining the statute of the European Schools is more limited, stating that: “the purpose of the Schools is to educate together children of the staff of the Euro​pean Communities”.  The idea behind this is to:

*
Provide those pupils (referred as category 1 pupils) with mother tongue tuition and education similar to that of their country of origin.  This is considered to be important for the preservation of the children’s national culture and heritage.

*
Facilitate their integration back in their native education system once their parents return home at the end of their professional career within the European Commission.  Obviously, this phrasing seems to attach more importance to the national (be it extraterritorial) than to the European dimen​sion of the European Schools’ system.

This ambivalence has been observed during the numerous contacts we have had during our analysis, whereby some interlocutors have limited the raison d’être of a European School to the need of edu​cating children of staff of the European Communities in their mother tongue (without, of course, neglecting the need to learn foreign languages too) and in the vicinity of the place where their parents, staff of the European Communities, work; others, on the contrary, go as far as to see the existing European Schools only as the starting point for a real transnational educational system, without a clear link to the existence of such a need.

It is clear that the difference between the two viewpoints easily leads to discussions in political terms rather than in organisational (including financial) terms.  We have nevertheless tried to limit our analy​sis to organisational aspects.  We do, however, give a slightly different interpretation of the raison d’être of the European school system, by stating that the system has been set up, not just to co-educate children, but also to make sure that when they return to their home country, they can smoothly reintegrate the national education system.  Although this formulation of the raison d’être is not men​tioned expressis verbis in the Convention, is seems to us to be a logical consequence, especially when taking into account the following considerations: the fact that the teachers are (in principle) seconded by the national governments, the role that the national inspectors have to play, and the importance that is attached to the European Baccalaureate.
Functioning of the schools

The functioning of the schools concerns the organisation of the studies/courses and of their curricula.  The four schools targeted by this evaluation (i.e. Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol) do apply the general educational principles of the European Schools’ system, even if they have some peculiarities mostly related to their small size.

Each school comprises a nursery level (which covers 2 years), a primary level (which covers 5 years) and a secondary level (which covers 7 years).  Each level is organised in language sections.  Their number depends upon the demand generated by category 1 pupils, and takes into account the so-called Gaignage criteria for the “setting up, closure or maintenance of the European Schools”.  The falling demand and the application of these criteria has lead recently to the so-called phasing out (i.e. the gradual closure over a number of years) of several sections in the schools involved in this survey.  Excluding these phasing-out sections, the schools in the survey each have three sections.

Regarding the curricula of the schools, emphasis is laid, at the primary level, on teaching of:

*
the mother tongue of the child or at least of the language of the section it attends;
*
mathematics;
*
a first foreign language (known as L2 or working/vehicular language) which is being taught to pupils from the first year of primary.  The choice is limited to French, English or German.

Other subjects such as art, music, physical education or “European hours” are also provided.  There are 44 teaching periods of 30 minutes each yielding 22 hours per week in the first and second year, and 33 teaching periods of 45 minutes each yielding 24 ¾ hours per week in the third, fourth and fifth year.

At the secondary level, the seven years curriculum is organised as following:

*
During the first three years, known as the observation cycle, pupils follow a common programme.  Most subjects are taught in the language of the section (being, for most pupils, also their mother tongue), although in the second year, all pupils must start a second foreign language (known as L3).  In the third year, all begin to study history and geography in their working language (L2).  Latin is offered as an option from the third year on.  The number of teaching periods of 45 minutes is 32 in the first year, yielding 24 hours per week, and varies between 33 and 34 in the second year, yield​ing 24 ¾ to 25 ½ in the second year, and between 31 and 35 per week in the third year, yielding 23 ¼ to 26 ¼ hours per week.

*
In years 4 and 5, the compulsory course in natural sciences is subdivided into physics, chemistry and biology.  Pupils may choose between the advanced or normal course in mathematics.  Other options include economics, a third foreign language (L4) and ancient Greek.  These years corres​pond to the pre-orientation cycle.  The number of teaching periods of 45 minutes varies between 31 and 35 per week, yielding 23 ¼ to 26 ¼ hours per week.

*
Years 6 and 7 form a unit which leads to the European Baccalaureate.  There is a core of com​pulsory subjects including mother tongue or language of the section, L2, mathematics, science, phi​losophy, physical education, history and geography.  Besides, pupils have to choose between a wide range of further options for two periods, four periods or at an advanced level.  These years corres​pond to the orientation cycle.  The number of teaching periods of 45 minutes varies between 31 and 35 per week, yielding 23 ¼ to 26 ¼ hours per week.

Language classes are composed of mixed nationalities and are taught by native speakers.  The curri​cula and syllabi are the same in all the sections.  The secondary level is validated by the European Baccalaureate examination at the end of the seventh class.  This assesses the performance in the sub​jects taught in the sixth and seventh year, and in order to qualify for admission, pupils must have completed at least the last two years of the secondary level at a European School.
Context in which the four European Schools operate
The European schools’ system is in its sixth decade of operation.  It presently faces two major challenges:

1°
The first one is linked to the consequences of the enlargement of the European Union.  Today, the Union comprises twenty-five Member States with twenty different official languages.  The concept of language sections is therefore challenged from the educational, organisational and above all financial point of view.  In contrast to the past, language sections have not automatically been set up for the new Member States
.  Most of the pupils for whom no national language section has been set up, join the already crowded English, and to a lesser extent, French or German sections.  This is true as well for the bigger schools as for the smaller ones, but given the generally smaller sizes of the classes in the latter, the result is that they have proportionally less and less mother tongue speakers in their most popular sections.

2°
The second one is related to the deconcentration of the entities of the European Commission, with the creation of specialized EU Agencies, which should be differentiated from EU research centers, while their staff are also entitled to have European education based on the mother tongue tuition for their children.  In fact, Agencies of the EU have amongst others been set up in Dunshaughlin, Helsinki, Heraklion, Lisbon and Parma.  The low number of staff in these Agencies does not justify the creation of a European School.  Therefore, in order to face the demand for a European education, some “tailor-made” educational solutions have been developed in these locations which fall, however, outside the European Schools’ system and hence are not financially supported by the European Commission (neither directly or indirectly through the budget of the Agency).  For example, in Parma the Scuola per l’Europa has been created for the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA)
, which follows very closely the educa​tional model of the European Schools; it is however financed entirely by the Italian authorities.

Both elements (enlargement and deconcentration) imply inevitably higher costs for all parties involved and hence for the balancing contribution from the European Commission that has been growing ever since the European Schools’ system was set up.  Indeed, the smaller sizes of European Schools lead to a loss of economies of scale one would have without the deconcentration policy, as will be explained further in this report.

In this peculiar context, and notably because there is an increasing need/demand for European educa​tion from pupils having the right to get it according to the Convention, the future of the Bergen, Cul​ham, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools, referred to in this report as the small European Schools, is questioned for the two main following reasons:

*
The number of their pupils has significantly declined over the last years.

*
They are serving a very small number of pupils of EU Staff (so-called category 1 pupils), namely between 15 and 23% of the schools’ populations, percentages which are much lower than the part of the contribution of the European Commission in the schools’ budgets, which vary between 36 and 56%.

Purpose of the evaluation in terms of scope and main evaluation questions
This report presents the results of the evaluation of “the four small European Schools (i.e. Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol) and options for the future”.  The current external evaluation of the four European Schools has been launched because:

*
The Board of Governors called for an in-depth and independent evaluation of smaller schools by outside experts.

*
The European Parliament underlined in its resolution on the future financing of European Schools
 that “European Schools outside Brussels, Luxembourg and Munich have a limited number of pupils who are children of staff of European body and believes that the importance of the European Schools for the proper functioning of the European Institutions must be the subject of an inde​pendent evaluation.”

In compliance with the Terms of Reference of our study, this report presents an evaluation of the four schools based on their “efficiency, effectiveness, relevance, and sustainability”.  This evaluation has been made for each school individually while benchmarking them also with an internal (Brussels II) and an external (Scuola per l’Europa in Parma) school.

Description of other similar studies

Four working groups (also called Gaignage groups) were set up in 2002 by the European Schools’ Board of Governors to report on the viability of the four schools.  These working groups submitted their final reports in April 2004.  Even though some were more detailed than others, the reports pro​vided useful information for our evaluation.  They did not, however, come to a definitive conclusion nor did they propose overall alternatives for the longer term viability of the small schools.  We did, of course, refer to the results of these Gaignage reports when conducting this evaluation, while at the same time taking account of new or updated elements/issues not considered by the Gaignage working groups.

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY
This section addresses the following issues:

*
A concise description of the methodology implemented.

*
Some implications of the methodology.

The methodology implemented

The methodology consisted in the following steps:

*
Collecting information through desk work and exploratory interviews.

*
Building indicators on the basis of the evaluation criteria presented in the Terms of Reference of the evaluation (i.e. efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and sustainability).

*
Collecting information through the in-depth interviews in order to ensure the required evidence basis.

*
Analysing and interpreting the information and data collected.

The main tool developed has been a methodological matrix specifying for each evaluation criterion, the indicators to be used, the stakeholders concerned and the data collection/analysis methods to be applied.  10 exploratory interviews have greatly helped to customize the methodology to the four small European Schools’ context.

On this basis, the evaluation team has firstly identified how addressing each evaluation criterion and has drafted guidelines for the in-depth interviews aiming at gathering relevant information and report​ing it in a way allowing aggregation and interpretation of information.

The data collection process has consisted of desk research and of 90 interviews, all face-to-face.  As expected the combination of these four approaches has provided the evidence basis needed.

Based on the results of the data collection, we have carried out a qualitative content analysis: the relia​bility of the results is notably based on the quality and representativeness of the interviewees, on the convergence between the outcomes of the desk research and the interviews, as well as on the critical discussion and interpretation of the parties’ positions.

Implications of the methodology
The methodology proposed had the advantage to combine two main approaches: interviews and desk research.  The added value of this combination was multiple:

*
Qualitative information gathered during interviews of representative stakeholders.

*
Ability to verify and substantiate the findings thanks to the diversity of information sources.

Nevertheless, there were some risks inherent to the study for which risk mitigation measures or approaches have been taken:

*
Lack of reliable or comparable factual data for schools.  In that case the results have not been integrated (e.g. European Baccalaureate in L3 or L4) or the necessary caveats have been expressly formulated (e.g. Statistical distribution of the group sizes).

*
Large diversity of opinions/interests from stakeholders due to the sensitivity of the issue and some​times contradictions between issues raised.  The study has then been conducted with a more than special care of keeping the highest possible degree of objectivity and neutrality.

EVALUATION RESULTS

The evaluation results are based on the “efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and sustainability” criteria for each school.

Each criterion is presented separately and is composed of various indicators.  For each indicator, we raise the issues common to the four schools while underlying, whenever relevant, the specificities of each of them.  The conclusions for each criterion are presented in the form of a SWOT analysis.

The Evaluation Results section ends with the presentation of our conclusions and recommendations for each of the four small European Schools.

Efficiency

In order to evaluate the efficiency of the four schools, we do provide here below information related to the:

*
Pupils’ population.

*
Teachers and Administrative and Ancillary Staff.

*
Cost related issues, including an analysis of the budget (income versus expenditure) and a synthesis judgment on the financial management of the schools.

PUPILS’ POPULATION

This item aims to give an overview of the number and the characteristics of the pupils’ population in the four schools according to several indicators.  In order to give a full picture of this population, we start by indicating the global hosting capacity of each school.  Next, we present the actual numbers of pupils of each school:

*
Per category (1, 2 and 3) and per school level (nursery, primary, secondary), while considering the specific composition of category 1 pupils.

*
Per language section, per school level and per class (nursery, primary and secondary) and per op​tion in the fourth, fifth, sixth and seventh years of secondary.

*
Per L2, L3 and L4 taught.

We will consider as well the number of different nationalities observed in each European School, the sizes of the groups for the normal curriculum (excluding e.g. lessons to SWALS pupils), while taking into account the vertical and horizontal grouping, and also the number of pupils passing the European Baccalaureate in L3 or L4.

In order to present these figures, we are giving the data separately for each school through tables or charts.  Figures are usually presented for the school years 1995/1996, 2000/2001 and 2005/2006.  Observations related to each indicator are integrated just after the charts and are either common to the four schools or specific to one particular school when notable differences appear.  Besides, whenever relevant, comparison with Brussels II is made but only for the school year 2005/2006 as the evolution of the pupils’ population of Brussels II on a period of 10 years is out of the scope of this evaluation.

Global hosting capacity of the schools

The following chart indicates in absolute numbers for each school their hosting capacity.

Global hosting capacity of the schools
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Source: European Schools

These figures reveal that the biggest school building is Bergen (1.500 pupils
), followed by Karlsruhe and Mol (1.200 pupils each), and Culham (1.040 pupils).  These figures should be interpreted with caution, as we were not able to identify their calculation method (except for Bergen and Culham).  For this reason, this indicator will not explicitally be taken into account in our further analysis but it should be clear that each school has enough space available to attract more (notably school fees paying) pupils.

Pupils’ population per category and per school level

For this indicator, a table is presented for each school with data on their pupils’ population per cate​gory and per school level for the years 1995/1996, 2000/2001 and 2005/2006.  The last two columns show the increase or decrease in percentage terms over a 10 and 5 years period.

Bergen

	Pupils’ population
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006
	% Growth from 1995/96
	% Growth from 2000/01

	Category 1 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	27
	16
	14
	
	

	Primary
	45
	49
	33
	
	

	Secondary
	80
	62
	52
	
	

	Total cat 1.
	152
	127
	99
	-34,9%
	-22,0%

	%
	18,1%
	16,0%
	15,8%
	
	

	Category 2 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	5
	1
	1
	
	

	Primary
	10
	5
	4
	
	

	Secondary
	5
	0
	5
	
	

	Total cat 2.  
	20
	6
	10
	-50,0%
	66,7%

	%
	2,4%
	0,8%
	1,6%
	
	

	Category 3 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	65
	54
	55
	
	

	Primary
	232
	263
	177
	
	

	Secondary
	370
	343
	285
	
	

	Total cat. 3
	667
	660
	517
	-22,5%
	-21,7%

	%
	79,5%
	83,2%
	82,6%
	
	

	Total number of pupils
	839
	793
	626
	-25,4%
	-21,0%


Source: rapports de rentrée

Culham

	Pupils’ population
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006
	% growth from 1995/96
	% growth from 2000/01

	Category 1 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	37
	12
	14
	
	

	Primary
	79
	44
	30
	
	

	Secondary
	125
	73
	55
	
	

	Total cat 1.
	241
	129
	99
	-59%
	-23%

	%
	25,8%
	14%
	12%
	
	

	Category 2 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	0
	2
	6
	
	

	Primary
	2
	16
	17
	
	

	Secondary
	1
	26
	15
	
	

	Total cat 2.  
	3
	44
	38
	1167%
	-14%

	%
	0,3%
	5%
	4%
	
	

	Category 3 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	61
	77
	59
	
	

	Primary
	287
	308
	294
	
	

	Secondary
	341
	345
	366
	
	

	Total cat. 3
	689
	730
	719
	4%
	-2%

	%
	73,8%
	81%
	84%
	
	

	Total number of pupils
	933
	903
	856
	-8%
	-5%


Source: rapports de rentrée

Karlsruhe

	Pupils' population
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006
	% growth from 1995/96
	% growth from 2000/01

	Category 1 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	10
	11
	15
	
	

	Primary
	36
	50
	64
	
	

	Secondary
	76
	53
	82
	
	

	Total cat 1.
	122
	114
	161
	32,0%
	41,2%

	%
	10%
	10%
	15%
	
	

	Category 2 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	0
	1
	9
	
	

	Primary
	7
	11
	80
	
	

	Secondary
	13
	13
	76
	
	

	Total cat 2.  
	20
	25
	165
	725,0%
	560,0%

	%
	2%
	2%
	16%
	
	

	Category 3 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	56
	60
	42
	
	

	Primary
	396
	415
	246
	
	

	Secondary
	586
	562
	430
	
	

	Total cat. 3
	1038
	1037
	718
	-30,8%
	-30,8%

	%
	88%
	88%
	69%
	
	

	Total number of pupils
	1180
	1176
	1044
	-11,5%
	-11,2%


Source: rapports de rentrée

Mol

	Pupils' population
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006
	% growth from 1995/96
	% growth from 2000/01

	Category 1 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	20
	18
	18
	
	

	Primary
	44
	45
	43
	
	

	Secondary
	49
	75
	81
	
	

	Total cat 1.
	113
	138
	142
	26%
	3%

	%
	16%
	21%
	23%
	
	

	Category 2 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	0
	0
	0
	
	

	Primary
	0
	0
	4
	
	

	Secondary
	0
	0
	14
	
	

	Total cat 2.  
	0
	0
	18
	100%
	100%

	%
	0%
	0
	3%
	
	

	Category 3 pupils
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursery
	36
	33
	35
	
	

	Primary
	154
	157
	132
	
	

	Secondary
	399
	342
	295
	
	

	Total cat. 3
	589
	532
	462
	-22%
	-13%

	%
	84%
	79%
	74%
	
	

	Total number of pupils
	702
	670
	622
	-11%
	-7%


Source: rapports de rentrée

Brussels II

	Pupils' population
	2005/2006

	Category 1 pupils
	

	Nursery
	262

	Primary
	995

	Secondary
	1416

	Total cat 1.
	2673

	%
	89%

	Category 2 pupils
	

	Nursery
	0

	Primary
	51

	Secondary
	100

	Total cat 2.  
	151

	%
	5%

	Category 3 pupils
	

	Nursery
	2

	Primary
	55

	Secondary
	133

	Total cat. 3
	190

	%
	6%

	Total number of pupils
	3014


Source: rapports de rentrée

Observations

In September 2005, the 4 schools counted between 622 pupils for Mol (least populated school) and 1.044 pupils for Karlsruhe (most populated school).  If we compare their pupils’ population with Brus​sels II, we see that the latter is almost three times bigger than Karlsruhe.  Besides, in conformity with its raison d’être, the pupils of Brussels II are mostly category 1 pupils (89%), whereas in the four small European schools, category 1 pupils do not even reach 25% of the global pupils’ population.

If we consider the 4 small schools only, we can see that over a ten years period, their pupils’ popu​lation has dropped.  This decrease is the most important for the Bergen European School where it amounts to 25% and affects the 3 different categories of pupils.  The three other schools are in a “bet​ter” position, as Culham raised its category 2 and 3 pupils, while Karlsruhe and Mol have attracted more category 1 and 2 pupils.

Reasons mentioned by the Bergen European School to explain the reduction of its number of pupils are linked to the:

*
Level of school fees requested for category 2 and 3 pupils, which have increased substantially during recent years.

*
Perpetual debates regarding the future of the school since more than 10 years and which are generating uncertainties and insecurity for parents, who prefer to leave or not enrol their children in the school.

*
Phasing out of the German and Italian language sections.

The Mol European Schools also mentions for explaining the decrease of its category 3 pupils, the level of school fees and the phasing out of the Italian section.

It seems that the category 1 pupils have always been a minority of the pupils’ population in these schools, even at the time of their creation.  This is in fact confirmed by the figures related to school year 1995-1996.  Besides, in each of the four schools, the category 1 pupils are far from reaching the Gaignage criteria of the setting up, closure or maintenance of European Schools which state that cate​gory 1 pupils have “to be a minimum of 70% of the total number of pupils on roll in cities where Community institutions and bodies are heavily concentrated (Brussels and Luxembourg at present) and 50% in other cases”.

The question is whether this rate of 50% for category 1 pupils is based on organisational or financial logic.  We must confess that we fail to understand such logic:

1°
From an organisational point of view, since education is complicated:

*
By the number of options that have to be opened to pupils at the secondary level.  Only category 1 and 2 pupils are entitled to ask for the opening of an option (provided the number of pupils taking it exceeds 5).  Hence, imposing a high percentage of cat. 1 pupils normally leads to a high number of options to be opened.

*
By the number of groups that have to be organised for mother tongue tuition.  Here too, only cat. 1 (and 2) pupils are entitled to ask for the organisation of mother tongue hours, so imposing a high percentage of cat. 1 pupils will automatically lead to a higher number of such hours to be organised.

2°
From a financial point of view, since imposing a minimum percentage of cat. 1 pupils equals im​posing a maximum percentage of category 2 and 3 pupils.  This seems not to be financially ade​quate for small schools as these two categories of pupils generate income through the school fees and they have a financial interest in filling up all available places while respecting the constraint of not splitting classes.  We will come back on this issue under item “Appropriateness of the funding mechanisms”.

The most important decrease of category 1 pupils can be observed in Culham.  Indeed, in the school year 1995/1996, the school was counting 241 category 1 pupils (i.e. 26% of the pupils’ population).  Between the school year 1995/1996 and the school year 2000/2001, this category of pupils decreased by 46%.

Contrary to the 3 other schools, Karlsruhe has risen its category 1 pupils of about 34% since 2000/ 2001.

The following factors explain this evolution according to the school management:

*
The localisation of the school in the relative proximity of Strasbourg, where there are several Euro​pean institutions (Office of the European Ombudsman, Secretaries of Members of European Parlia​ment, etc).

*
The expansion of the ITU centre.

Category 2 pupils are also weakly represented, especially in Bergen (in fact, the school had until recently only one single contract with the Nederlandse Aardolie Maatschappij; since this school year, the school succeeded in getting new contracts with DADSU and Garcia Huidobro (Chilean Navy)) and in Mol (where there were no category 2 pupils until 2002-2003; this category seems now in a take off phase as since September 2005, the school succeeded in getting 9 new category 2 pupils
).  For Karlsruhe, the situation is more positive as category 2 pupils have also strongly expanded since 2000/2001 due to the develop​ment of the Pamina Region.

However, the absolute figures of category 2 remain low in the four schools probably due to the level of school fees requested to this category of pupils at least in Bergen and in Mol (for further details see under item “Appropriateness of the funding mechanisms) and the “pheripherical” geographical situation of the schools.

Composition of category 1 pupils

The following charts indicate for each school in absolute figures the composition and share of cate​gory 1 pupils for the school year 2005-2006, which mainly comprises pupils from staff working for:

*
The European Commission including European Research centres for which the small schools have been created several decades ago
 and European agencies or offices whenever appropriate (e.g. EMEA).

*
The European schools themselves, i.e. teachers (seconded teachers and chargés de cours) and administrative and ancillary staff.

Composition of category 1 pupils (all levels) – School year 2005/2006
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Observations

Before issuing any comments on this indicator, it should be underlined that the subcategories of category 1 pupils for Mol are not presented in the rapport de rentrée in the same way as for the other schools.  We suppose that the subcategory rechthebbende includes children of IRMM staff and of the European Commission, whereas the École subcategory has been considered to cover children from teachers, chargés de cours and administrative and ancillary staff.  For cities like Brussels and Luxembourg with a heavy concentration of European institutions, the European Commission category is much wider than for the other schools and covers notably also the European Economic and Social Committee, the European Investment Bank, the European Ombudsman, the International Court of Justice, the Stability pact for South Eastern Europe, etc.
Children of parents working for the European institutions including children from research centres and from the European Commission are the most represented with 69 pupils in Bergen (i.e. 70% of the category 1 population), 94 pupils in Karlsruhe (i.e. 59% of the category 1 population), 101 pupils in Mol (i.e. 71% of the category 1 population).  On the contrary, in Culham, the biggest share of category 1 pupils comes from teachers and administrative staff with 70 pupils (i.e. 71% of the category 1 population).  The EFDA-JET only counts for 16 children or 17% and children from EU institutions including the EMEA for 12% of this category.  In Brussels II, the children of EU staff represent more than 95% of the total category 1 population.

If we look at the following chart, we can see that in 1995/1996, the most important number of category 1 was coming from JET.  The decrease observed amounts to 65% between school years 1995/1996 and 2000/2001.  This can be explained by the change of status of the JET at the end of 1999, which has then become the property of the UK only.

Culham – Evolution of the share of subcategories 1 pupils (in %)
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Distribution of pupils per language section, per school level and per class

For this indicator, a table is presented for each school with data on their pupils’ population per lan​guage section, per school level and per class for the years 1995/1996, 2000/2001 and 2005/2006.

The figures indicated in red for the school year 2005/2006 are for the language sections that are in a phasing out process since September 2005.

The distribution of pupils per option in the fourth, fifth, sixth and seventh years of the secondary level is also presented but under Annex 1 and only for the four small Schools.

Bergen

	Repartition of pupils per language section
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006

	
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	1
	13
	4
	6
	15
	39
	2
	14
	8
	0
	8
	32
	0
	17
	5
	0
	13
	35

	N2 - cl1
	12
	17
	10
	1
	18
	58
	6
	11
	4
	3
	15
	39
	0
	16
	3
	0
	16
	35

	Total nursery
	13
	30
	14
	7
	33
	97
	8
	25
	12
	3
	23
	71
	0
	33
	8
	0
	29
	70

	P1 - cl1
	3
	16
	10
	0
	22
	51
	3
	24
	10
	3
	18
	58
	0
	14
	7
	0
	16
	37

	P2 - cl1
	10
	22
	10
	8
	16
	66
	10
	17
	5
	4
	19
	55
	0
	18
	8
	0
	20
	46

	P3 -cl1
	10
	19
	10
	5
	19
	63
	12
	19
	8
	1
	18
	58
	6
	12
	7
	0
	20
	45

	P4 - cl1
	5
	19
	5
	5
	14
	48
	6
	21
	12
	9
	23
	71
	1
	7
	8
	1
	18
	35

	P5 - cl1
	8
	18
	9
	4
	20
	59
	14
	24
	14
	6
	17
	75
	6
	17
	3
	3
	22
	51

	Total primary
	36
	94
	44
	22
	91
	287
	45
	105
	49
	23
	95
	317
	13
	68
	33
	4
	96
	214

	S1- cl1
	9
	24
	14
	6
	29
	82
	10
	19
	13
	3
	23
	68
	0
	22
	8
	0
	17
	47

	S2 - cl1
	6
	20
	22
	8
	14
	70
	4
	24
	14
	11
	14
	67
	12
	15
	8
	0
	19
	54

	S3 -cl1
	9
	17
	14
	4
	19
	63
	8
	18
	8
	2
	17
	53
	7
	18
	6
	0
	11
	42

	S4 - cl1
	9
	22
	14
	3
	22
	70
	4
	12
	11
	7
	27
	61
	4
	17
	8
	7
	17
	53

	S5 - cl1
	4
	23
	9
	7
	17
	60
	6
	13
	5
	3
	15
	42
	8
	17
	14
	3
	13
	55

	S6 - cl1
	4
	23
	10
	7
	21
	65
	9
	20
	7
	6
	20
	62
	2
	17
	12
	3
	19
	53

	S7 - cl1
	3
	17
	12
	2
	11
	45
	6
	19
	9
	6
	12
	52
	4
	14
	7
	5
	8
	38

	Total secondary
	44
	146
	95
	37
	133
	455
	47
	125
	67
	38
	128
	405
	37
	120
	63
	18
	104
	342

	TOTAL
	93
	270
	153
	66
	257
	839
	100
	255
	128
	64
	246
	793
	50
	221
	104
	22
	229
	626


Source: rapports de rentrée

Culham

	Repartition of pupils per language section
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006

	
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	5
	13
	4
	9
	41
	4
	15
	10
	0
	0
	29

	N1 - cl2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	N2 - cl1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	16
	9
	8
	5
	5
	50
	13
	7
	13
	4
	4
	50

	N2 - cl2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	7
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	9
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total nursery
	25
	33
	24
	3
	13
	98
	24
	23
	21
	9
	14
	91
	17
	31
	23
	4
	4
	79

	P1 - cl1
	17
	25
	20
	8
	10
	80
	20
	20
	16
	6
	7
	69
	16
	18
	17
	6
	7
	64

	P2 - cl1
	20
	22
	20
	5
	4
	71
	20
	19
	16
	5
	11
	71
	19
	22
	21
	2
	9
	73

	P3 -cl1
	16
	28
	14
	3
	5
	66
	13
	28
	20
	11
	4
	76
	17
	22
	24
	2
	2
	67

	P4 - cl1
	13
	25
	23
	5
	5
	71
	16
	22
	20
	5
	10
	73
	16
	19
	23
	2
	8
	68

	P5 - cl1
	18
	25
	24
	6
	7
	80
	22
	25
	17
	10
	5
	79
	15
	25
	21
	5
	3
	69

	Total primary
	84
	125
	101
	27
	31
	368
	91
	114
	89
	37
	37
	368
	83
	106
	106
	17
	29
	341

	S1- cl1
	14
	25
	15
	8
	9
	71
	11
	25
	22
	9
	8
	75
	15
	24
	21
	0
	0
	70

	S1- cl2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	

	S1-cl3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	

	S2 - cl1
	14
	26
	21
	4
	5
	70
	22
	25
	28
	5
	4
	84
	12
	28
	20
	4
	7
	71

	S3 -cl1
	13
	25
	22
	6
	4
	70
	16
	19
	20
	10
	4
	69
	18
	25
	20
	8
	2
	73

	S4 - cl1
	16
	31
	16
	5
	6
	74
	11
	19
	21
	5
	4
	60
	16
	20
	16
	6
	8
	66

	S5 - cl1
	16
	29
	11
	8
	3
	67
	17
	17
	21
	8
	3
	66
	14
	21
	9
	9
	2
	55

	S6 - cl1
	12
	21
	13
	3
	5
	54
	7
	8
	14
	0
	2
	31
	9
	15
	13
	7
	5
	49

	S7 - cl1
	13
	23
	17
	4
	4
	61
	14
	18
	16
	6
	5
	59
	11
	16
	18
	4
	3
	52

	Total secondary
	98
	180
	115
	38
	36
	467
	98
	131
	142
	43
	30
	444
	95
	159
	117
	38
	27
	436

	TOTAL
	207
	338
	240
	68
	80
	933
	213
	268
	252
	89
	81
	903
	195
	296
	246
	59
	60
	856


Source: rapports de rentrée

Karlsruhe

	Repartition of pupils per language section
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006

	
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	12
	0
	12
	9
	0
	33
	4
	0
	4
	3
	4
	15

	N2 - cl1
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	17
	0
	12
	10
	0
	39
	19
	0
	15
	4
	13
	51

	Total nursery
	17
	0
	21
	24
	4
	66
	29
	0
	24
	19
	0
	72
	23
	0
	19
	7
	17
	66

	P1 - cl1
	23
	17
	12
	19
	5
	76
	24
	23
	26
	18
	3
	94
	27
	9
	24
	7
	7
	74

	P2 - cl1
	24
	14
	22
	17
	7
	84
	25
	23
	19
	15
	8
	90
	25
	13
	11
	11
	8
	68

	P3 -cl1
	26
	9
	19
	22
	7
	83
	25
	24
	24
	26
	2
	101
	25
	22
	20
	5
	8
	80

	P4 - cl1
	28
	21
	18
	24
	5
	96
	26
	25
	26
	18
	5
	100
	28
	24
	26
	10
	8
	96

	P5 - cl1
	23
	22
	23
	25
	7
	100
	29
	24
	16
	18
	4
	91
	27
	25
	9
	7
	4
	72

	Total primary
	124
	83
	94
	107
	31
	439
	129
	119
	111
	95
	22
	476
	132
	93
	90
	40
	35
	390

	S1- cl1
	27
	26
	23
	20
	8
	104
	23
	31
	22
	19
	3
	98
	25
	31
	25
	0
	0
	81

	S2 - cl1
	24
	25
	19
	24
	7
	99
	26
	22
	20
	14
	2
	84
	16
	26
	10
	13
	9
	74

	S3 -cl1
	22
	23
	24
	22
	6
	97
	24
	24
	21
	21
	5
	95
	21
	34
	25
	16
	4
	100

	S4 - cl1
	29
	18
	20
	26
	11
	104
	24
	25
	17
	15
	3
	84
	24
	29
	16
	10
	6
	85

	S5 - cl1
	27
	20
	27
	22
	6
	102
	29
	25
	27
	15
	7
	103
	25
	24
	12
	14
	8
	83

	S6 - cl1
	23
	21
	24
	16
	4
	88
	25
	26
	13
	11
	3
	78
	25
	26
	14
	9
	5
	79

	S7 - cl1
	26
	14
	20
	16
	5
	81
	26
	21
	23
	14
	2
	86
	30
	22
	17
	10
	7
	86

	Total secondary
	178
	147
	157
	146
	47
	675
	177
	174
	143
	109
	25
	628
	166
	192
	119
	72
	39
	588

	TOTAL
	319
	230
	272
	277
	82
	1180
	335
	293
	278
	223
	47
	1176
	321
	285
	228
	119
	91
	1044


Source: rapports de rentrée

Mol

	Repartition of pupils per language section
	1995/1996
	2000/2001
	2005/2006

	
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL
	DE
	E
	FR
	IT
	NL
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	4
	0
	9
	2
	14
	29
	6
	0
	17
	0
	8
	31

	N2 - cl1
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	5
	0
	8
	2
	7
	22
	7
	0
	11
	0
	4
	22

	Total nursery
	15
	0
	26
	0
	15
	56
	9
	0
	17
	4
	21
	51
	13
	0
	28
	0
	12
	53

	P1 - cl1
	8
	0
	13
	2
	12
	35
	6
	0
	10
	0
	16
	32
	6
	0
	11
	0
	11
	28

	P2 - cl1
	4
	0
	12
	3
	22
	41
	11
	0
	8
	2
	20
	41
	6
	0
	16
	0
	14
	36

	P3 -cl1
	5
	0
	17
	1
	22
	45
	4
	0
	19
	1
	20
	44
	9
	0
	13
	0
	19
	41

	P4 - cl1
	4
	0
	7
	1
	18
	30
	8
	0
	10
	3
	20
	41
	8
	0
	16
	1
	22
	47

	P5 - cl1
	7
	0
	16
	4
	20
	47
	8
	0
	18
	1
	17
	44
	6
	0
	12
	1
	8
	27

	Total primary
	28
	0
	65
	11
	94
	198
	37
	0
	65
	7
	93
	202
	35
	0
	68
	2
	74
	179

	S1- cl1
	6
	0
	19
	6
	25
	56
	6
	0
	26
	1
	28
	61
	4
	0
	24
	0
	20
	48

	S2 - cl1
	6
	0
	15
	11
	28
	60
	8
	0
	19
	2
	27
	56
	9
	0
	25
	0
	26
	60

	S3 -cl1
	6
	0
	19
	10
	28
	63
	5
	0
	28
	3
	35
	71
	7
	0
	20
	1
	27
	55

	S4 - cl1
	8
	0
	23
	8
	28
	67
	8
	0
	18
	3
	27
	56
	13
	0
	24
	1
	21
	59

	S5 - cl1
	11
	0
	25
	12
	25
	73
	9
	0
	21
	6
	35
	71
	6
	0
	25
	1
	27
	59

	S6 - cl1
	12
	0
	27
	10
	20
	69
	8
	0
	17
	5
	21
	51
	9
	0
	26
	1
	27
	63

	S7 - cl1
	11
	0
	15
	12
	22
	60
	5
	0
	14
	5
	27
	51
	5
	0
	18
	2
	21
	46

	Total secondary
	60
	0
	143
	69
	176
	448
	49
	0
	143
	25
	200
	417
	53
	0
	162
	6
	169
	390

	TOTAL
	103
	0
	234
	80
	285
	702
	95
	0
	225
	36
	314
	670
	101
	0
	258
	8
	255
	622


Source: rapports de rentrée

Brussels II

	Repartition of pupils per language section
	2005/2006

	
	DE
	E
	FI
	FR
	IT
	NL
	PT
	SW
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	N2 - cl1
	29
	31
	28
	22
	32
	14
	23
	23
	202

	N1 - cl2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	N2 - cl2
	0
	0
	29
	22
	0
	0
	0
	11
	62

	Total nursery
	29
	31
	57
	44
	32
	14
	23
	34
	264

	P1 - cl1
	29
	25
	26
	25
	22
	10
	8
	20
	165

	P1 - cl2
	0
	0
	0
	27
	0
	0
	0
	0
	27

	P2 - cl1
	22
	32
	19
	22
	17
	13
	25
	16
	166

	P2 - cl2
	0
	0
	18
	22
	0
	0
	0
	0
	40

	P3 -cl1
	22
	22
	19
	23
	32
	20
	18
	18
	174

	P3 - cl2
	0
	23
	17
	23
	0
	0
	0
	0
	63

	P4 - cl1
	29
	22
	26
	26
	25
	15
	18
	26
	187

	P4 - cl2
	 
	23
	0
	26
	0
	0
	0
	0
	49

	P5 - cl1
	 
	20
	21
	27
	29
	13
	21
	19
	150

	P5 - cl2
	31
	21
	0
	28
	0
	0
	0
	0
	80

	Total primary
	133
	188
	146
	249
	125
	71
	90
	99
	1101

	S1- cl1
	28
	16
	29
	22
	22
	19
	31
	15
	182

	S1- cl2
	0
	18
	0
	22
	0
	0
	0
	0
	40

	S1 - cl3
	0
	0
	0
	21
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21

	S2 - cl1
	22
	22
	23
	22
	23
	12
	30
	25
	179

	S2 - cl2
	0
	18
	0
	20
	0
	0
	0
	0
	38

	S2 - cl3
	0
	0
	0
	21
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21

	S3 -cl1
	25
	23
	17
	23
	27
	21
	28
	10
	174

	S3 -cl2
	0
	21
	17
	20
	0
	0
	0
	0
	58

	S3 - cl3
	0
	0
	0
	20
	0
	0
	0
	0
	20

	S4 - cl1
	22
	19
	24
	24
	25
	19
	28
	22
	183

	S4 - cl2
	22
	18
	0
	21
	0
	0
	0
	0
	61

	S4 - cl3
	0
	0
	0
	23
	0
	0
	0
	0
	23

	S5 - cl1
	28
	29
	14
	23
	22
	23
	31
	19
	189

	S5 - cl2
	0
	21
	0
	20
	0
	0
	0
	0
	41

	S5 - cl3
	0
	0
	0
	19
	0
	0
	0
	0
	19

	S6 - cl1
	21
	21
	11
	21
	18
	21
	32
	19
	164

	S6 - cl2
	0
	16
	0
	18
	0
	0
	0
	0
	34

	S6 - cl3
	0
	0
	0
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15

	S7 - cl1
	22
	15
	7
	27
	21
	19
	24
	12
	147

	S7 - cl2
	0
	0
	0
	25
	0
	0
	0
	0
	25

	S7 - cl3
	0
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15

	Total secondary
	190
	272
	142
	427
	158
	134
	204
	122
	1649

	TOTAL
	352
	491
	345
	720
	315
	219
	317
	255
	3014


Source: rapports de rentrée

Observations

In the four small schools as well as in Brussels II, more than 50% of the total pupils’ population is enrolled in the secondary levels.  This could be related to the fact that this level is organised around 7 years of education instead of 5 for the primary and 2 for the nursery.  Besides the attractiveness of the European Baccalaureate may probably also explain such a situation.  All the schools (except Culham in the first and second year of nursery and in the first year of secondary in the English section) have only one class per year of education, contrary to Brussels II, which generally has 2 to 3 different classes per year.

The schools have five language sections except Mol which has only got four, as it surprisingly lacks an English section.

By applying the Gaignage criteria, the following language sections had to be phased out, all at the primary and secondary level: the Dutch one in Culham and Karlsruhe, the German one in Bergen, and the Italian one in Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol.  

It is interesting to note that in all cases, the schools organise sections in the language of the host country (e.g. German section for Karlsruhe).  In fact, these sections are the most important in terms of number of pupils in Bergen, Culham and Karlsruhe.  This was already the case during previous school years except for Bergen where the English section was slightly larger than the Dutch one.  In Mol the French section is slightly bigger than the Dutch/Flemish section.

The distribution of pupils per nationality in the language sections has not been provided by the small schools.  Nevertheless, we presume that the section in the language of the host country is mostly fre​quented by pupils being nationals of this Member State.  For such pupils, if we consider that the Euro​pean Schools aim to allow a better integration of the pupils in their national education system when they return home, we can wonder if they would not be better educated in a local school, since then the problem of integration will be avoided.  The reason why these children go to the European instead of a local school must be looked for elsewhere, and is probably to be found in the fact that the education of foreign languages in European Schools is provided by native speaking teachers, guaranteeing a better quality
.  This may prove that the raison d’être of the schools has always been broader than “allowing reintegration of pupils in their national education system” since such a return is not at issue for parents who stay in their home country.  One could also argue that such sections are necessary because expa​triate parents coming from abroad precisely want the opposite, i.e. a smooth integration of their child​ren in the society of the host country, but even then, there would be no need to have such a section within the European School.  Indeed, children could still attend a local school, whereby the European Commission could limit its offer to only mother tongue courses during afternoons when the schools of the host country are closed, or through a system of summer classes.  These considerations should not be seen as a criticism on the existing European Schools’ system.  They are simply elements allowing to formulate an answer concerning the raison d’être of the European Schools and especially of the smaller ones.

The English section is also very popular, probably because English is the language of international communication, and also because SWALS pupils seem to enrol mostly in this section.  This is also the case of Brussels II where pupils from Baltic countries are integrated in the English section.

The Mol European School has no English section but does have an English group whose figures in terms of number of pupils are not identifiable in the table at page 28.  This group is in a growing phase as it was counting only 21 pupils during the school year 1997/1998 and rose to 79 pupils in 2000/2001 and to 146 in 2005/2006.  The pupils from the English group are in fact officially enrolled in the French, Dutch or German language sections of the school.  Their distribution per school level and per category of pupils is shown in the following table which indicates for each pupil the language section to which he belongs.  For the school years 1997/1998 and 2000/2001, the detailed figures of the com​position of the English group are presented in Annex 2.

When analyzing these figures it is interesting to note that:

*
36% of the pupils in the English group are category 1 and 2 pupils.

*
The English group evolves in the good direction to fulfil the Gaignage criteria to phase in into a “full options English section”.

Repartition of the pupils in the English group per level and per category – School year 2005/2006

Mol – Nursery school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	6
	2
	0
	4
	5
	0
	1

	Class 2
	5
	0
	0
	5
	3
	2
	0

	Total
	11
	2
	0
	9
	8
	2
	1


Mol – Primary school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	6
	2
	1
	3
	4
	2
	0

	Class 2
	7
	0
	2
	5
	6
	1
	0

	Class 3
	10
	4
	0
	6
	4
	2
	4

	Class 4
	9
	2
	0
	7
	8
	1
	0

	Class 5
	6
	0
	1
	5
	4
	2
	0

	Total
	38
	8
	4
	26
	26
	8
	4


Mol – Secondary school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	13
	3
	1
	9
	4
	2
	1

	Class 2
	15
	4
	3
	8
	6
	1
	1

	Class 3
	15
	5
	0
	10
	4
	2
	1

	Class 4
	17
	3
	2
	12
	8
	2
	0

	Class 5
	13
	1
	0
	12
	4
	0
	3

	Class 6
	14
	4
	0
	10
	4
	4
	1

	Class 7
	10
	1
	1
	8
	4
	2
	1

	Total
	97
	21
	7
	69
	76
	13
	8


Mol – All levels

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Total 
	146
	41
	11
	104
	110
	23
	13


If we consider the four small schools together, the biggest section was in 2005/2006 the German section of the Karlsruhe school with 321 pupils enrolled and the smallest one (excluding those in a phasing out process) was the French one in Bergen with 104 pupils (see above).

Regarding the number of pupils per class, the smaller classes in Brussels II gathers 7 to 14 pupils (this concerns 10 classes), while in the small schools, the less frequented classes have between 3 to 5 pupils.  The classes of the sizes will be further considered under item “Statistical distribution of group sizes per subject taught”.

Last but not least, it should be noted that in addition to the languages of the sections and to working languages, courses are also provided in L1
 in Danish (Culham and Karlsruhe), Finnish (Bergen and Karlsruhe) Greek (Karlsruhe), Hungarian (Karlsruhe), Polish (Karlsruhe), Portuguese (Bergen and Mol), Slovenian (Bergen), Spanish (Bergen, Culham and Karlsruhe) and Swedish (Bergen and Karls​ruhe).

Number of pupils per L2, L3, and L4 taught

This indicator aims to identify which languages are the most demanded by pupils, and if this demand is common in the four schools.  Even if it does not really feed the “efficiency” analysis, it is neverthe​less provided to give a full picture of the pupils’ population in the schools.

1° L2 - first foreign language.
The study of L2 starts in the first year of primary and is compulsory.  This language must be different from the L1 (mother tongue or language of the section of the pupil), but can only be English, French or German.  The choice of the pupil is in principle binding for the rest of his or her schooling.  From year 3 of secondary on, the L2 becomes the working language of the pupils for the subjects of Human sciences, and from year 4 on, History and Geography, all of which are compulsory; Economics, which may be taken as an option from year 4 of secondary on, is also taught in the working language of a pupil.

The following histogram shows the distribution of pupils per L2 chosen in primary and secondary in the four schools.

Number of pupils (%) per L2 chosen (all levels) – school year 2005/2006
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Source: rapports de rentrée

Except in Karlsruhe, English is the most popular L2 in the schools (probably chosen by all pupils who do not take English as mother tongue).  The apparent popularity of English as L2 in Mol can probably be explained by the fact that this school has no English section.

2° L3 /L4– second and third foreign language

All the pupils must study a second foreign language (L3), starting in the second year of secondary.  This study of L3 is compulsory till the end of the fifth year, and becomes an option in the sixth and seventh years.  L4 may be taken as an option from the fourth year of secondary.  According to the rules governing the schools
, any language taught in the school may be chosen for L3 and L4.

The following table shows the most popular choices in each school of languages taken as L3 or L4.

For L3, the three most frequently chosen languages in each school on entry into the third year of secondary are presented.

For L4, the three most frequently chosen languages in each school for study as language 4 on entry into fourth year secondary.

	L3

 
	Choice 1
	Choice 2
	Choice 3

	
	Language
	%
	Language
	%
	Language
	%

	Bergen
	Spanish
	36
	Dutch
	28
	French
	17

	Culham
	Spanish
	54
	French
	24
	German
	13

	Karlsruhe
	English
	41
	Spanish
	27
	French
	23

	Mol
	Spanish
	34
	French
	30
	English
	17


	L4


	Choice 1
	Choice 2
	Choice 3

	
	Language
	%
	Language
	%
	Language
	%

	Bergen
	Spanish/Dutch
	15
	Italian
	12
	French
	8

	Culham
	 
	
	 
	
	
	

	Karlsruhe
	Spanish
	25
	French
	10
	Italian
	4

	Mol
	Spanish
	17
	 
	
	 
	


Source: 
Annual report of the Secretary-General to the Board of Governors of the European Schools,

February 2006.

In the four schools studied, the pupils choose their L3 among the following languages: Dutch, English, French, German, Spanish and Italian.  It seems that Spanish is a very popular choice for a large num​ber of pupils.  The popularity of Dutch in Bergen seems to suggest that pupils take the opportunity to learn the language of their host country.

Number of different nationalities per school
The following graphs indicate for each school the number of different nationalities of their pupils while making a distinction between:

*
EU nationalities,

*
third countries nationalities.

Number of different nationalities of pupils' population – 2005/2006
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Source: Rapports de rentrée

Observations

The European Schools have pupils from very diverse backgrounds.  The nationality of the pupils’ population of the small schools is as much diversified as the one of Brussels II which attracts pupils from 46 different nationalities.  Indeed, Karlsruhe and Bergen have respectively pupils from 48 and 45 different nationalities.  Mol has pupils from 40 different nationalities while in Culham, the pupils’ population is more homogenous with 24 different nationalities.  In all the schools, the majority of the pupils’ population (between 80 and 86%) is from the EU Member States, and this proportion is parti​cularly high in Culham and in Brussels II where 98% of pupils’ population are EU nationals.

In the Bergen, Culham and Karlsruhe European Schools the most observed nationalities are in fact those of their hosting Member State, followed by those corresponding to their other language sections (e.g. in Bergen, the most observed nationality is Dutch (32%), British (10%), French and German (9% each) and Italian (5%)).  In Mol as well, the Belgian nationality (probably mostly from the Flemish speaking region) constitutes 29% of the pupils’ population, followed by Dutch (18%), German (11,5%) and French (11%); the British nationality is amongst the 5 most observed nationalities (with 5% of the pupils’ population), despite the fact that the school has no English section.  In Brussels II, the Belgian nationality is also the most important while being equalled by the Finnish one (12% each).

This diversity of backgrounds generates a high number of SWALS pupils in the schools.  This should be correlated also to the limited range of language sections of the four schools.  Note that also in a big school such as Brussels II, the number of SWALS pupils can be important, mainly because of the arrival of pupils from smaller new Member States (e.g. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) which do not have language sections corresponding to their mother tongue and are mainly integrated in the English section.

These SWALS pupils are entitled to courses adapted to their needs, which are mainly taught on an individual basis, or to very small groups, composed of only a few pupils.  This aspect is taken into account when we will analyse in more detail the group sizes (which are, of course, an important factor in the cost per pupil of a school).  Analysis of the group sizes are presented at the following page of this report.

Statistical distribution of group sizes per subject taught

The statistical distribution of group sizes gives an overview of how many subjects are taught to a given group size of pupils, and this for all possible group sizes.  It is then possible to calculate the average size of groups, or the 25, 50, 75 and other percentile values.

Before starting with the analysis of the statistical distribution of group sizes, it is appropriate to

1° Make the distinction between:

-
A class: which is composed by the pupils enrolled in a language section for a specific year (e.g. the fifth year of secondary level in French language section is a class).  Normally the compulsory courses are followed by a class.

-
A group: which is composed of pupils form the same class or belonging to different classes, depending on the options they have choose.

2°
Bring to mind some rules related to the grouping of classes and timetable reductions applicable in the European School system.

According to the regulation of the European Schools
, the class sizes in nursery, primary and secondary level exceeding 32 pupils are to be divided.  In primary school, two classes should be com​bined when they have together 25 pupils or less.  In secondary, for classes with less than 5 pupils, except for mother tongue classes in 7th year, the teaching hours should be reduced.  This could be achieved through the reduction of the number of hours for certain subjects or by grouping/combining consecutive (vertical) or parallel (horizontal) classes.

In fact, the rules are not expressly indicating if for primary level the groupings can be made by combi​ning consecutive or parallel classes.  Nevertheless, we know that in practice, the schools do also apply vertical and horizontal groupings in primary level.

While making the groupings in the two last cycles of the secondary level, the school management should refer to the time credit system which gives an indication of the maximum number of teaching periods allowed according to the number of pupils enrolled.

Despite the application of the grouping rules, it is still possible to have groups with less than 5 pupils.  Indeed the following exceptions are foreseen:

*
Tuition of (category 1) Students without a Language Section (i.e. SWALS) in their mother tongue.

*
Learning support to students with Special Educational Needs (i.e. SEN).

In order to identify the sizes of the groups, we have collected data from three different official sources of information that turned out to yield different results for the following reasons:

*
The first official source of information is the list of Fréquences de cours compiled each year for each school by the Office of the Secretary General.  These Fréquences de cours concern only subjects taught at secondary level (a similar document does not exist for the primary level) and do not take account of the vertical/horizontal groupings organised in the schools.

*
The second official source of information are the Rapports de rentrée, which provide more detailed information than the list of Fréquences de cours, also only for subjects taught at secondary level (and not at primary level); these rapports de rentrée apparently take account of some, but not all  groupings made by the schools (e.g. groupings for some subjects such as religion, ethic, learning support, etc. are mentioned, but others are not).  Furthermore, the figures in the rapports de rentrée are representing the situation in October of the school year and do not correspond exactly to the figures of the Fréquences de cours, compiled at another date.

*
The third official source of information are statistics received from the Office of the Secretary General.  These figures are reported to take account of all the groupings made at the secondary level as communicated by the schools to the Secretary General, but when comparing them to ad hoc information we received directly from some of the four smaller schools, there still remained differences (i.e. groupings that are applied by the schools, but that are unknown to the Secretary General, or at least not integrated in their statistics).

We can illustrate this more practically using the figures for the group sizes at the secondary level of the European School in Bergen, which provided us with detailed and complete data regarding the grouping they apply.

The following graph illustrates the discrepancies between the statistical distributions per group sizes at secondary level, based on data coming from:

*
The Fréquences de cours (not including groupings), which are represented in green.
*
The Number of pupils per class reportedly including groupings, as provided by the Office of the Secretary-General of the European Schools, which are represented in orange.

*
The Number of pupils per class including groupings, as provided by the European School Bergen, which are represented in yellow.

Statistical distribution of group sizes (secondary level – school year 2005-2006)
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The data allow us to calculate the reduction of teaching periods made possible by the grouping as applied in Bergen, by comparing the green bars with the yellow ones.

The differences between the situation where no grouping is applied (green bars) and the situation where the grouping is applied (yellow bars) may be summarized as follows:

	
	No grouping
	Grouping (Bergen data)
	Grouping (data from Office of the Secretary General)
	Difference between no grouping and Bergen grouping
	Difference between no grouping and Secretary general grouping

	Number of groups/sub​jects needed to provide education to the same amount of pupils in secondary level
	409
	382
	399
	27 (7%)
	10 (2%)

	Teaching periods needed for the 7 classes of secondary
	1111
	1063
	1076
	48 (4%)
	35 (3%)


As indicated by the figures, the grouping applied by the Bergen European School has reduced the number of groups needed by about 7% while the grouping as presented in the files of the Office of the Secretary General has decreased the number of the groups about 2%.  Teaching periods have been reduced by 48 periods in the data provided by Bergen.  Considering that 21 periods constitutes a full time job for a teacher at secondary level, we can presume that this has allowed the reduction of the teaching staff by about 2 full time equivalents.

Of the 382 groups needed to provide education to 342 pupils while applying the grouping, 15.7% of them have less than 5 pupils.  These small groups are related to SWALS (3.7%), SEN, Learning support and rattrapage (2,4%), which fall outside the “normal” curriculum, but are also observed for subjects such as Mathematics, Sciences, Religion, and Ethics.

It thus would seem that the database compiled by the Office of the Secretary General on the basis of the information provided by the schools, contains no complete and exact information of the regroup​ings, and hence cannot yield a correct statistical distribution of the group sizes
.  This is also obvious when looking at the data for regroupings in Mol and Karlsruhe, which are completely absent from the database of the Secretary General.  Nevertheless, we have used the information from this database as it allow us anyway to illustrate the point we want to make with this statistical analysis: this is to compare the 25, 50 and 75 percentile values of the group sizes between schools.  These values are of course influenced by the grouping techniques, but the error of not including all the groupings on the values diminishes (i.e. it is smaller for the 75 percentile than for the 50 percentile, and smaller for the 50 percentile than for the 25 percentile), and even for the 25 percentile, it is small enough not to influence the conclusions we want to draw from this analysis.

We again illustrate this using the figures for Bergen (we only compare the figures of the Secretary General with the ad hoc figures as provided by the Bergen school itself):

*
Based on the Secretary General as source, the 25 percentile of the group sizes is 4 pupils (i.e. in 25% of the cases, the groups to which a course is taught counts at the most 4 pupils; this figure takes account of the number of times a course is given per week).  For the 50 percentile, this figure is 8 pupils, and for the 75 percentile, it is 14 pupils.

*
Based on the ad hoc data, the (correct) figures become 5 pupils for the 25 percentile, 9 pupils for the 50 percentile, and 15 pupils for the 75 percentile, i.e. each time a difference of 1 extra pupil.

What is important in this type of analysis, are not so much the absolute values of these percentiles, but the comparison thereof between the smaller schools, and with a big school, for which Brussels II was chosen.  Given the fact that we use the same “incomplete” source for all schools, we can reasonably assume that the error made is the same for all the schools, and hence is neutralised when comparing the data between the schools.

The results of this analysis are summarized in the following table, which contains the 25, 50 and 75 percentiles of the group sizes, and also the total number of periods organised.  These values should be read as follows: e.g. a 50 percentile of 10 pupils with a total number of 1.200 periods means that during 50% × 1.200 = 600 periods, which make half of the total teaching time, teachers had at the most 10 pupils in their classroom (and often much less than that) — a 25 percentile of 6 pupils with 250 periods means that during 25% × 250 = 63 periods, which make one forth of the teaching time, teachers had at the most 6 pupils in their classroom.  The absolute number of periods mentioned are totals per week, either for all language sections together, or for one single language; however, numbers for cours de rattrapage have been left out, since these courses are mostly given to very small groups (often just 1 pupil) and fall a bit outside of the normal curriculum.  All figures relate to the secondary level only, since no comparable data were at our disposal for the primary level.

Please note that the total number of periods in the small schools in the languages English, French, German, Italian and Dutch do not add up to the total number all languages together, because some courses are “multilingual”, or are given in another language (e.g. Portuguese, Irish, …); for Brussels II, the obvious reason is that there are of course much more than the 5 languages we find in the four smaller schools.

Statistical analysis of group sizes (secondary level)

	School and languages
	Total number

of periods
	25 percentile of group sizes
	50 percentile of group sizes
	75 percentile of group sizes

	Bergen (courses in English only)
	253
	8
	13
	15

	Bergen (courses in French only)
	210
	5
	7
	11

	Bergen (courses in German only)
	132
	4
	5
	7

	Bergen (courses in Italian only)
	52
	3
	4
	5

	Bergen (courses in Dutch only)
	292
	8
	11
	17

	Bergen (all languages)
	1.048
	5
	9
	14

	Culham (courses in English only)
	402
	10
	14
	18

	Culham (courses in French only)
	230
	8
	12
	18

	Culham (courses in German only)
	203
	5
	9
	13

	Culham (courses in Italian only)
	124
	4
	6
	7

	Culham (courses in Dutch only)
	72
	2
	5
	7

	Culham (all languages)
	1.208
	6
	11
	17

	Karlsruhe (courses in English only)
	320
	11
	14
	22

	Karlsruhe (courses in French only)
	268
	6
	10
	14

	Karlsruhe (courses in German only)
	421
	7
	14
	19

	Karlsruhe (courses in Italian only)
	170
	4
	6
	10

	Karlsruhe (courses in Dutch only)
	62
	4
	6
	8

	Karlsruhe (all languages)
	1.467
	6
	12
	18

	Mol (courses in English only)
	280
	8
	13
	15

	Mol (courses in French only)
	267
	6
	9
	15

	Mol (courses in German only)
	179
	3
	5
	6

	Mol (courses in Italian only)
	46
	—
	—
	1

	Mol (courses in Dutch only)
	229
	8
	14
	20

	Mol (all languages)
	1.170
	5
	9
	15

	Brussels II (courses in English only)
	715
	15
	19
	22

	Brussels II (courses in French only)
	7.437
	13
	19
	22

	Brussels II (courses in German only)
	296
	7
	13
	21

	Brussels II (courses in Italian only)
	244
	7
	11
	21

	Brussels II (courses in Dutch only)
	225
	8
	12
	19

	Brussels II (all languages)
	3.388
	10
	17
	21


This table clearly shows that the group sizes are in general significantly lower in the smaller schools than in a big school like Brussels II.  Putting the results of this analysis, all languages together, in plain wording, we can see that, for the “normal” curriculum:

*
In the Bergen school, one quarter of the time and in average terms, teachers have between 1 and 5 pupils in their classroom, one other quarter of the time, between 6 and 9 pupils, one more quarter of the time between 10 and 13 pupils, and a final quarter of the time, 14 or more pupils.

*
In the Culham school, one quarter of the time and in average terms, they have between 1 and 6 pupils in their classroom, one other quarter of the time, between 7 and 11 pupils, one more quarter of the time between 12 and 16 pupils, and a final quarter of the time, 17 or more pupils.

*
In the Karlsruhe school, one quarter of the time and in average terms, they have between 1 and 6 pupils in their classroom, one other quarter of the time, between 7 and 12 pupils, one more quarter of the time between 13 and 17 pupils, and a final quarter of the time, 18 or more pupils.

*
In the Mol school, one quarter of the time and in average terms, they have between 1 and 5 pupils in their classroom, one other quarter of the time, between 6 and 9 pupils, one more quarter of the time between 10 and 14 pupils, and a final quarter of the time, 15 or more pupils.

*
In the Brussels II school, one forth of the time and in average terms, they have between 1 and 10 pupils in his classroom, one other quarter of the time, between 11 and 17 pupils, one more quarter of the time between 18 and 20 pupils, and a final quarter of the time, 21 or more pupils.

*
Whereas in the Brussels II schools, teachers have, in average terms, at least 18 pupils in their class​room half of the time, this is only the case 19% of the time in Bergen and in Mol, and 27% of the time in Culham and in Karlsruhe.

The following table also gives the fraction of the time a teacher of secondary has in his or her classroom between 1 and 5, 6 and 10, 11 and 15, 16 and 20, 21 and 25, and 26 or more pupils (the figures concern the “normal” curriculum, i.e. excluding the cours de rattrapage, the cours de soutien, etc.).

	DISTRIBUTION OF GROUP SIZES FOR THE NORMAL CURRICULUM AT SECONDARY LEVEL

	Number of pupils
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	1 to 5 pupils
	25%
	21%
	20%
	25%
	10%

	6 to 10 pupils
	32%
	25%
	24%
	30%
	14%

	11 to 15 pupils
	24%
	18%
	22%
	20%
	19%

	16 to 20 pupils
	16%
	24%
	16%
	16%
	23%

	21 to 25 pupils
	3%
	11%
	13%
	8%
	27%

	26 or more pupils 
	1%
	1%
	5%
	2%
	6%


This information is also presented in the following figures.
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Since the cost of a teacher does not depend upon the number of pupils in his or her classroom, it is clear that smaller groups inevitably lead to higher average costs per pupil.  However, such a higher cost cannot be attributed to mismanagement of any kind, but is simply due to a “lack” of pupils and the obligation to organise some courses, however low the number of entitled pupils may be.

Since, as a general rule, groups of less than 5 children should be avoided by regrouping techniques (or by not opening an option), it is interesting to note the following (as we have already said, the analysis is based on information from the database of the Secretary General, which turns out to be incomplete as far as regroupings are concerned; hence the following figures have to be read with caution!):

*
It appears that teaching to groups of less than 5 (i.e. between 1 and 4) pupils makes up about 15% of the total number of periods in Bergen (remember that the cours de rattrapage and the cours de soutien have been omitted from these calculations, in other words, they relate to the “normal” curri​culum); if we omit the courses of language 1 (including Irish, when applicable), this percentage drops to 10%.

*
In Culham, this amounts to 15%; if we omit the courses of language 1 (including Irish, when applicable), this percentage drops to 12%.

*
In Karlsruhe, to 13%; if we omit the courses of language 1 (including Irish, when applicable), this percentage drops to 8%.

*
In Mol, to 20%; if we omit the courses of language 1 (including Irish, when applicable), this per​centage drops to 16%.

*
In Brussels II, to only 7%; if we omit the courses of language 1 (including Irish, when applicable), this percentage drops to 6%.

At first sight, teaching to groups of 1 to 4 children (including language 1 and Irish courses) occurs two to three times more frequently in the four smaller schools than in Brussels II (13 to 20% as compared to only 7%).  The high figures in the smaller schools are a weighted average for the five languages that were analysed.  The “weaker” a language (i.e. the less periods are taught in it), the higher the per​centage of groups with less that 5 pupils turns out to be.  If we only look at the “strongest” language in each school (i.e. the one with the most periods organised), we obtain the following results:

*
In Bergen, teaching of Dutch to groups of less than 5 pupils makes up only 8% of the total number of periods in Dutch (compare this to 15% all languages together).

*
In Culham, teaching of English to groups of less than 5 pupils makes up only 5% of the total number of periods in English (compare this to 15% all languages together).

*
In Karlsruhe, teaching of German to groups of less than 5 pupils makes up only 8% of the total number of periods in German (compare this to 13% all languages together).

*
In Mol, teaching of English to groups of less than 5 pupils makes up only 4% of the total number of periods in English (compare this to 20% all languages together).

These figures are already much more similar to the one we observe in Brussels if we take the weighted average of the periods taught in English, French, German, Dutch and Italian (i.e. the five most fre​quently met languages in the four smaller school), and which would be about 6%.  We again repeat that – although these figures have to be taken with some caution – it can be reasonably stated that no mismanagement in the organisation of the “normal” curriculum can be observed in the four smaller schools, and that the high cost per pupil hence has to be attributed to the simple fact that … they are small schools with generally smaller group sizes.  To rephrase this still a bit differently, we can con​firm that there is a (negative) correlation between the cost per pupil and the average group size, which is a more accurate statement than saying, as is most frequently done, that there is a (negative) corre​lation between the cost per pupil and the size of the school (knowing that the smaller group sizes are predominant in the smaller schools).

This also means that costs per pupil in the small schools could be reduced by attracting substantially more pupils paying schools fees, especially since the risk that this would quickly lead to the need of splitting the groups is not to be feared, given the generally small sizes.  Hence, these extra school fees would very nearly equal net income for the schools, since their global cost level would not, or hardly, be influenced by these extra pupils.  We will come back on this subject later.

European Baccalaureate in L3 or L4

The aim of this indicator is to provide the proportion of pupils presenting their examinations for the European Baccalaureate in L3 or L4.  In appears that the data obtained from the four schools were not comparable for the following reasons:

*
Culham, and Karlsruhe have provided the individual notes obtained by pupils for subjects pre​sented in L3 and L4 during written and oral examinations.  It is therefore difficult to assess the number of pupils having passed the exams in L3 and L4 as one pupil may choose to present for example 2 oral examinations in L3 (we then have two individual notes).

*
Bergen has provided us the number of pupils having passed the European Baccalaureate in L3 and L4.

*
Mol mentioned simply that there were no pupils presenting the European Bac in L3 and L4.

The benchmark between the four schools could then not be carried out on this specific issue.  As the use of such an indicator in terms of the analysis of the efficiency of the schools is not bringing real added value, we have not insisted towards the schools in order to have comparable figures.

TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATIVE AND ANCILLARY STAFF

This second item is giving an overview of the staff population of the four schools.  It also indicates the time credits needed and used by the schools at the secondary level and the optimal number of teachers needed to fill in a school programme, and provides a distribution of the staff population by distinguish​ing between:

*
Seconded teachers and chargés de cours, and

*
Administrative and Ancillary personnel (AAS).

Finally, we present the pupils to teacher ratio per school, per level, and per class in the four schools and for Brussels II.

Number of time credits per school and optimal number of teachers needed to fulfil a full school programme

The time credits or crédits d’heure indicates the number of teaching periods ideally needed to fulfil a complete school programme according to the number of pupils and the sections in which they are enrolled.

The application of the notion of crédits d’heure consists in fixing the maximum number of teaching periods not to be exceeded in the years 4 and 5 of the secondary level taken together, and in the years 6 and 7 taken together, years during which pupils must choose optional subjects:
The (maximum) number of crédits d’heure at the disposal of a school aims:

*
On the one hand, to guarantee the possibility to offer a sufficiently large variety of options.

*
On the other hand, to prevent to open too many options (in the sense that some options would be followed by a too low number of pupils), with a too high cost of schooling as a result.

The following table indicates the time credits of each school per school year (only in S4, S5, S6 and S7).  Brussels II has been included for benchmarking purposes.

Time credits - 2005/2006 – Fourth and fifth of secondary

	
	Number of pupils
	Number of language sections
	Periods authorised
	Periods organised
	Differences
	% of under-used time credits
	Extra periods organised*
	Total periods organised
	Periods per pupils

	Bergen
	108
	5
	408,5
	337
	-71,5
	18%
	9
	346
	3,203

	Culham
	120
	5
	397,6
	324
	-73,6
	19%
	14
	338
	2,816

	Karlsruhe
	169
	5
	403,8
	387
	-16,8
	4%
	29
	416
	2,461

	Mol
	118
	5
	413
	331
	-82
	20%
	8
	339
	2,872

	Brussels II
	516
	8
	916
	891
	-25
	3%
	43
	934
	1,810


Time credits - 2005/2006 – Sixth and seventh of secondary
	
	Number of pupils
	Number of language sections
	Periods authorised
	Periods organised
	Differences
	% of under-used time credits
	Extra periods organised*
	Total periods organised
	Periods per pupils

	Bergen
	91
	5
	397,5
	341
	-56,5
	14%
	12
	353
	3,879

	Culham
	100
	5
	403,5
	377
	-26,5
	7%
	19
	396
	3,96

	Karlsruhe
	166
	5
	510
	504
	-6
	1%
	29
	533
	3,210

	Mol
	109
	5
	424,5
	413
	-11,5
	3%
	8
	421
	3,862

	Brussels II
	400
	8
	947
	956
	9
	1%
	42
	998
	2,495


Source: rapports de rentrée

*
Extra periods are referring to Religion/Ethic subjects and to SWALS having the right to get tuition in their mother tongue.
Observations

We can observe that in the two cycles of secondary level concerned by time credits, the four schools are organising less teaching periods than presently authorized.  Reasons are:

*
Grouping/combination of groups for subjects such as art, ICT, Education physique, Religion, Ethics.

*
The fact that some options are not opened in the L2 of the children when there is no enough demand (this refers to the rule of the 5 pupils).

The under-use of time credits is more often true in S4-S5 than in S6-S7.  This is probably due to the fact that in S6-S7, small groups are more often observed than in S4-S5.  Nevertheless, in Karlsruhe, time credit is less often under-used than in the 3 other schools.  Contrary to the four schools, Brussels II is exceeding the number of teaching periods authorized in the S6 and S7.

Based on the time credits, we can easily identify the optimal number of teachers needed to fill the complete school programme per cycle (S4/S5 and S6/S7) in order to compare it with the number of teachers really used/recruited.  For calculating the optimal number of teachers needed, we consider that a full timetable of a teacher is made up of 21 periods a week at secondary level, and we apply the following formula: “Number of teaching periods authorised/21”.

In order to calculate the number of teachers really used, we apply the same formula while replacing the number of teaching periods authorised by the number of teaching periods organised.

As indicated in the table below, the number of teachers used for teaching the complete school programme is lower than the optimal number of teachers effectively needed or authorised in all the schools.  This proves that according to the education standards all the schools are efficient in the way they organise the workload of their teachers.

For indicative purposes the number of teaching periods per teachers is presented in annex 3 for the secondary level and for all the schools (except Brussels II).

Time credit - 2005/2006 – Fourth and fifth of secondary

	
	Periods authorised
	Optimal number of teachers needed in TE*
	Periods organised
	Number of teachers used in TE*
	% of teaching capacity used

	Bergen
	408,5
	19
	337
	16
	82%

	Culham
	397,6
	19
	324
	15
	81%

	Karlsruhe
	403,8
	19
	387
	18
	96%

	Mol
	413
	20
	331
	16
	80%

	Brussels II
	916
	44
	891
	42
	97%


* TE stands for Teachers Equivalent.

Time credit - 2005/2006 – Sixth and seventh of secondary

	
	Periods authorised
	Optimal number of teachers needed in TE*
	Periods organised
	Number of teachers used in TE*
	% of teaching capacity used

	Bergen
	397,5
	19
	341
	16
	86%

	Culham
	403,5
	19
	377
	18
	93%

	Karlsruhe
	510
	24
	504
	24
	99%

	Mol
	424,5
	20
	413
	20
	97%

	Brussels II
	947
	45
	956
	46
	101%


* TE stands for Teachers Equivalent.

Composition of the staff population

The following table considers for each of the four schools over a 10 years period:

*
The total number of second teachers at nursery, primary and secondary level.  This category does not include the executive staff (i.e. the Director, the Deputy Director for the nursery and primary sections, the Deputy Director for the secondary section and the Bursar) nor the Educational advi​sers (Counsellors/librarians).

*
The chargés de cours or part-time teachers who have been locally recruited by the directors of the schools at nursery, primary and secondary level.

*
The teachers of religion and Ethics at primary and secondary level.

*
The number of AAS Staff, expressed in Full Time Equivalents.

For chargés de cours and teachers of religion and Ethics, the information is expressed in Teacher Equivalents (TE) allowing for 25.5 periods per week at the primary level and 21 periods per week at the secondary level.

Brussels II has been incorporated in the table for comparison purposes only in 2005/2006.

Composition of the staff population 2005-2006

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Total number of seconded teachers

Chargés de cours (in TE)

Ethic/religion teachers
	60

8

2
	60

19

3
	74

21

4
	59

13

3
	176

53

14

	Total teachers' population
	70
	82
	99
	75
	243

	% of seconded teachers
	86%
	73%
	75%
	79%
	72%

	Total number of AAS staff
	16
	17,5
	20
	17,5
	38


Composition of the staff population 2000-2001

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Total number of seconded teachers

Chargés de cours (in TE)

Ethic/religion teachers
	73

13

4
	72

8

4
	82

19

6
	63

11.5

3
	N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

	Total teachers' population
	90
	84
	107
	77.5
	N.A.

	% of seconded teachers
	81%
	86%
	77%
	81%
	

	Total number of AAS staff
	14,5
	16,5
	17
	19,5
	N.A.


Composition of the staff population 1995-1996

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Total number of seconded teachers

Chargés de cours (in TE)

Ethic/religion teachers
	69

16

4
	73

5

N.A.
	86

12

3
	65

11

4
	N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

	Total teachers' population
	89
	78
	101
	80
	N.A.

	% of seconded teachers
	78%
	94%
	85%
	81%
	

	Total number of AAS staff
	15,5
	10,5
	14,5
	13,5
	N.A.


Sources: Rapports de rentrée

* N.A.  stands for not analysed

In the school year 2005/2006, the seconded teachers represent between 86% and 72% of the total teachers’ population in the five schools (including Brussels II).

Parallel to the decrease of the pupils’ population, the total teachers’ population (including seconded and part-time teachers) is steadily going down in Bergen and in Mol.  In Bergen, this drop seems to be enhanced by the phasing out of the language sections and the grouping of pupils.

On the contrary, in Culham, we can observe that the school has now more teachers than in 1995/1996.  This is quite paradoxical as the school now counts less pupils than in 1995.  Culham and Karlsruhe have in fact less seconded teachers and more chargés de cours than 10 years ago.  It can be noticed that an important part of the chargés de cours in the two concerned schools come from their host Member State (i.e. UK for Culham and Germany for Karlsruhe) and that they are more dependent on locally recruited staff than the others.

The number of AAS staff seems on the contrary relatively stable in Bergen while in Culham, in Karls​ruhe and in Mol it has increased.  Here as well, such an increase seems not justified at least as far as the evolution of number of pupils is concerned.

Pupils to teacher ratio per school, per level and per class

The following table indicates for each school to pupils to teacher ratio for the school year 2005-2006.

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Total number of teachers in the whole school
	70
	82
	99
	75
	243

	Total number of pupils in the whole school
	626
	856
	1040
	622
	3014

	Pupils to teachers ratio (all levels)
	8,9
	10,4
	10,5
	8,3
	12,4

	Total number of teachers in the nursery school
	2
	4
	3
	3
	10

	Total number of pupils in the nursery school
	70
	79
	66
	53
	264

	Pupils to teachers ratio in nursery school
	35,0
	19,8
	22,0
	17,7
	26,4

	Total number of teachers in the primary school
	20
	23
	29
	19
	77

	Total number of pupils in the primary school
	214
	341
	390
	179
	1101

	Pupils to teachers ratio in primary school
	10,7
	14,8
	13,4
	9,4
	14,3

	Total number of teachers in the secondary school
	48
	55
	67
	53
	155

	Total number of pupils in the secondary school
	342
	436
	588
	390
	1649

	Pupils to teachers ratio in secondary level
	7,1
	7,9
	8,8
	7,4
	10,6


Observations

The ratio of pupils per teacher ranges between 8,3 (for Mol) to 10,5 (for Karlsruhe).  As can be expected this ratio is higher in the small schools most populated (i.e. Karlsruhe and Culham) and in Brussels II.

The nursery level has very high ratios which demonstrate that teachers have larger group size.  Besides, those teachers are generally helped in their education task by nursery assistants, who belong to the AAS and who are then not considered in the ratio calculated here.  As expected, the ratio pupils/teachers is lower at the secondary level for all schools.  As seen earlier, this is due to the fact that options are offered at secondary level which creates more often small groups.

For the results of pupils/teachers ratio per class, we are referring to the tables presented at pages 25, 26, 27 and 28 of this report.  Indeed, such ratio implies simply to take into account the number of pupils per class, while considering that there is one teacher per class.

COST RELATED ISSUES

This third item aims to analyse the budgets of the schools.  It starts with the presentation of the breakdown of expenditures and funding per main category while considering the evolution of the schools expenses since 2000.  It also includes the ventilation of the expenses of the school over nur​sery, primary and secondary level, the cost per pupils, the cost per teaching period and the average cost of teaching staff per school level.

Finally, the cost-effectiveness is analysed for the:

*
grouping technique,

*
phasing out of the language sections,

*
distance learning/teaching activities.

Income versus Expenditure

The general income and expenditure for the four schools as well as for Brussels II are presented in two separated tables based on the executed 2005 budget (i.e. effective income and expenditures).

On the income side, we distinguish between:

*
contribution to the salaries of seconded teachers from the Member States,

*
contribution from the European Commission,

*
school fees for category 2 and 3 pupils,

*
contribution from parents and third parties (excluding school fees),

*
temporary contribution,

*
available surplus.

On the expenditure side, we distinguish between:

*
salaries and allowances,

*
operating costs,

*
materials and equipment costs,

*
exceptional costs,

*
adaptation of salaries and posts creation,

*
operational credits.

The distribution of the income and expenditure of the schools is mainly in conformity with the document “Budget of the European Schools”, while being more detailed for specific subheadings such as school fees and contribution from parents and third parties.

Repartition of the incomes of the schools

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Member States

Value in €

%
	2.655.165

28%
	2.623.820

24%
	3.123.183

26%
	2.703.578

25%
	6.979.861

26%

	European Commission

Value in €

% 
	4.992.483

52%
	5.405.439

50%
	4.299.124

36%
	6.052.545

56%
	17.082.396

64%

	School fees (cat. 2)

Value in €

%
	228.574

2%
	452.972

4%
	1.824.498

15%
	304.464

3%
	974.507

4%

	School fees (cat. 3)

Value in €

%
	1.206.072

13%
	2.086.928

19%
	2.418.443

20%
	1.243.200

12%
	829.207

3%

	Contribution from parents and third parties

Value in €

%
	76.272

1%
	109.894

1%
	120.869

1%
	97.985

1%
	256.971

1%

	Temporary contribution

Value in%

%
	62.434

1%
	63.556

1%
	76.453

1%
	65.570

1%
	170.807

1%

	Available surplus

Value in €

%
	418.176

4%
	159.361

1%
	82.170

1%
	247.259

2%
	345.339

1%

	Total income
	9.639.176
	10.901.970
	11.944.740
	10.714.601
	26.639.088


Sources: Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2007 – proposition au Conseil d’Administration
Repartition of the expenditures of the schools

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Salaries and allowances

Value in €

%
	8.198.319

88%
	9.281.105

87%
	9.822.455

85%
	8.745.640

85%
	23.107.464

85%

	Operating costs

Value in €

% 
	712.576

8%
	679.110

6%
	901.859

10%
	1.069.070

10%
	1.768.455

10%

	Materials & equipments costs

Value in €

%
	96.109

1%
	106.922

1%
	205.236

1%
	93.455

1%
	261.336

1%

	Exceptional costs

Value in €

%
	259.127

3%
	577.480

5%
	268.046

3%
	304.439

3%
	673.485

3%

	Operational credits

Value in €

%
	18.767

0%
	44.153

0%
	60.348

0%
	32.647

0%
	249.414

0%

	Total expenditures
	9.284.898
	10.688.770
	11.257.944
	10.245.251
	26.060.154


Sources: Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2007 – proposition au Conseil d’Administration
Observations

The tables presented are not giving a complete picture of the income generated by the schools as they do not include the investments/maintenance costs directly borne by the host Member States for the buildings of the schools.

On the side of Income, the main source of funding comes from the European Commission and ranges between 36% for Karlsruhe and 56% for Mol, immediately followed by the Member States contribu​tion to salaries of seconded teachers which amounts to around 25%.  The relative high share of the EC contribution is notably due to the funding mechanism applied in the system which is based on a budget balancing subsidy, and to the fact that schools are not receiving additional income from other sources of funding.  The Member States contribute through the payment of the national salary of each teacher they detach to European Schools.

School fees represent in the four schools:

*
between 2 and 4% of the income (for category 2 pupils) (excluding Karlsruhe),

*
between 12 and 19% of the income (for category 3 pupils).

If the income from category 2 pupils is weak, it remains cost effective regarding the share of category 2 pupils in the global school population.  For category 3 pupils, the income generated is rather low compared to their high share in the pupils’ population.

As regards the school fees of the category 3 pupils, it should be underlined that the level of total and partial exonerations in the four schools is the most important, when expressed in percentage of the total number of category 3 pupils in each school.

The following tables indicate the number of category 3 pupils having received total and partial exone​rations during the last seven school years in the 13 schools as well as their value in EUR.

Number of category 3 pupils having received total & partial exonerations

	
	98/ 99
	99/ 00
	00/ 01
	01/ 02
	02/ 03
	03/ 04
	04/05
	5 year change  98/99 – 03/04
	6 year chan-ge 98/99 – 04/05
	98/99 Exempt cat III
	03/04 Exempt cat III
	04/05 Exempt cat III

	Alicante
	
	
	
	
	42
	49
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bergen
	130
	124
	104
	112
	116
	143
	118
	9,2%
	-12,3%
	19%
	24,5%
	20,8%

	B I
	55
	46
	43
	37
	31
	36
	
	-34,5%
	
	5,7%
	6,0%
	

	B II
	26
	27
	30
	30
	35
	39
	
	50,0%
	
	7,7%
	14,7%
	

	B III
	
	20
	28
	38
	53
	61
	
	
	
	
	13,4%
	

	Culham
	47
	53
	52
	51
	57
	68
	80
	44,7%
	70,%
	6,4%
	9,4%
	11%

	Frankfurt
	
	
	
	
	3
	7
	
	
	
	
	1,9%
	

	Karlsruhe
	140
	207
	211
	182
	182
	177
	156
	26,4%
	-10%
	13,3%
	20,6%
	19,2%

	Lux I
	24
	25
	19
	30
	35
	36
	
	50,0%
	
	3,4%
	5,0%
	

	Mol
	177
	188
	198
	192
	183
	184
	200
	4%
	13%
	31,9%
	36,7%
	40,7%

	Munchen
	45
	43
	28
	32
	29
	29
	
	-35,6%
	
	9,6%
	7,8%
	

	Varese
	56
	53
	58
	58
	60
	54
	
	-3,6%
	
	7,6%
	9,0%
	


Source: Annual report of the Financial Controller to the Board of Governors, April 2005


Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools

Exemptions from school fees (EUR) – 1998/1999 – 2005/2006

	
	98/99
	99/00
	00/01
	01/02
	02/03
	03/04
	04/05
	5 year change  98/99 – 03/04
	6 year change 98/99 – 04/05

	Alicante
	
	
	
	
	57.688
	84.412
	
	
	

	Bergen
	165.414
	160.609
	136.137
	171.244
	196.808
	337.313
	328.171
	103,9%
	98,4%

	B I
	76.368
	59.087
	56.374
	57.379
	48.490
	80.791
	
	5,8%
	

	B II
	54.239
	49.308
	50.484
	48.444
	54.802
	87.478
	
	61,3%
	

	B III
	
	35.718
	46.443
	64.997
	89.263
	124.515
	
	
	

	Culham
	56.478
	78.731
	76.926
	71.099
	86.531
	128.477
	185.045
	127,5%
	227,6%

	Frankfurt
	
	
	
	
	3.115
	19.373
	
	
	

	Karlsruhe
	70.063
	153.139
	175.482
	184.755
	235.151
	321.139
	333.334
	358,4%
	375,8%

	Lux I
	29.367
	28.186
	28.878
	39.039
	43.311
	66.031
	
	124,8%
	

	Mol
	243.363
	293.384
	296.458
	311.023
	334.367
	468.415
	539.945
	92,5%
	122%

	Munchen
	54.524
	51.231
	42.183
	52.586
	55.061
	74.232
	
	36,1%
	

	Varese
	82.575
	79.909
	92.117
	99.253
	111.616
	130.093
	
	57,5%
	


Source: Annual report of the Financial Controller to the Board of Governors, April 2005


Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools

On the side of the expenditures, the main costs of the European Schools concern the salaries and al​lowances of their personnel, which ranges between 88% in Bergen and 85% in Mol and in Brussels II.

The heading of salaries and allowances is composed by:

*
Basic salaries of seconded teachers which include the salaries granted by the Member States and the European surplus compensating the difference between national salary and the European salary in conformity with the Regulation of the seconded teachers.

*
Allowances, social costs and other expenses for seconded teachers which include family and other allowances, reimbursement of expenses such as travel and mission expenses, etc.

*
Other salaries and allowances which include the salaries of chargés de cours and AAS, as well as remuneration of overtime, allowances, social costs, etc.

The histogram below shows for the heading salaries and allowances, the percentage of salaries and allowances of seconded teachers, chargés de cours and Administrative and Ancillary staff
.  The most expensive personnel costs in the budget are those related to seconded teachers.  Nevertheless, if quite expensive, they are partly supported by the Member States which pay the national salaries of these teachers.  Other costs of seconded teachers (excluding national salaries) are indirectly funded by the European Commission through the European surplus which covers:

*
The difference between the national salaries funded by the Member States contribution (referred as the basic salaries in the “expenditure” table).

*
The allowances, social costs and other expenses.

Share of salaries and allowances per staff category in% - 2005
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Sources: Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2007

For the basic salaries of seconded teachers, if we relate the European salary (without allowances and social costs) to the national salaries of the teachers we can see that in all the schools the contribution of Member States represent a little bit more than 50% of the basic salaries of seconded teachers.

European surplus versus Member States contribution to national salaries of seconded teachers in%

[image: image10.emf]45

49

47

46

48

55

51

53

54

52

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Bergen Culham Karlsruhe Mol Brussel II

European surplus MS contribution


Differences between European basic salaries and Member States contribution (national salaries)
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Evolution of the budget of the school

This indicator shows the evolution of the effective budget of the 5 schools and of the European Com​mission contribution during a five years period.

This evolution indicates that all the schools have reduced their expenditure except Mol where they remained stable.  In fact, Bergen and Culham are the schools which were able to reduce their expenses most (i.e. about 25% and 23% respectively).

The cost savings seem to be due to the suppression of detachers teachers (i.e. Bergen and Culham were respectively counting 73 and 72 seconded teachers in 2000 against 60 teachers each in 2005), and to the horizontal/vertical groupings made.

Also the contribution of the European Commission has been reduced in the four small schools as well as in Brussels II, while in Bergen and Karlsruhe the reduction is the most strong.  The reduction of the EC contribution is linked in both schools to the reduction of their expenses.  But for Karlsruhe, one additional reason is related to the fact that the school has been able to raise additional funds by the development of category 2 pupils in its pupils’ population.  Such a development is reported as repre​senting nearly 2 Mio EUR.

Evolution of the budget of the schools

	
	2000
	2005
	Evolution of the budget in% since 2000
	Evolution of the EC contribu-tion in% since 2005

	
	Budget of the school 
	EC contri-bution
	% of EC contri-bution
	Budget of the school 
	EC contri-bution
	% of EC contri-bution
	Evolution of the budget in% since 2000
	Evolution of the EC contribu-tion in% since 2005

	Bergen
	12.404.488
	8.483.134
	68%
	9.284.898
	4.991.483
	52%
	-25%
	-41%

	Culham
	13.889.837
	8.514.679
	61%
	10.688.770
	5.405.439
	50%
	-23%
	-37%

	Karlsruhe
	12.762.941
	7.856.360
	62%
	11.257.944
	4.299.124
	36%
	-12%
	-45%

	Mol
	10.334.241
	6.993.195
	68%
	10.245.251
	6.052.545
	56%
	-1%
	-13%

	Brussels II
	27.563.406
	19.046.855
	69%
	26.060.154
	17.082.396
	64%
	-5%
	-10%


Ventilation of the costs per educational level

In the four schools, the most expensive level is the secondary one, which generates about 70% of the expenditure against around:

*
25% for primary,

*
5% for nursery.

Reasons are:

*
The mathematical fact that the secondary level spans 7 years, against only 2 for the nursery and 5 for the primary (hence needing more teachers, more space, …).

*
The fact that the individual salaries of the seconded teachers and of the chargés de cours are higher than for teachers at the other two levels.

*
The fact that from year §4 on, options are offered if at least 5 pupils are interested, which reduces the average size of the groups, and thus decreases the overall teachers to pupils’ ratio as compared to the lower years.

Average cost per pupil

The following table indicates the cost per pupil in each school based on the executed budget of 2005.  It includes the full economic cost per pupil considering the total expenses of the school, the share of this cost paid by the European Commission and by the Member States.

The following formula has been applied for calculating the cost per pupil:

[image: image19.png]



Budget 2005/ (Number of pupils in October 2004 × 8/12) + Number of pupils in October 2005 × 4/12)

The figures are not appealing any peculiar remark and should be correlated to the number of pupils en​rolled and to the contribution to the school budget by the different categories of fundraisers, amongst which European Commission and Member States are the most important.  The costs per pupil are in fact varying widely between the individual schools and correlate strongly with school size.  As could be expected the costs per pupil is the most important in the smaller schools (i.e. Mol and Bergen).  The Commission shares 38% of this cost in Karlsruhe and 66% in Brussels II.

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Full economic cost per pupil
	14.255
	12.174
	10.581
	16.109
	8.836

	Cost per pupil shared by the Commission
	
	
	
	
	

	Value in EUR
	7.665
	6.157
	4.041
	9.517
	5.792

	%
	54%
	51%
	38%
	59%
	66%

	Cost per pupil shared by the Member States
	
	
	
	
	

	Value in EUR
	4.077
	2.988
	2.935
	4.251
	2.367

	%
	29%
	25%
	28%
	26%
	27%


We feel, however, that the cost per pupil is not a good indicator if one wants to compare the cost effectiveness of the different schools.  Indeed, reasoning in terms of analytical cost accounting, the cost driver of a school system is not the number of pupils as such, but the number of groups that need teaching (per week): the larger this number, the more teachers are needed and also the more space (essentially classrooms) must be available; whether the groups as such are big or small does hardly matter (of course, one could justifiably argue that bigger groups need bigger classrooms costing more, but in practice, the facilities in the smaller schools dispose of classrooms that are oversized as com​pared to their actual needs (with the exception of some classrooms in Culham)).

Since group sizes vary the most at the secondary level (given the number of optional courses), we think it is most relevant to compare the cost of a period organised at this level.  Unfortunately, we do not know exactly the expenditures per level, but a fair estimate for the secondary level seems to be 70% of the overall total of a school (see also above).

The results are summarized in the following table, which gives not only the absolute cost of organising a period, but also the relative cost, with the cost level in Brussels II as reference point.  For compari​son purposes, we also give the relative cost per pupil.  These two results are also presented in a graph.

	ESTIMATED  FULL  COST  OF  ORGANISING  A  TEACHING  PERIOD  (SECONDARY  LEVEL)

	All amounts in €
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol
	Brussels II

	Total expenditures (nursery + primary + secondary)
	9.284.898
	10.688.770
	11.257.944
	10.245.251
	26.060.154

	Estimated cost of secondary
(= 70% of total)
	6.499.429
	7.482.139
	7.880.561
	7.171.676
	18.242.108

	Number of periods organised per week, all language sections together
	1.083,5
	1.251,5
	1.479
	1.182
	3.427

	Cost of organising a period per week at secondary level
	5.999
	5.978
	5.328
	6.068
	5.323

	Relative cost, with Brussels II as reference (= 100)
	113
	112
	100
	114
	100

	For comparison purposes : relative cost per pupil (all levels together)
	161
	138
	120
	182
	100
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We can see that the relative costs of organising a period in a small school is not very much higher than in a big school : in Karlsruhe (which is the biggest of the smaller schools), it turns out to be nearly equal to the Brussels II school, and in the other small schools, it is between 12 and 14% higher.  This difference can at least partly be explained by economies of scale effects (e.g. the cost of the school management, which is nearly a fixed amount, can be divided over more periods in a big school — equipment like ICT is more intensively used in a big school than in a small school, hence leading to a smaller cost per period it is used, …); it can surely also be explained by many more factors such as e.g. the average seniority of the teachers (influencing their salary), the overall state of the buildings (needing more or less maintenance), etc., but an analysis with such a level of detail would fall outside our mission.

The conclusion we can reasonably draw from this comparison, is that – although the cost per pupil in smaller schools is indeed significantly higher than in a big school – the cost of organising a period (which is the real cost driver) is much more comparable.  Hence, where one could think that the great difference in the cost per pupil would point in the direction of differences in the quality of the school management, such an opinion is easily proven to be wrong, since the levels of cost per period (which is the right indicator) are nearly identical.
Since the cost driver is the number of groups, it is thus essential that we look at the efforts undertaken by the school management to limit this number, by regrouping pupils from two smaller groups into a bigger one (see hereafter).

Average cost per teacher and per chargé de cours
In the table below, the average cost of the teaching staff is identified on the basis

*
Of the monthly salary scales applied to seconded teachers according to ‘Regulations for Members of the Seconded staff of the European Schools’ for a full timetable.  This does not include the different allowances granted by the European Commission neither social costs.

*
Of the remuneration defined for the chargés de cours according to “Conditions of employment for part-time teachers in the European Schools recruited after 31 August 1994” for a full timetable (i.e. 25,5 periods per week in nursery/primary level and 21 periods per week in secondary level).

Average cost of the teaching staff per school level per month

	
	Step 1

	Step 11

	Average cost per seconded nursery teacher
	3.098,50
	5.007,33

	Average cost per seconded primary teacher
	3.337,47
	5.599,95

	Average cost per seconded secondary teacher
	4.365,22
	7.419,92

	Average cost of chargés de cours in nursery/primary school
	4.065,72
	4.065,72

	Average cost of chargés de cours in secondary school
	5.136,60
	5.136,60


As can been seen from the table above, the economic cost of a seconded teacher is higher than for chargés de cours at least after a certain number of years of teaching experience in the European Schools.  Nevertheless, based on the observations raised under item “Income versus expenditure”, these figures should be interpreted with caution as it appears that the budget of the schools supports less than 50% of the economic costs of the seconded teachers.  Thus in budgetary terms, this means that chargés de cours are more expensive for schools than seconded teachers.

Cost effectiveness of the grouping technique

As said earlier, the grouping technique is used by the European Schools to reduce the groups with less than 5 pupils.  The cost effectiveness of this technique comes from the fact that it allows:

*
Less smaller groups, hence an improvement of the pupils to teachers ratio, which leads to the reduction of the costs.

*
The opening of yet more subjects/options which otherwise would not to be offered due to the rule of the 5 pupils, but this has an inverse effect (i.e. it leads to an increase of the costs).

As seen under item “Statistical distribution of group sizes per subject taught”, the grouping technique allows reducing the number of:

*
Groups/classes per subject taught for the same number of pupils.

*
Hence, the teaching periods globally considered and per pupil.

Nevertheless, if savings are real (see the case of Bergen where grouping allows a saving of 48 periods in secondary, which represent around 2 seconded teachers) they are not important enough to bring substantial cost reduction.  In other words, grouping techniques would never make it possible to raise the 25, 50 and 75 percentiles of a small school to the same levels as in a big school.  This is partly due to the fact that grouping techniques are applied with some restrictions for the following pedagogical reasons:

*
Pupils should have the age and necessary maturity to follow subjects in combined classes.

*
Groupings can be organised only for parallel (e.g. for Math 4 and Math 6 in the fourth year of Secondary) or consecutive classes (e.g. Math 4 in S4 and S5) by the same teacher and in the same language.

Cost effectiveness of the phasing out of a language section

The cost effectiveness of the phasing out of some language sections cannot really be perceived yet as the process has started only in September 2005 and is expected to last for the 6 following school years.  It appears that the phasing out of language sections has not really impacted pupils’ population (except in Bergen and in Mol, but even there the impact is moderate) and seems affecting mainly prospective parents.  Due to the phasing out, it can happen, in rather isolated cases, that there are no more teachers to provide a specific subject.  In such a case, the school takes measures to integrate pupils coming from language sections in a phasing out process into existing language sections.  For this reason, the phasing out of a language section can in some cases bring a further/deeper implementation of the grouping technique.

The progressive phasing out has slightly impacted the teachers’ population in the four schools.  The table below indicates for each school the number of seconded teachers having the nationality of the language sections that are phasing out:

*
Which were leaving the schools probably at the end of their 9 years period of detachment or as they were having no more full timetable.

*
Or on the contrary arriving for a period of 9 years at the start of this school year.

*
Their total number in the school.

A prognosis is also given about the number of teachers who will probably leave the European Schools when the phasing out of the language sections will be completed.
Departure of teachers

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol

	Nursery
	
	
	1 Dutch
	

	Primary
	1 German
	2 Italian
	2 Italian
	

	Secondary
	
	2 Italian

   2 Dutch
	1 Italian
	

	Total
	1
	6
	4
	


Arrival of teachers

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol

	Nursery
	
	
	
	

	Primary
	
	
	1 Dutch
	

	Secondary
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	1
	


Remaining teachers

	
	Bergen
	Culham
	Karlsruhe
	Mol

	Nursery
	
	
	1 Italian

1 Dutch
	

	Primary
	1 Italian

2 German
	1 Italian

2 Dutch
	3 Italian

1 Dutch
	

	Secondary
	2 Italian

7 German
	3 Italian

1 Dutch
	6 Italian

4 Dutch
	1Italian

	Total

% of remaining teachers on the total seconded teachers of the school
	12

20%
	7

12%
	16

22%
	1

2%

	Prognostic of number of teachers who will leave due to the phasing out
	3 Italian
	All
	All
	All


Most affected schools by the departure of the teachers due to phasing out of a section are Culham, with 6 teachers leaving, and Karlsruhe, with 3 teachers leaving if we consider the new teachers recruited this school year.

If we refer to the item “Staff population of the schools”, such an impact (except maybe in Bergen but this seems more due to the grouping technique) is not perceived as yet, since the departure of some of the seconded teachers has had to be compensated by the recruitment of additional chargés de cours.  Nevertheless, it appears that in Culham, the seconded teachers passed from 69 in 2004/2005 to 60 in 2005/2006.  Amongst them, at least 4 had the nationality corresponding to the languages phasing out, which probably means that Culham has lost some of its seconded teachers due to the phasing out.
For the future, we anticipate that most of the “remaining teachers” appearing in the table will leave with the definitive closure of the language section (in Bergen, we foresee only the departure of teachings having the nationality of the sections that will be closed; German teachers would probably remain due to the education requirements for vehicular German language).  This phenomenon, combined by a potential decrease in the future of potential category 2 and 3 pupils due to the phasing out of the sections, could bring some cost savings related to personnel costs but they will be probably too weak to improve the current situation of the schools.

Cost effectiveness of the distance learning activities
The distance learning/teaching activities are interesting as an additional way of education and as a second best solution only as compared to face-to-face teaching.

For pedagogical reasons, the distance learning/teaching may be offered:

1)
In exceptional cases and under specific circumstances:

*
When the school does not find a teacher for mother tongue tuition.

*
For very small groups of pupils.

*
When pupils are strongly motivated by the subject offered through distance learning/teaching.

2)
While fulfilling some prerequisites consisting in:

*
Taking account of the different levels of pupils if appropriate.

*
Having a supervisor near students receiving education by distance learning/teaching in order to allow them to get help if needed during distance learning sessions.

*
Organising periodical face-to-face contacts between the teachers of the subjects and the pupils benefiting from distance learning/teaching.

Concerning the 4 European schools, we already know that they are characterized by small groups.  Distance learning/distance teaching is in fact applied by these schools occasionally.

Even if the grouping of classes from two different schools could allow cost savings, heavy investments in ICT infrastructure have to be made by the schools in order to be able to offer successful distance learning/teaching projects.  Thus the cost-effectiveness of such a solution is generally very low or even negative.  Nevertheless, this practice could be more systematically applied under the limits of the above mentioned constraints in order to reduce the small groups not combined or the remaining small groups after the application of the grouping technique.  In any case, the role of the four small schools in distance learning/teaching is to be situated more on the demand side than on the side of the offer, as bigger schools have a much larger range of courses to offer than the smaller ones.

SYNTHESIS JUDGMENT ON THE FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT OF THE SCHOOLS

This fourth and last item of the efficiency analysis aims to assess the appropriateness of the funding mechanisms of the school and to see whether cost reductions and/or improved or alternative funding mechanisms are possible for these schools.  The item is thus composed of the 3 following subjects:

*
Appropriateness of the funding mechanisms of the schools.

*
Identification of expenditures that could be reduced if any.

*
Identification of alternative funding mechanisms.  This last issue will be assessed through bench​marking the four small European Schools with an alternative model of European education deve​loped for providing education to the children of the EFSA staff, i.e. the Scuola per l’Europa in Parma.

Appropriateness of the funding mechanisms

As seen under item “Income versus Expenditure”, the European Schools have a public budget coming from the European Commission’s contribution, Member States, schools fees and other sources.

In 2005, the 4 schools all together have received about 21 million EUR from the European Com​mission’s budget, which represent 48% of their global budget.  If we leave out the Karlsruhe school for which the Commission’s contribution is less important than for the 3 other schools, the contribu​tion of the EC represents about 53% of their global budget while some 26% was provided by the Member States (excluding the cost of the school buildings).

Even if the funding mechanisms as applied do allow the schools to carry out their educational mandate (thanks mainly to the financial contribution of the European Commission), the question is to know “how could the European Commission contribution be reduced”?

Based on the actual funding mechanisms, some measures may be taken in order to further maximize the school fees income and to hence reduce the share of the EC contribution in these schools.

The table below indicates the % of category 2 and 3 pupils of the total pupils’ population in 2004 and the income generated by these categories in the financial year 2005.

	
	Category 2 in% of the total pupils population
	Income from category 2 in% of the total budget of the school
	Category 3 in% of the total pupils population
	Income from category 3 in% of the total budget of the school

	Bergen
	1,3%
	2%
	82%
	13%

	Culham
	6%
	4%
	82%
	19%

	Karlsruhe
	12,5%
	15%
	75%
	20%

	Mol
	3,5%
	3%
	76,5%
	12%


If the situation is acceptable for category 2 pupils (see below for further details), we can see that in the four schools the revenue generated by category 3 varies around 12 to 19%, while they represent at least 75% of the total pupils’ population in the schools.

Considering the school fees for category 3 pupils, the Board of Governors has decided to increase them these last years in order to maximize the income generated from those pupils.  In fact, since 2002/2003, the school fees have risen about 63% for the three levels of education provided by the schools (see figures on table below).  Such an evolution of the fees is not in line with the inflation rate and may jeopardize the enrolment of new or even existing cat. 3 pupils.  The parents met in the frame of our visits to the school have expresses their concern and even complaints about these increases, and they fear further ones.  In fact, according to our analysis, one of the main factors explaining the decrease of the pupils’ population (notably in Bergen and in Mol) is related to the evolution of school fees which are too high.

Fee levels

	
	2001/2002
	2002/2003
	2003/2004
	2004/2005
	2005/2006

	Nursery
	1.332,54
	1.453,34
	1.927,49
	2.178,04
	2.400

	Primary
	1.854,33
	2.021,01
	2.679,74
	3.028,06
	3.300

	Secondary
	2.526,00
	2.755,88
	3.656,91
	4.132,25
	4.500


Regarding the category 3 pupils, some observations should be made concerning their rights:

*
Category 3 pupils are only accepted in European schools as long as their enrolment does not lead to the splitting of a class.

*
Contrary to category 1 and 2 pupils, their enrolment or presence does not allow the opening of courses for mother tongue tuition; they can receive tuition in their mother tongue only as long as there are category 1 and/or 2 pupils in the same group.

If we refer to this rule, we can say that the costs generated by the category 3 pupils are rather marginal as long as the constraint of not splitting a class is observed 
.  In fact, the fixed costs related to the infrastructure and the staff costs generated by the tuition activities are in fact independent from the number of category 3 pupils present in a class.  What is true is that the presence of category 3 pupils may impact on the opening of options and in this case leads to additional teaching costs.

An important question that needs answering is to know if the school fees currently charged for cat. 3 pupils, indeed cover the marginal cost they generate.  We can prove they do, and even more than that, by applying the following reasoning, based on the concept of the time credits.  The rules for calcula​ting the number of time credits imply that an additional pupil entitles a school to:

*
0,44 additional weekly periods in the fourth and fifth year of secondary,

*
1,50 additional weekly periods in the sixth and seventh year of secondary.

No formal rules have been fixed for time credits during the first three years of secondary, especially because they have no optional courses.  We can therefore assume the need for additional weekly pe​riods for an additional pupil during these years as being nil.

We have also calculated (see page 58) that the cost of organising a weekly period at secondary level is between € 5.325 and € 6.000 per year (in rounded figures).

Based on this, we can say that an additional pupil who enters at s1 and stays until s7, entitles the school to 3 × 0 + 2 × 0,44 + 2 × 1,50 = 3,88 additional weekly periods, generating a cost of € 3,88 × 5.325 = € 20.660 to € 3,88 × 6.000 = € 23.280 over 7 years, or on average a cost of about € 3.000 to 3.325 per year.

These additional costs are essentially valid as well for cat. 2 as for cat. 3 pupils.  The school fees of the cat. 3 pupils should in principle cover this extra cost, whereas those for cat. 2 pupils can be fixed at a much higher level.  It could even be envisaged to use the difference between the cat. 2 fee and the cost to lower the cat. 3 fee, in such a way that the weighted average would be about € 3.000 to € 3.325: suppose e.g. that a cat. 2 pupil would pay € 6.000 more than the actual average marginal cost he generates, and that there are 5 cat. 3 pupils for every cat. 2 pupil, one could lower the school fee of every cat. 3 pupil by € 1.200 and still arrive at a situation whereby the school fees of the 1 cat. 2 and the 5 cat. 3 pupils together and taken over the 7 years of secondary, exactly cover the extra cost these generate over these 7 years.

What is clear from these calculations, which could, of course, be more refined, is that the actual fees (even for cat. 3 children) cover more than the cost they generate (except in the case they are entitled to substantial exonerations).

In order to prevent further decreases of the income from category 3, it would then be necessary:

*
To prevent new rises in schools fees and to clearly define an maximum ceiling above which school fees must not go (except in accordance with the inflation rate); this is necessary in particular as the increase of school fees generates an increase of the exonerations received by pupils, apart and above from the eventual drop-out of children whose parents find the fees becoming too high.

*
To grant school fees exemptions/exoneration on the basis of very strict control in order to avoid the abuses coming from parents in their income declaration.

The reasoning above is based on an “bookkeepers” approach, with the intension to cover the actual cost.  An additional, more “commercial” approach, would be to try to maximize net income from school fees (thus more than compensating the cost), by introducing a more tailor made approach, whereby the fees for cat. 2 and 3 would be determined by taking into account the price elasticity
.  The detailed elaboration of such an approach falls outside the framework of this study, but the Bureau van Dijk regrets that such an approach was not followed in the recent economic study concerning the levels of the school fees, that in no way has taken account of price elasticity effects (nor, for that mat​ter, of the time credits principle).  For indicative purposes, we do provide in annex 5 the price elasti​city on schools fees calculated on by potential school market conditions.

Considering the school fees of category 2 pupils, their calculation method is presently as follows:
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This approach, which leads to a different number amount per school, could be characterized as a “full cost” approach.  Nevertheless such an approach considers that the cost is independent from the level of education (nursery, primary and secondary), which is obviously not true (see page 56 of this report where we present the ventilation of the costs per school level).

This approach disadvantages in some way the smaller schools, since several cost elements have a fixed character and do not depend upon the number of pupils (e.g. the cost of the school management).  It furthermore disadvantages them since we have seen that the class/groups sizes are generally smaller in the four schools than in the bigger schools, or to phrase it differently, the pupils to teacher ratios are lower in smaller schools than in bigger schools.

An additional phenomenon still further increases the gap between the category 2 fees for some of the smaller schools: when the number of pupils are declining, the costs do not necessarily follow the same downwards trend, but by dividing the cost by an ever decreasing number of pupils, the cost per pupil gets higher every year, leading to still higher levels for the category 2 fees, with the risk that their number still further decreases.

As a result, it can stated that the category 2 fees of the Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools are not com​petitive enough in comparison with fees charged by most of the International Schools offering an education pro​gramme that could suit the needs of the parents.  This phenomenon, together with the relative absence of international companies or other entities in the region, may explain the low category 2 pupils’ popu​lation observed particularly in Bergen and Mol.

In order to further maximize the net revenue from category 2 pupils, it would be convenient:

*
To let the schools define themselves the school fees by taking account of the scale of fees applied by international education in their countries, and in a more general way, by taking account of the price elasticity effects of the school fees.

*
To differentiate the level of school fees requested for nursery, primary and secondary level, in order to take account of the real cost of education per level, and to be competitive with other educational institutions which usually differentiate the school fees per level of education.

The fees applied by the surroundings international schools are provided under Annex 6 for an indi​cative purpose.

Identification of ways to reduce expenditures or increase income

In order to reduce the amount of the European Commission’s contribution allocated to the European Schools, we have tried to find ways to reduce the expenditures and/or to increase the income.  These measures could be applied not only to the four smaller schools, but in fact to all the schools.

Measures to reduce the expenses

The three first measures proposed (i.e. reduction/suppression of religion courses, reduction of the number of chargés de cours and broadening of the rules to offer options in L3) imply the granting of an educational or pedagogical autonomy to the small schools.  The fourth measure challenges one of the principle upon which the European Schools are built and concern the suppression of the language section of the hosting Member State.

A.  Reduction of religion courses

The religion courses are costly due to the way they are organised.

From the first year of primary, children have to choose between religion and ethics.  For religion courses, they may choose between catholic and protestant orientations.  It seems that in most of the schools, the course of Ethics is the most popular choice and therefore groups or classes for religion subjects (both catholic and protestant) are less intensively frequented by pupils.  If we consider reli​gion and ethics courses together, they represent in Bergen 5% of the global teaching periods given in secondary, 5.7% in Culham, 4.4% in Mol and 4.9% in Karlsruhe.

Hence the idea from some schools (i.e. Bergen, Mol and Brussels II) to replace the existing courses by a more general course covering the philosophical/historical aspects of religion, which will be funded by the school.  Such solution would not prevent local religious authorities to pay themselves for the organisation of classic lessons of religion.  Parents seem to agree on such idea nevertheless this would need the authorization of the Board of Governors and of the Member States.
The application of such measure would imply for each year of the secondary level, 3 to 4 classes for the “philosophical/historical aspects of religion” (i.e. one group per language) instead of the actual 8 to 6 classes for Ethics/religion costs per year of secondary education (otherwise said, it could represent a reduction of about 50% of the actual costs).

B.  Reduction of the number of chargés de cours

As seen under item “Income versus Expenditure” and “cost average per teacher and chargé de cours, chargés de cours are in economic terms less expensive than seconded teachers but more expensive for the school budgets.

A suggestion would be to reduce the number of chargés de cours by seconded teachers by combining the part-time teaching of a course/a subject with supervisory tasks (also carried out in a part-time basis).  This would allow the school to hire additional seconded teachers and less chargés de cours and then reduce the expenses related to personnel costs.

This is in fact in conformity with the conditions of employment for part-time teachers in the European Schools which state that “when the number of hours thus available reaches a value justifying in the long run the creation of a seconded post, the school must request this post”.  This automatically leads to a reduction in the number of hours available for part-time teachers, or even the discontinuance of one or other part-time teacher’s post”. Besides, whenever the concerned Member States are not able to send seconded teachers, it would be appropriate to make them contribute to the personnel costs of the chargés de cours which should still stay in post.
In order to assess the feasibility of such a measure, we have looked at the global number of teaching periods per week of the chargés de cours at the secondary level. In fact, it appears, that the total numbers of teaching periods (all chargés de cours together) amount to: 

*
88,5 periods per week in Bergen, (i.e. 4 teachers equivalent),

*
283 periods per week in Culham (i.e. 13 teachers equivalent),

*
289 periods per week in Karlsruhe (i.e. 13,5 teachers equivalent),

*
208 periods per week in Mol (i.e. 10 teachers equivalent).

The number of teaching periods per chargé de cours amounts to:

*
min. 3 periods per week to max. 14 periods per week in Bergen,

*
min. 3 periods per week to max. 23 periods per week in Culham (one chargé de cours has 20 periods per week, two have 21 periods per week and one has 23 periods per week),

*
min. 1 period per week to max. 23 periods per week in Karlsruhe (two chargés de cours have 19 periods per week, two have 21 periods per week, two have 22 periods per week and one 23 periods per week),

* min. 3 periods per week to max. 23 periods per week in Mol (one chargé de cours has 21 periods per week, two have 22 periods per week and one has 23 periods per week).

In fact, we can see that Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools employ each at least 4 chargés de cours who have min. 20 teaching periods per week. In order to see whether these chargés de cours could easily be replaced by “seconded teachers”, we provide here below for illustrative purposes the details of the timetable (in secondary) of two chargés de cours (one from Karlsruhe and one from Mol). Based on the type of subjects taught and on the language in which tuition is given, it appears that these chargés de cours could undoubtedly be replaced by seconded teachers, even without combining teaching and supervisory tasks. This measure, if applied, will have a rather limited impact on the operational costs of the schools but nevertheless should be considered as a means to reduce the contribution of the EU.
Chargé de cours n° 1 (Karlsruhe European School)

	Years of education
	Subjet taught
	Number of teaching periods

	S1
	Sciences intégrées FR
	4

	S2
	Sciences intégrées FR
	4

	S3
	Sciences intégrées FR
	4

	S4 
	Biologie 2 FR
	2

	S5
	Biologie 2 FR
	2

	S6
	Biologie 2 FR
	2

	S6
	Biologie 4 FR
	3

	S7
	Biologie 2 FR
	2


Total periods: 23

Chargé de cours n° 2 (Mol European School)

	Years of education
	Subjet taught
	Number of teaching periods

	S3
	Sciences humaines EN
	3

	S4
	Histoire 2 EN
	2

	S5
	Histoire 2 EN
	4

	S6 
	Histoire 2 EN
	4

	S6
	Histoire 4 EN
	4

	S7
	Histoire 2 EN
	2

	S7
	Histoire 4 EN
	4


Total periods: 23

C.  Broadening of the rules to offer options in L3

As we have already seen, schools offer some options in L3 instead of L2 if this allows to have more than 5 pupils attending them, but this practice could be generalised, by regrouping options in L3 even when the number of candidates in two different L2 exceeds the threshold of five.  Furthermore, even the opening of an option in L3 is for the time being not allowed for all options.  Hence, the broadening of the rules for offering options in L3 (when this leads to larger group sizes) can be recommended.

Example: A Spanish pupil integrated in the French section (L1), his L2 is German and his L3 is En​glish: he wants to follow Philosophy 2 in S7 in his L2 (German), but Philosophy in S7 is only opened in English.  With the possibility proposed, he could follow the subject in L3 instead of having to choose another option.

Broadening such a possibility implies to start learning L3 at an earlier stage in the pupils school educa​tion than is presently the case; this is in fact what is being proposed through the Bergen model of multi​lingualism.

General remark concerning the educational autonomy

Before addressing the fourth measure identified to reduce the expenses, it is worthwhile saying that the educational autonomy could be coupled to a new form of financing, whereby Schools would receive a fixed amount per weekly period they have to organise according to the rules pertaining to the compulsory and the optional courses, applicable for the cat. 1 pupils having “full rights”.  The total amount thus calculated would be split over the Member States and the Commission in a way similar as presently applied.  In case a School would want to offer additional periods (e.g. in order to attract more cat. 2 and/or 3 pupils), it would be free to do so, provided that the school management finds the necessary financial resources elsewhere (notably in the maximisation of the income from school fees; see the previous recommendation).

This fixed amount per weekly period should be around € 5.000 per year, but this amounts needs more precise calculations before it could be decided upon; it would, however, not be linked to the number of pupils in the school (there is, of course, a correlation between the number of pupils and the number of weekly periods to organise, but the real cost driver in a school is the number of periods, not the number of pupils).

D.  Closing or phasing out of the language section of the host Member State

Considering the raison d’être of the school (i.e. providing mother tongue tuition to pupils in order to allow them an easily reintegration in the education system of their home country), we can wonder if the having in section in the language of the hosting Member State is really useful.  The provision of mother tongue tuition in the language of the hosting Member State seems appropriate and demanded by pupils having the nationality of the country or by pupils who want on the contrary being integrated in the hosting MS.  In both cases, this objective could be fulfilled by the national/local schools.  The multilingual education is of course an important aspect that will be lost if attending local schools.

As such, the possibility of phasing out the language section of the host Member State should be ques​tioned:

*
As the utility of such a section is not serving the objective for which European Schools were created (i.e. allowing the reintegration of children of staff of the European Communities to easily reintegrate their home country).
*
For financial reasons: the phasing out of this language section would lead approximately to the reduction of about 1/3 of the schools’ total expenses.

However, such a solution will probably generate a strong opposition as:

*
The closure of this section would mean that each school would have only 2 sections instead of 3  (this principle is in contradiction with the “Gaignage criteria” which states that for being viable, a school should have at least 3 language sections).

*
The hosting Member State certainly see the setting up of a section in its official language as a way to promote the concerned language and may consider such organisation as a condition sine qua non for hosting the European Schools (political resistance).

Regarding the feasibility of such a measure, we presume that in the worst case scenario such a closure will provoke the departure of the category 2 and 3 pupils being enrolled in the language section of the host Member State.

We illustrate here the possible impact of such a closure on the pupils’ population for the four European Schools. According to the figures related to the pupils’ population, we know that the:

*
Dutch section in Bergen counts in total 229 pupils of which 199 are of category 3 and 0 are of category 2.

*
English section in Culham counts in total 296 pupils of which 246 are of category 3 and 2 are of category 2.
*
German section in Karlsruhe counts in total 321 pupils of which 222 are of category 3 and 28 are of category 2.

*
French section in Mol counts in total 258 pupils of which 193 are of category 3 and 7 are of category 2.

If these sections have to close, we can presume that the schools will see their global school population evolve from 626 to 427 pupils in Bergen, which represents a decrease of about 32%, from 856 to 608 pupils in Culham (which represent a decrease of about 29%), from 1044 to 794 pupils in Karlsruhe (which represent a decrease of about 24%) and from 622 to 422 in Mol (which represent a decrease of about 32%).
If we take the example of Bergen, it appears that by:

*
Not enrolling anymore the Dutch category 3 and 2 pupils (i.e. 199 pupils in total), the school will loose maximum around € 895.000 (i.e. source of income from 199 category 3 pupils paying each € 4.500 per year + source of income from 0 category 2 pupils paying each € 17.083).
*
Closing the entire language section, the school will reduce her expenses of about € 3.000.000 (i.e. this amount has been calculated by taking into account 1/3 of the actual expenses of the school, which is an underestimation, since more than 1/3 of the periods are organised in Dutch).

The same reasoning has been applied to the 3 other schools and the results are shown under the following table: 

	
	Number of pupils leaving due to the closure of the language section of the host member state
	Max. income lost by the European School through the departure of category 3 pupils enrolled in the language section of the host Member State
	Cost savings generated by the closure of the language section of the host Member State (rough estimation)
	Cost effectiveness

	Bergen
	199
	€ 895.000
	€ 3.000.000
	YES

	Culham
	248
	€ 1.132.260
	€ 3.500.000
	YES

	Karlsruhe
	250
	€ 1.300.140
	€ 3.700.000
	YES

	Mol
	200
	€ 981.970
	€ 3.400.000
	YES


By comparing the income lost by the school with the departure of category 2 and 3 pupils with the cost savings that the closure of the section will generate, we can then conclude that phasing out of the hosting MS will be cost effective as even if the number of pupils will decline, such a decrease will not affect the financial viability of the school.

Nevertheless, in order to assess the real impact of such a closure, it could be appropriate to organize a survey addressed to the parents of the European Schools in order to know more precisely if they will decide to take off their children from the European School or not if the language section of the host Member State had to close. 

As a conclusion regarding this measure, we would like to remind that it is only recommended in the case that the costs of the European Schools’ system have to be cut drastically, and that the partial closure of a school is still considered to be better than its full closure. 

Measures to increase the income
There are possible measures to allow the school to increase their income.  They are related to:
*
The granting of a financial autonomy to the schools, notably by enable them to define the level of school fees for category 2 and 3 pupils (see for more details the item “Appropriateness of the fund​ing mechanisms”) and to develop fundraising activities for which schools would be allow to define themselves the revenue/price that such activities can generate.  Examples of such activities are: training activities for distance learning, Training centre activities, etc.

*
To offer the school a long term perspective for developing actions and ideas that can generate in​come.  Currently, the schools suffer from the fact that their future is questioned.  They are facing some difficulties in deciding if they can develop solutions as they are not sure that the schools will still be opened in a few years.  This strongly hinders their initiatives for upgrading their financial viability.

Identification of alternative funding mechanisms and sources in case of EC contribution reduction

Scuola per l’Europa

In order to identify possible alternative funding mechanisms, the four small European schools have been benchmarked with the Scuola per l’Europa created in Parma for responding to the schooling needs of the children of the staff of the EFSA (European Food Safety Authority).  The Scuola per l’Europa of Parma is organised by the Italian Authorities in pursuance of the Agreement between the Italian Republic and the European Authority on Food Safety.
The school has started its activities in September 2004 on the model of the European schools system.  As such the main principles on which the school is based are:

*
Predominance of mother tongue tuition.

*
Learning at least 3 foreign languages and organisation of the education in 3 language section (Italian, English and French).  The opening of a German section is envisaged in the future.

*
Education provided by native speaking teachers.

This educational project is seen as experimental and is deployed in co-operation with the school Maria Luigia National Boarding School of Parma.  In fact, the Maria Luigia school hosted the activities of Scuola per l’Europa in its development phase.  Moreover, the Scuola per l’Europa is co-operating with the Varese European School and with inspectors of European schools to develop a pedagogical model consistent with the regulations and the principles of the European Schools.  At the moment, the Italian Government has submitted an accreditation request for getting the status of associated school and to be able to deliver the European Baccalaureate.  Such a condition is in fact quite important and essential for category 1 parents.  The process of accreditation is currently under way: the written consultation process is over and it seems that the decision will be taken soon.

During the 2005-06 school year, Scuola per l’Europa moved into a new building independent from the Maria Luigia National Boarding School, and a further new site is under construction.

Pupils’ population

As for the European Schools, pupils are classified in 3 categories (1, 2, and 3).  The school started its activities in September 2004 with only 4 pupils.  Only nursery and primary level were operational.

Since September 2005-2006, the first 3 years of secondary are operating.  Years 4 and 5 are scheduled to open in September 2006 and years 6 and 7 in September 2007
.  Enrolment in September 2005 has reached around 242 pupils amongst which 29% were category 1, 20% were category 2 and 50% were category 3.  The school is thus attracting other parents than just the staff of the agency.  Predictions regarding pupils’ population are quite positive as the enrolment process for the year 2007/2008 is not yet over and already there is a demand from about 350 pupils.  The school foresees to have a total capacity of 500 pupils.

The most popular section is the Italian one with 47% of the pupils, followed by the French section (31%) and the English one (22%).

Even if quite similar, this new model is deviating from the European Schools on the following aspects:

*
The funding mechanism, since it is nearly entirely supported by the Italian authorities, with some planned income from school fees, and some income from local private sponsors.

*
The generally lower cost level of the Parma school.

Regarding funding mechanism, the providers of the school income are:

1° 
The Italian authorities, who pay the

*
Entire operational costs of the school (at the exception of the canteen and transport fees).

*
Personnel costs (teachers, administrative and ancillary staff are paid by the Italian government according to the national scales of wages).

*
Buildings of the school – the renovation cost of the building hosting currently the school as well as the construction of the new building are paid for by the Municipality of Parma.  The city has in fact received from the national government additional budget for supporting such a project.  The maintenance expenses of the new building will be financed by the Municipality of Parma.

The Province of Parma is in favour of the school but is not, for the time being, giving any funding to the school.  The reason is that the Province is from a legal point of view only competent to subsidize years 4 to 7 of secondary level, which are not yet organised.  The Province however plans to give funds for the construction of the new building.

The funding from Italian public authorities is made in accordance with a national law which will be in application till the end of 2006.  It seems that a new financial law will be necessary from 2007 but the continuity of the subsidy is guaranteed by the Convention signed between the Italian Government and the EFSA.

2° 
Contribution from parents

The teaching programme is made of two “long” afternoons and three “short” afternoons per week.  On “short” afternoons, after school activities (sport, cultural, artistic activities, etc.) are organised, but these fall, by definition, outside the compulsory school attendance activities.  Hence, parents have to pay for them extra if they want their children to participate in these after school activities, and around 90% of the parents currently do send their children to such activities; they pay € 50 per month.  In total, this has generated income of € 115.000 per year, but this is barely sufficient to cover the costs gene​rated by these activities such as heating, insurance, etc.  Besides, families pay the services concerning catering and transportation, but here too, the income is used to cover the costs made.

Concerning school fees, as long as the school is in an experimental phase, the Italian authorities refuse to authorize the management of the school to request school fees.  If accredited, the parents will be asked to pay some school fees, with the exception of cat. 1 pupils, for whom education is and will be completely free.

Concerning category 2 pupils, the intention is to define a price in accordance with the size of the companies interested by the school.  The management of the school do not foresee an annual amount higher than € 2.500 per pupil.  Even if category 2 pupils are the least numerous in the school, there is some potential in the Milan region which counts several international companies.
3° 
Sponsors

The school receives money from some sponsors.  As an example, a local bank has donated € 63.000 for ICT equipment in two classes (one in primary and one in secondary).

Regarding cost related issues, the Scuola per l’Europa seems to be less costly than the European schools as

*
The native speaking teachers are recruited locally by the school and paid by the Italian government on the base of the national scale in application for education.  Their salaries are then less high than the ones applied in the European Schools system.

*
The Scuola per l’Europa does not work with part-time teachers (no chargés de cours) which are paid on the basis of the periods taught.  This means that all the teachers recruited are mainly on a Full time job (TE).

The table below indicates the level of salaries received by the director and the teachers based on their years of experience.

	
	Direttori dei servizi generali e amministrativi
	Docente scuola maternal e elementare
	Docente diplomato istituti di II grado
	Docente scuola media
	Docente laureato istituti sec.  II grado

	Da 0 a 2
	20.230,62
	17.582,23
	17.582,23
	19.082,50
	19.082,50

	Da 3 a 8
	20.819,59
	18.057,22
	18.057,22
	19.609,37
	19.609,37

	Da 9 a 14
	22.644,73
	19.520,02
	19.520,02
	21.331,19
	21.893,39

	Da 15 a 20
	24.774,81
	21.228,70
	21.228,70
	23.313,53
	24.027,25

	Da 21 a 27
	27.053,50
	22.887,02
	23.701,35
	25.238,19
	26.745,11

	Da 28 a 34
	29.394,78
	24.523,25
	25.323,78
	27.126,29
	28.525,83

	Da 35 a
	31.672,27
	25.741,51
	26.556,37
	28.525,83
	29.945,29


Conclusion

The funding model of the Scuola per l’Europa is certainly quite attractive for the Commission, as it would imply – if used for the European Schools also – that all costs would be borne by the Government of the host country, without any balancing contribution by the Commission..

The question to be asked is of course the following:

“Is such a model transposable to the system of European Schools and notably to the specific situation of Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol?”
One could reply by saying that the example of the School in Parma is there to prove (provided the school obtains the status of accredited school) that this concept is feasible from an organisational and pedagogical point of view.  However, the financial feasibility of this model is far from proven: the school in Parma has been set up in very specific circumstances, and could benefit from the start from the willingness of the Italian authorities to fully pay its functioning.  Such willingness could not be observed during the numerous contacts the consultants have had with representatives of the national governments responsible for the four European Schools of the present survey, and hence, transforming these schools into associated schools seems more to belong to the domain of “wishful thinking” than to be a realistic opportunity.  And transforming these schools into private schools (without funding by the national governments) which would then apply for accreditation is even less realistic, given the limited opportunities these schools have to attract enough pupils that would be willing to pay fees covering the full costs of an educational system that would satisfy the accreditation conditions.

More precisely, the national legislation in Bergen, Culham and Mol prevents the national/regional/local authorities from intervening in the financing of the school beyond the extent, foreseen in the convention of the European Schools’ system.  Only in the case of Karlsruhe, the local authorities can and do give direct financial support on top of the obligations as laid down in the convention, but even there, the part of the expenses paid by the German taxpayer is still less that the one paid by the Italian taxpayer (in other words, the parents pay a greater part of the costs in Karlsruhe than they will ever do in Parma, with the existing school fee systems).

The kind of support presently received from the national/regional/local authorities in the host countries and planned in the future for Karlsruhe, are presented hereafter for each school separately.

Most of the considerations raised here have already been presented in the interim report.

Bergen

The School of Bergen is positively perceived by the national political and economical authorities.  In order to present the position of the Dutch authorities, we make a distinction between the national government, the Province of Noord-Holland and the Municipality of Bergen.

The national government recognizes the importance to have a European School on its territory.  The offering of such a kind of structure is certainly an added value for their national and international population.

Nevertheless, some reserves have to be underlined regarding his position:

*
The school is considered as bringing some competition to the local/regional educational market.  For this reason, a regulation from the National Ministry of Education, Culture and Sciences has been issued in order to restrict the enrolment conditions of Dutch category 3 children in the Bergen European School.  According to this regulation, the Bergen European School may accept children whose parents come from abroad or whose parents will leave the country and need their children to have a good knowledge of a second foreign language before leaving the country.  Such a regulation seems to limit the inflow of category 3 pupils.  However, the actual impact on the number of parents having been refused cannot be substantiated by figures.

*
The raison d’être of the school is clearly related to the European Commission, to the JRC of Petten and to their interests.  The country agrees filling in its mission in accordance with the Convention defining the statute of the European Schools, i.e. free provision and maintenance of suitable pre​mises for the School.  In this respect, the infrastructure of the school is well maintained as the country does not seem to envisage going beyond their existing financial obligations.  One of their argument is that their financial contribution to the European school system is on the average more important than the one of other countries due to the number of staff seconded (teachers, executive and managerial staff).

*
The Netherlands are granting a yearly contribution of about € 5.000 per pupils for providing education in English to non Dutch pupils.  The Bergen European School has submitted a specific request to the country in order to also benefit of this contribution.  This additional financial support, if accepted, could increase substantially the income of the Bergen European School and therefore decrease the EC contribution.  It seems however that such a request will not be accepted by the country as according to our understanding, the subsidy for international education will be no longer allowed in the future.

The Province of Noord-Holland and the Municipality of Bergen are quite happy with the school due to the promotion brought by the school of an international oriented region.  Both the Province and the Municipality are not giving any financial support to the school and do no see how such a possibility could be envisaged as this is out of their legal competence.

Culham

The Culham European School is perceived by national authorities as quite attractive for international companies and high quality staff in the region of Oxfordshire.

The United Kingdom and the local authority in charge of education, the Oxford County Council, value the education provided in the school.  Nevertheless, a financial contribution from the country and from the local authority is not possible for the following reason:

The UK education system is very specific and different from the national education systems on the European.  Their system is based on two categories of schools: “state schools” funded through local authorities, and “private schools (so-called public schools)”, not funded by the authorities.  In fact, Culham is considered by the UK as making part of the private education sector.  In order to change the UK funding mechanism for education, a reform would be necessary, and although several reform plans concerning education are on their way in the UK, no provision for funding schools of a type compa​rable to the one in Culham is envisaged.

Indeed, two types of subsidies are foreseen in British law:

*
The first one is the subsidy for “specialist schools”: in fact, the Culham school could fall into  this category thanks to the European Baccalaureate and the importance attached to the education of foreign languages – this subsidy would however imply that the European School adopts the British curriculum, thus mutilating its European character.

*
The second one is the subsidy for “academies” and is granted only to schools in backward regions, which is not the case of the Oxfordshire region.

Karlsruhe
The European School in Karlsruhe is in a better position than the other schools as it receives strong financial and political support from local/regional authorities, i.e. the Municipality of Karlsruhe and the Land of Baden-Württemberg.

The Land of Baden-Württemberg is giving an annual contribution to the school of about € 740.000 which is used to decrease the school fees of German category 3 pupils.

The Municipality of Karlsruhe has also indirectly contributed to the budget of the school through investing in the city tramway line serving the European school; moreover, the city will directly fund the construction of a new mensa.

Contrary to Bergen and Culham, the Municipality of Karlsruhe is legally competent to further expand its financial support to the school.  It appears in fact that the city has some specific plans to increase its contribution to the school as presented here below:

*
Contribution to the costs of the school for heating, electricity, water, cleaning, catering and insu​rance for the building.  These costs represent € 300.000 € per year (i.e. 3% of the school budget).

*
Taking over of the whole Kindergarten
 or nursery level of the school, which is currently depending of the European School.  This would represent a diminution of about € 500.000 per year (4% of the school budget).

Another measure envisaged by the school management is related to the contribution of the Land of Baden-Württemberg.  Instead of being redistributed to parents, the proposal is to allocate it directly to the school budget.  This means that no more reduction of fees would be afforded to category 3 pupils and that the money would instead benefit directly the school, which will receive an additional income of € 740.000 (i.e. nearly 7% of its budget).

These additional contributions to the school budget are more than just hypothetical measures.  The representatives of the City of Karlsruhe and of the Land of Baden-Württemberg have confirmed their willingness to provide such a support.  In fact, the feasibility of their practical realisation depends on:

*
Their acceptance by the Board of Governors (and we see no reason why this should not be the case).
*
Their conformity with the Convention defining the statute of the European Schools (and we see no problem here either).

Regarding this last point, the measure that relates to the organisation of the nursery level by the City of Karlsruhe is totally in conformity with the Convention which states that the Schools “may comprise: a nursery school, five years of primary school, seven years of secondary school”.  Our reading of this text makes us conclude that there is no read reason why not to have this Kindergarten, as long as its accounts are clearly separated from the ones of the European School as such.

If applied, all the measures proposed would allow reducing the Commission’s contribution.  All together, the 3 measures above represent a saving for the EC contribution of about € 1.540.000 per year.  The contribution would be then € 2.759.124 (i.e. 25% of the total budget) instead of € 4.299.124.

But the management of the school has more ambitious intentions which consist in making the EC contribution moving from a budget balancing subsidy to a subsidy based on the number of category 1 pupils enrolled in the school.  Their proposal is based on their prognostic that category 2 pupils will continue to expand and thus increase the income of the school.

We feel that such prognostic is realistic but it needs to be further substantiated by the school through the provision of facts and figures allowing to asses the potential growth of category 2 pupils.

Besides, such a proposition would change the funding mechanisms currently applied by the school and suppose a revision of the article 25 of the Convention which states that “the contribution from the European Communities, which is intended to cover the difference between the total amount of expen​diture by the Schools and the total of other revenue”.

Mol

Finally, Mol is strongly supported by the national/regional authorities.  Besides political support, the authorities are giving direct financial support to the schools through:

*
Investments in the school buildings: such investments are in fact an obligation for the hosting Member States that are also responsible for the major maintenance of these buildings.  Neverthe​less, the school in Mol seems to be better equipped than the (three) other schools, when considering the surface of the site on which it is built, the space available for teaching purposes but also for other purposes (ICT centre, catering, …) and the sport facilities (among which a swimming pool).  The Belgian Authorities have also decided to invest in a new domus for the students.

*
Subsidising the school fees of pupils coming from the centre for refugees in Arendonk.

Moreover, the representative of the Flemish government has affirmed that the country would veto a proposal for the closure of the Mol European School.

General conclusions concerning the efficiency of the four schools

We present our general conclusions concerning the efficiency of the four schools in the form of a SWOT analysis.
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EFFECTIVENESS

The effectiveness analysis of the schools is composed of the following items in conformity with the Terms of reference:

*
Qualitative assessment of the educational market in the surroundings of each small European School.

*
Potential for co-operation between the European Schools and other schools.

*
Issues raided by a possible closure of the European schools.
QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF THE EDUCATIONAL MARKET

In this section, the educational market in the surroundings of each school will be considered up to a distance of about 100 km away from their localisation.

By educational market we mean:

*
The offer of European or International education by other schools.

*
The demand from parents for such an education and their feelings on how other international schools can fulfil their expectances.

More particularly, we will try to identify:

*
The potential of the European schools for attracting additional category 1, 2 and 3 pupils.

*
The possible impact of the presence of the European schools on other “international” schools.

Offer of European and International education

Bergen and Culham are the only European Schools of their hosting Member State.  This is not the case of Karlsruhe and Mol as Germany and Belgium host respectively two (in Frankfurt and in München) and three other schools (all in Brussels while a fourth will be created by the end of 2010).  Besides European Schools, each hosting Member State has international schools being situated in the follow​ing cities: Amsterdam and The Hague (NL), London (UK), Brussels and Antwerp (B).  For Mol, Eind​hoven (NL) can also be mentioned.  In the case of the Karlsruhe school, there are international schools in Stuttgart and Heidelberg; however, the international schools closest to Karlsruhe are situated in Strasbourg (in France) (see the following table which shows the international schools available in a relative proximity of the schools).

Examples of international schools offering international education

	The Hague (NL)
	Amsterdam (NL)
	London (UK)
	Strasbourg (FR)
	Mol (BE)

	*
International School

*
Lycée français

*
American School

*
Deutsche Schule
	*
British School

*
International School


	*
German School

*
International School Commu​nity

*
Marymount Inter​national School

*
International School of London

*
Lycée Charles de Gaulle
	*
Lycée Interna​tional de Stras​bourg

*
Strasbourg Inter​national School

*
Ecole internatio​nale Robert Schuman

*
Ecole internatio​nal du Conseil des Quinze

*
International School Lucie Berger
	*
Antwerp British School

*
Antwerp Inter​national School

*
International Secondary School Eindhover

*
Lycée français Antwerpen

*
Deutsche Schule Antwerpen


Contacts with parents from the European schools, essentially cat. 2 and cat. 3, have shown that these international schools often are not an acceptable alternative to the European schools for the following reasons:

*
Most families have enrolled their children in the European school because of the possibility to learn French, German or English as working language and the possibility to learn a third language quite early in the secondary level.  Comparatively speaking, international schools do not offer language tuition as diversified (offer of languages to be taught is more rich in the European Schools as the pupils have the possibility of learning 3 different foreign languages) and as intensive as European schools (where L2 is the working language of the pupils), whereas such an offer is precisely what most parents enrolling their children in a European School are looking for, given their (internatio​nal) professional mobility.  Indeed, pupils having the nationality of the hosting Member State form a minority (32% of the pupils’ population in Bergen, 38% in Culham, 39% in Karlsruhe and 29% in Mol).  This means that the majority of the children are likely to move to another country at some point in their life (either during the education till the baccalaureate level, or when they go to university).  Therefore such families strongly value the mother tongue tuition on the one side, and the learning of foreign languages on the other side, both being essential characteristics of the Euro​pean Schools.  This allows a better integration back in their national or in any other European edu​cation system when parents have to change their work position.

*
The European Baccalaureate currently delivered by the European schools is highly appreciated by the parents as it is recognized by nearly all the Member states and therefore allows their children to follow their studies in any European Universities.

*
Besides tuition of languages, the educational curriculum of European Schools is assessed as being very good, notably for the subjects of Mathematics and Sciences.  The most recent confirmation that European Schools provide a good level of education comes from the results that the European School in Luxembourg scored in the OECD Pisa II 2003 evaluation.  The results of the 192 children of 15 years old (in the English, French and German language sections who took this test) were slightly higher as compared to their counterparts in the equivalent national Luxembourg schools.

*
The multi-cultural and European citizen spirit brought by the multilingual education of the Euro​pean Schools, these being certainly not perceivable in the international schools.

These 3 arguments put forward by parents are justified and real, up to the point that several parents formally affirm that without the presence of the European School, they would never have moved to the region, and hence, as far as cat. 1 parents are concerned, not have come to work there for the European Commission.  Hence, it is reasonable to state that the closure of the European Schools will, to some extent, lead to an outflow of foreign parents, whereas some others will either resign themselves to send their children to an international school, or even to a local school.  It is, however, very difficult to put figures on these three possibilities, except for the last one, where it is reasonable to say that most stu​dents having the nationality of the host Member State will probably go to a local school.

Demand for international education and as such potential for further increase of the number of pupils of European Schools

As can be perceived from previous items, we can affirm that demand for international or more preci​sely for European education exists and can even further expand in the four schools.  This demand will be evaluated for each category of pupils.

For children of parents working at European research centres (cat. 1 pupils in the strictest sense of the word), as far as the four schools are concerned) the potential is of course linked to the growth and expansion in the future thereof.  This point will be considered under the section “relevance” of the schools.

For the demand coming from other categories of pupils (cat. 2 and 3, but also subcategories 1 not including children of JRC Petten, EFDA-JET, ITU and IRMM), the characteristics are strongly related to the economic development of the local areas and regions.  For this reason, this potential will be presented separately for each school.

Before starting the presentation of school potentials, it should be underlined that in order to increase the school population (more specifically category 2 and 3 pupils), each school has developed since a few years some marketing activities: Bergen is deploying contacts with embassies located in Amster​dam or The Hague, and with parents associations from other European Schools; the management and the parents representatives of the Culham European School try also to develop some punctual missions for the school; Karlsruhe develops strong political links with local authorities; Mol has organised mail shots, open days and some marketing activities by radio, press, and some contacts have been taken with relocation companies and Human Resources services/departments in surrounding firms.

Bergen

As seen under item pupils’ population, the school in Bergen is slowly loosing category 1, 2 and 3 pupils.  Bergen seems the most affected by the phasing out of the language sections and by the cease​less discussions concerning the future of the school.  Let’s see how this is impacting each category of pupils and what is the specific demand for international or more precisely for European education.

Potential for category 1 pupils

Since the moment of its creation, it seems that the school never had a high category 1 population.  In the first half of 80s, there was a fall of almost 50% of this category due to the policy of reorganisation applied by the EU.  After 1995/1996, the decrease has continued and was presumably linked to the fact that the JRC Petten staff was also declining.

Today, the category 1 pupils represent only 16% of the total pupils’ population.  There is some potential demand for European education from category 1 pupils, especially from Amsterdam (about 40 km away from the Bergen school) and The Hague (about 87 km), cities hosting some European institutions However, even if these distances seem reasonable, traffic conditions in this part of the Netherlands render commuting children from these cities impracticable.

Hence, a plan has been conceived to build a new school infrastructure to meet this demand, either in The Hague or in a city located between Petten/Bergen and The Hague.  This school could operate as an annex to the existing school in Bergen (leading to low overhead costs).  The City of The Hague is working on this idea, in cooperation with the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, since it sees it as a means to facilitate living conditions for expatriates, and hence, as an argument to attract more inter​national institutions and companies.  The City has introduced a formal demand of funding of the buildings with the Dutch Government, but this demand is still under evaluation.

We can only conclude that if there is a potential for more category 1 students in the region, it is, for practical reasons (travel time) not reasonable to state that this demand could be met by the European School in Bergen.

Potential for category 2 pupils

Pupils of category 2 have always been the least represented in the school.  As already underlined this is mainly due to the high level of school fees requested by the school, which makes the school much more expensive than international schools in the surroundings.

The Province of Noord-Holland counts in fact several international companies or institutions amongst which 4 are located on the site of the JRC Petten.  The school had contacts with about 100 of them which have demonstrated a very strong interest for the European education.  Nevertheless, it seems that they have retracted from signing any convention with the school precisely because of the too high level of the cat. 2 school fees.  Potential is thus largely linked to attractive financial conditions, and it is therefore reasonable to state that if the school could take advantage of these price elasticity ele​ments, the income from the cat. 2 school fees could increase significantly, without leading to an equi​valent increase in the costs, hence resulting in a significant reduction of the balancing contribution of the European Commission.

Potential for category 3 pupils

What has been said for the category 2 pupils is also valid for the category 3 pupils, where a potentially much bigger demand exists than the one presently met.  But the actual level of the fees and the uncer​tainty about the future of the school refrain parents from enrolling their children.

Culham European School

Potential for category 1 pupils

The number of category 1 pupils has gone down rather dramatically by about 59% since 1995-1996, stabilising now at a very low level, especially when considering only the subcategory 1 of children whose parents work at the scientific research centre (thus without considering the children of school staff); this subcategory levels down to about a handful of families in the French and German sections.

A new agency (European Medicines Evaluation Agency or EMEA) has been created in London.  Its employees have 209 children from 0 to 18 years old.  For 70% of them, the mother tongue is not English.  It is expected to see the staff of the EMEA growing by about 50% in the coming years.  Presently only one family is sending its children (3 in total) to the school in Culham, as parents consider the travel time (more than 4 hours a day) makes commuting of children very difficult (in the case mentioned, it is currently the mother who is commuting to London).  It is hence reasonable to assume that EMEA will never create a big demand for cat. 1 pupils in Culham.

Potential for category 2 pupils

In absolute numbers the Culham European Schools did succeed increasing its category 2 and 3 pupils over the last 10 years.  Although the category 2 pupils are not numerous, their number is expanding.  This may be due to the fact that the Oxfordshire region is in an expansion phase that will probably continue in the coming years.  A lot of international companies are attracted by the region and it seems that there is scope for further category 2 agreements.  Even if the current companies having signed category 2 contracts with the school confirm the added value of the Culham European School, the utility or relevance of the multilingual education provided by the school for attracting international companies may be questioned as most of the staff of these companies speak English and therefore the mother tongue tuition (in other languages) can be of less importance to them.

Potential for category 3 pupils

The Oxfordshire area hosts a lot of foreign people working at the Oxford University, and also at the Reading University.  These institutions do not sign category 2 agreements, so the parents fall into the category 3.  It should furthermore be emphasized that many parents see the Culham School, despite the height of the fees, still as a “cheap” alternative to the private schools.  This last consideration means that the demand exists but nevertheless the school has to refuse category 3 pupils for not splitting classes due to their presence.

Another potential could exist if the Culham European School had to organise pre-university schooling (two-years programme) in order to prepare pupils to enter Anglo-Saxon universities.  This would concern in fact the 3 categories of pupils and would imply a demand for such a programme, which is currently not substantiated by any figure.

Karlsruhe European School

These last years, Karlsruhe has succeeded in expanding its category 1 and 2 pupils.  As already said, the economic development of the Pamina region has to be mentioned as it has gone through a fast growing phase these last years.

On the contrary, the category 3 pupils have regressed; this is due to the policy of the European school regarding enrolment of category 3 pupils (splitting of classes due to the enrolment of additional category 3 children is not allowed), but also to the fact that the school is refusing every year category 3 pupils in order to be more compliant with the Gaignage criteria concerning the proportion of the cate​gory 1 children (50%).

Potential for category 1 pupils

The potential could come from the proximity of the Strasbourg area which is hosting several European institutions.  More particularly, institutions that can send (additional) pupils to the school are:

*
The European Ombudsman, whose office is expanding in the future.  In Strasbourg, the team is quite young (on average the staff is 35 years old).  Some of them have children (about 20 children of around 2-3 years old) and the others are planning to have (potential for the school in the future notably for the English, Italian and even German sections).  Sending their children to the ESK is an advantage even in the case of their transfer from Strasbourg to Brussels’ offices, as the staff could then send their children to a European School in Brussels and follow the same school programme.

*
The Secretaries of the members of European Parliament represent also a good potential for the school (at the moment, they are 58 staff people in Strasbourg).

Regarding this category, it should be mentioned that there are specific requests notably from:

*
The Council in Europe in Strasbourg, to see whether children of their staff could be considered as category 1 (presently, they are considered as category 2, whereby the parents have to pay part of the school fee themselves).

*
EUROCORPS, which is partly situated in Brussels and partly in Strasbourg.

Last but not least, the opportunity to create a “European Institute of Technology” in Strasbourg is currently being discussed.  The European Commission has launched on this subject a public consul​tation which collected 80% of favourable opinions.  A committee gathering MEPs was created which must return a report in March 2006.  The establishment of this institute could take place in 2009-2010, and the mobility of its human resources would be one of its main characteristics.  The potential of this institute is estimated at 2000 to 3000 people.  Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that up to now the French authorities have not submitted any application for hosting the EIT.  Hence, it is not possible to evaluate today the potential demand this would generate, in terms of cat. 1 pupils, for the European School in Karlsruhe.

Potential for category 2 pupils

The number of category 2 contracts signed by the school has been growing the last few years (see above under item Pupils’ population).  As the Karlsruhe region is still attracting additional inter​national oriented companies, it seems that there is still great potential for additional cat. 2 pupils for the school, which is notably preparing new agreements with the Électricité de France/EnBW research centre.

Potential for category 3 pupils

There is a heavy demand from category 3 parents.  Last year, the school had to refuse about 400 pupils, primarily in order to achieve a higher percentage of category 1 and 2 pupils who, under the present enrolment policy of the school management and in compliance with the rules set for by the Board of Governors, get priority over category 3 pupils.

Mol European School

Potential for category 1 pupils

Some possibilities of attracting additional category 1 pupils could come from Brussels or Luxembourg European Schools which are overcrowded.  The practicability of this solution is however not obvious, given the travel time even between Brussels and Mol, which makes commuting unrealistic.  The plan for proper boarding facilities on the site of the school might spur the demand, but the low number of category 1 parents presently using the boarding facilities nearby (although not on the site of the school) does not allow to forecast a huge demand.

Another potential could and will come from the setting up of a crèche in the site of the school.  The decision to establish the crèche has already been taken and the childcare hosting activities for babies will be started on first September 2006.  Even if the project will be run by the IRMM, it will certainly increase the inflow of category 1 children to the Mol European School.  Currently, babies from category 1 families working at IRMM are going to a Flemish crèche and are generally pursuing their education until the end of primary level in the Flemish system.  In fact, the IRMM has mentioned a need of at least 22 places for accommodating very young children from its employees, which will probably be in the future children in the European school.

Potential for category 2 pupils

The further potential of the school for category 2 pupils could come from:

*
Lommel with its new industrial zone near Mol where new American and Japanese companies are expected in the coming year. Indeed, the school management has established some contacts with the local authorities of Lommel for marketing purposes.
*
The air force base in Kleine Brogel, where there are several American soldiers who send their children to a small American school which is phasing out.  This school has contacts with Mol and this could attract category 2 in the future (the problem being of course that the Mol school has no English section).

*
International companies in the Region who now find the category 2 fees too high.

Potential for category 3 pupils

The School can attract more category 3 pupils with the actual fees but not with higher ones.  There is a real demand from their side but the school has to refuse each year between 15 to 20 category 3 children whenever their enrolment would make the split of a class necessary.

Impact of the presence of European Schools on local/regional schools

Assessing the impact of the presence of the European Schools is very difficult without an in-depth analysis of the educational market.  For that purpose, the best way would have been specific inter​views with stakeholders involved in the regional/local education systems, but this fell outside the scope of our mission.

However, in order to have an idea about this impact, we have tried systematically to get the opinion of each stakeholder met in the frame of our visits.  Most of them, apart from the school management, were not aware of the nature or the importance of such an impact.  The school management itself has mentioned only one or two cases of such an impact.  Our perception is therefore that such an impact is very weak, and that when existing, it has taken the form of collaboration or co-operation between schools on punctual areas of education.  For this reason, the existing impacts will be reported under the following item “potential for cooperation between European Schools and other schools”.

POTENTIAL FOR COOPERATION BETWEEN THE EUROPEAN SCHOOL AND OTHER SCHOOLS

Cooperation with other local/regional schools or even with schools abroad has been observed for each of the four European schools.  These projects aim to feed external education systems with the expe​rience of European education regarding notably foreign language tuition, distance learning, delivery of European Baccalaureate, training of teachers to multilingual education, etc.  From this perspective, we can affirm that the presence of the European schools does have an impact on other local/regional schools or schools abroad.  Nevertheless, is it impossible to know to what extent such a co-operation has made pupils of these schools want to make the changeover to a European School (and vice versa).

We are giving here some examples of co-operation that are or have been taking place at the level of these schools:

Since 1991, the Bergen European School tries to co-operate with surrounding authorities.  These contacts have brought concrete results illustrated below:

*
Introduction by a school in Alkmaar of some subjects in English at the secondary level.

*
Invitation/exchange of trainees and realisation of common projects with other schools (public events, exposition open to all public).

*
Collaboration with the “School of European Education” in Heraklion regarding mother tongue tuition through distance learning, support in the preparation of European education provision, training of teachers, exchange of pupils, etc.

*
Collaboration with the “International School” of The Hague, which wants to develop the “Euro​pean schooling” model.  At the moment, there are still discussions to define the specific modalities of the co-operation and it seems that it could lead to something very close to what is offered by the Bergen European School to the School in Heraklion.

Regarding The Hague, it should be noted that there is an important demand for “European” education due to the fact that several international/European institutions (European Patent Office, Europol, etc.) are located in the city.  In order to be able to satisfy such a demand, two potential solutions have been raised during the interviews:

1°
Creation of a new European School in The Hague for primary and secondary levels: the city has very recently introduced a proposal to the Dutch government for building a European School on its territory and has created a working group composed of several local and national authorities in order to evaluate the real local demand for such a European School.  The estimated (building) costs of this project are around 15 to 20 Mio EUR.

2°
Transfer of the Bergen secondary School to Haarlem, while keeping the primary level in Bergen and creating another primary school in The Hague: this solution could respond to the demand both from the European institutions of The Hague and from JRC Petten, while ensuring a more reasonable travel time between Haarlem/The Hague and Haarlem/Bergen.

Between the two solutions, which obviously partly overlap, it is very difficult to assess which one is more likely to be adopted, as the opinions raised by the stakeholders are contradictory.  The first one has been confirmed by the representatives of The Hague, while the second one has been reported by several stakeholders not directly involved in the project.  What seems to be sure is that in both solu​tions, the Bergen European School still may have a role to play, mainly as expertise or training pro​vider in the first solution, but also as administrative support if the school has to be an annex of the new European school.

The management of the Culham European School has made various contacts with surrounding schools.  These concerned notably:

*
A school in London with a multilingual section.  The idea was to show that the model of the Euro​pean school exists and that it could be transferred to an existing one in England.  The contacts seem not to have generated results up to now.

*
The local association of heads of schools, in which some requests to collaborate with the European School of Culham were formulated (e.g. possibilities for local schools to receive pupils from Cul​ham, etc.).

*
A school preparing the International Baccalaureate (IB) in order to see if it would be feasible to offer instead the European Baccalaureate (no positive outcome as the school offering the IB was afraid to loose its pupils).

In Oxfordshire, there are language schools notably in Didcot and in Wittney, but it seems that no colla​boration takes place between Culham and these schools.  Besides it is rather difficult to assess whether the Culham European School has any impact on the programmes of these schools.

Karlsruhe is organising Teacher training in cooperation with the teacher training college (Pedagogi​sche Hochschule Karlsruhe) in Karlsruhe, which has a department dedicated to European bilingual education.
The Mol European School cooperates with the:

*
Pleincollege Bisschop Bekkers in Eindhoven for a distance learning project on Biology.

*
Dunshaughlin Community College in Ireland, which provides education to pupils whose parents work for a EU institution, i.e. the Food and Veterinary Office at Grange.  The cooperation consists in developing a new model of “European schooling” (sometimes referred to as the Dublin model), the idea being that existing “core” European schools could be linked to “satellite” schools in the national systems, notably to offer, through distance learning, native speaking language tuition.

Tests are currently being performed with some primary level classes of the aforementioned school.  There is of course no reason, once the model has proven its use and feasibility, to limit it to only this level and/or to only mother tongue tuition.

*
European Montessori School in Waterloo, which sends for the first time American students in Mol (S6 and S7), probably to pass the European Baccalaureate.

Some potential projects have also been mentioned with local schools, notably in the IT area.

Even if some of the collaboration projects mentioned are carried out with education models created for providing education to staff of new European agencies/offices (e.g. the schools in Heraklion and Duns​haughlin), we do not see how this collaboration could improve the financial viability of the small schools targeted by our evaluation.  Nevertheless, it could, at least for Bergen and Mol, strengthen the raison d’être of both schools as through such co-operation they will contribute to the education of additional category 1 children
.

POTENTIAL FOR THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS INTO A MORE INDEPENDENT ASSOCIATED SCHOOL WITH GREATER OWN FINANCIAL RESOURCES

With the deconcentration policy applied when setting up European agencies, new European educational needs have risen for the children of their staff, expressed in terms of offering a “general coherent primary and secondary educational system fulfilling common requirements and criteria and leading to a common diploma recognized in all Member States: the European Baccalaureate”
.

In the absence of a European school (as meant in the Convention), two additional types of schools offering «European schooling» are foreseeable:

*
Type 2 schools or so-called accredited schools, situated in the vicinity of the European agency (e.g. the schools in Parma, in Dunshaughlin or in Heraklion.
*
Type 3 schools or so-called associated schools, that have no direct link to an EU agency of institution, but that are entitled to offer the European Baccalaureate.

We can then wonder, whether in the future, the four small European schools targeted by this evaluation and whose viability are questioned can become associated schools pertaining to the type 2 (for Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol as long as the European research centers are existing
) or 3 (for Culham as the JET-EFDA facilities will be closed in the coming years). 

For the four European schools, it seems obvious that from a pedagogical point of view, there is no obstacle to their transformation into associated schools. As a matter of fact, they are even in an ideal position to evolve from the European Schools to the “European Schooling” model as they fulfill all the criteria to deliver European education (language sections, the tuition of at least 2 foreign languages, the delivery of the European Baccalaureate, etc.). The fulfillment of the requirement for associated schools concerning the local recruitment of the native speaking teachers does not seem to be a problem either for the four European Schools as they are already using the services of “part-time teachers”, which seem often to be native speaking teachers.

But other – financial – obstacles should be considered and these are rather difficult to overcome as they are related to the readiness of the Member States to have an associated school on their territory and to subsidize it.

For obvious reasons, the funding mechanism of “associated schools” will have to be different from the one of the European Schools.

For schools of type 2, the funding model can be based on a sharing of the costs between the host Member State and the European Commission according to the number of EU staff children enrolled in the school. This means that the financial burden to be borne by the Member States will be greater as they will have to fund the costs not covered by the school fees and by the EC contribution.

For school of type 3, the costs will have to be entirely covered by the schools/host country as we can presume that no category 1 pupils will be enrolled in these schools. 

In order to become a school of type 2 or 3, let’s see what the possibilities are for each school to receive more money from the host Member State and to have greater own resources?

Bergen

For the Bergen European School, a possibility to increase its own resources would be to receive from The Netherlands the yearly contribution of € 5.000 for each non Dutch pupils getting education in English. 

If applied to all students (except to those of Dutch nationality), such a contribution would be a first step in the evolution of the school to the model of associated schools from a financial point of view as it would represent an income of approximately € 2.750.000 in the budget of the school and make the EC contribution corresponding to 24% of the total budget (instead of 52% currently).

Nevertheless, as already said before, it seems that in the actual circumstances, there is no chance to see the Bergen European school benefit from this contribution, as it seems that it will no longer be granted in the future by the responsible authority in The Netherlands. Besides, no other type of possible financial contribution from the national authorities has been identified in the frame of our analysis. Hence, the transformation of the Bergen European School into a type 2 school does not seem to be financially feasible.

As far as a solution of a type 3 school is concerned, it has to be mentioned that the International School of The Hague has a great interest in the model of “European Schooling” and the “European Baccalaureate”. Several meetings have been held between the representatives of the Bergen European School and the International School in The Hague in order to discuss the specificities of the European education (mother tongue tuition, multilingual programme, language sections and European Baccalaureate). During the last meeting, the management of the Internationale School is reported to have declared that they will not be able to support the cost of the European Schooling model build on language sections. The reasons are easily understandable when we know that the pupils of the International School of The Hague are taught in English and have a couple of hours per week of Dutch. The mother tongue tuition “concept” is not known in this school and the foreign language tuition promoted by the school consist in allowing pupils to take as an option in the last years of secondary level some hours of “Spanish, French, or German”.  For the same reason, trans​forming the existing Bergen school into a type 3 school is even less feasible, since it would even less be capable of being financially self supporting (given the low numbers of school paying pupils that can be expected).
Culham

As said before, the transformation of the Culham European School has to be evaluated only as far as a category 3 school is concerned, given the foreseen ending of the European funded research activities in Culham (note also that the only type 2 school that could be considered would be one, located in the vicinity of EMEA, i.e. in London, but this option has not met the approval of the UK authorities). 

But even a transformation into a type 3 school would have to take place without funding by the national authorities, since they consider such a school to belong to the private educational sector.  But the financial viability of such a private school in Culham can not be deemed realistic.

Karslruhe

Karslruhe is the only European School which has real potential to get more money from the regional or local authorities.

As presented earlier, we know that there are specific plans from the Land of Baden-Württemberg and from the city of Karlsruhe to grant additional money to the school. Such financial help would represent in total € 1.540.000 of additional income, reducing the EC contribution to 25% of the total budget of the school.  Note however, that € 740.000 do not constitute an additional financial commit​ment from the Land of Baden-Württemberg, since this money is already allocated to the funding of European education of German children; the only difference would be that this money would be allo​cated directly to the school, but no longer with the obligation to use it to lower the school fees for German cat. 3 pupils.

If granted, and we do not see any specific reasons why it wouldn’t, this additional financial support could be considered as a first step towards an associated school. Besides, if the school succeeds as it plans to, to expand its category 2 pupils, it is reasonable to say that such a school could in the future be entirely organised under the model of the associated school – type 2.  This once more proves the long term viability of this school.  In a general way, one could say that the more viable a school is within the existing European School system, the more chances it would have to “survive” as an associated or accredited school …

Mol

It is often stated that the eagerness of the Belgian authorities to have and keep the school in Mol is proven by the high quality of the infrastructure.  Such reasoning does not take into account the fact that the buildings remain the property of the national authorities, and that these investments therefore cannot be seen as an indication that the authorities would be willing to pay more for the education of foreign children.  Moreover, the Belgian/Flemish authorities have confirmed, through their represen​tatives, that they would veto a closure of the school in Mol, which can be also interpreted as a refusal to accept changes in the existing financing mechanisms involving a higher contribution from the national authorities.  We therefore think it reasonable to state that the transformation of the European School in Mol into a type 2 or 3 school is not realistic in the foreseeable future.

Conclusions

Except for the Karlsruhe European School, we consider that there is at the moment no potential for the schools to evolve from a European School into an associated school. Indeed, the main barrier to such a transformation lies in the funding mechanism (and not in the pedagogical model), as the Member States are not in favour or in some cases not competent to provide further financial support to the Schools.

As we are convinced that the concept of type 2 and 3 schools offering European schooling is still in a development phase and that the debates regarding the future of the European School system will evolve and bring into light new aspects or specificities to consider, it can be appropriate for each school to set up specific working groups whose mandate will be to study the “real possibilities” of transforming these European Schools into “associated schools” from a financial point and/or pedagogical point of view while taking into account the specificities of the national context of the schools and involving the stakeholders concerned by these educational issues. 

ISSUES RAISED BY A POSSIBLE CLOSURE OF THE EUROPEAN SCHOOLS

According to the terms of reference, this item aims to assess the issues to be considered if a closure of the European School had to be decided. These issues are related to:

*
The social measures that had to be taken/implemented in order to guarantee the relocation of the teachers (including seconded and part-time teachers) and of Administrative and Ancillary staff.

*
The possible alternatives of education for category 1 pupils of the pupils while keeping their language background preserved.
*
The transitional measures that had to be implemented. 

Before presenting the closure related issues, we would like to underline that this assessment is provided only for indicative purposes and in accordance with our contractual obligations. The details that we present here should not be interpreted as any kind of recommendation to close the schools. If relevant, the closure of the European School(s) will be raised under the item “sustainability” and “recommendations” of this report.

Facilities implications

Facilities implications concern the possible use of the school building if the entire school is to be closed. As known, under the system of the European Schools, the buildings hosting the schools are the property of the Member States. It is thus their responsibility to develop specific plans, after the closure of the European Schools, concerning the future use of these buildings, either as school buildings or for other public or private oriented purposes.
Social measures 

This item is directly linked to the number of pupils and of staff to be relocated. As seen previously, the closure of the school will imply the relocation of at least approximately 600 pupils (Bergen and Mol) to maximum 1000 pupils (Karslruhe) and more specifically between 100 (Bergen and Culham) and 150 (Karlsruhe and Mol) category 1 pupils. Concerning the staff, here also the number varies between 70 to 100 teachers (including seconded and part-time) and between 16 to 17.5 AAS
. 

Allowing a “satisfactory” and soft relocation of pupils and staff will certainly not be an easy task to realize given that: 

*
Pupils will have to be enrolled in an education system offering some comparable programme or opportunities.
*
Teachers and Administrative and Ancillary staff have contractual rights that have to be respected.
When identifying the social measures to be implemented for the staff of the European Schools, a distinction should be made between seconded teachers and the staff recruited locally (i.e. AAS and part-time teachers).

For seconded teachers, it seems that their relocation is mostly under the responsibility of the Member States having detached them, which should ensure them to find a full-time teaching post in another European School or at least a post similar to the one they had before working for the European Schools. Exceptions are e.g. teachers from the UK and from the Netherlands, but even for them, it should be noted that they are seconded during a limited time only (given the mandate system), and that, provided the closure of the schools takes the form of a gradual phasing out, they should have enough time to prepare their reintegration into their national educational systems (the same is, of course, also true for teachers of the other Member-States).

In cases where teachers have to reintegrate their national educational system before the end of their mandate, special allowances will have to be granted in order to financially compensate the lost of their job in the European system before the end of their mandate. It is reasonable to assume that these allowances will have to be equal to their basic salary for three months
.
For chargés de cours and Administrative and Ancillary staff, their employment status is submitted to national regulations. Even if their relocation depends on their own initiatives to find a new post, their contract should respect the legal period of notice related to the termination of the contract in order to minimize their social costs for the schools. We are not aware of the legal period of notice applicable in the four Member States but we can presume that this period of notice is calculated according to the number of years worked in a European School and will not exceed two to three years. 

We do estimate as reasonable to suppose that the closure of the schools will take the form of a gradual phasing out, which will allow the personnel involved to end their legal period of notice at the school.  In case such a phasing out and gradual leaving of personnel would lead to vacant positions, these obviously will have to be filled in with temporary personnel signing temporary contracts only.

Such a gradual phasing out is not primarily recommended for the sake of the personnel, but also for the sake of the pupils.

We deem a phasing out period of five to six years as realistic (again, only in the case that schools would have to be closed, which we do no recommend, except for Culham) : 

*
Given the (maximum) 9 year term for seconded teachers, it is fair to presume that most of them will have come anyhow at the end of their term during the phasing out process. The posts of the seconded teachers becoming vacant must be filled in by a chargé de cours with a short term contract. For the seconded teachers whose mandate will be longer than the phasing out process, they could if they want to, keep their post at the European School in so far as the Member State having detached the seconded teachers offer them the guarantee to be relocated in another European School or at least in their national education system while being entitled to the legal allowances/compensation for the damage of having being dismissed before the end of their secondment period. 

*
As said above, the staff locally hired will be entitled to the legally fixed terms of notice which will be maximum up to say, three years. During this notice period, the staff could continue to work or on the contrary leave the school while being replaced then by new staff signing a contract for the number of years the school still will be open.
*
Directors and deputy-directors will have to fulfil their contractual obligations till the end of the phasing out process. After, their relocation in another European School and at a similar post will have to be ensured by the Member State.
The closure of the school in a phasing out process is also the best solution for:

*
Avoiding some category 1 pupils to be relocated outside the system of European schools: the parents of category 1 pupils are usually scientists working at the EU research centers located near the schools, submitted to strong mobility and having very rarely contracts exceeding four years. This means that parents working in the research centres and having children in the European School at the time of the starting of the phasing out process will probably have returned back to their home country or to another European location before the end of the phasing out, so that those children cannot suffer any nuisance from it.

*
Enabling the other pupils a smooth relocation in another system: the parents of category 2 and 3 pupils who have their children enrolled in the school at the time of the phasing out for a period of more than 6 school years, will have to be informed on the decision to phase out the school early enough in order to allow them to take this into consideration when deciding to move or not the area concerned or to enroll their children in the school. If they decide to enroll their children anyway, they should be informed on the existing alternatives for educating their children and of the specificities or differences between the existing alternatives and the European school model (see below for further details).
Alternatives for category 1 pupils

Closure of a school, by definition, ideally requires reassignment of pupils and notably category 1 pupils into neighbourhood schools offering education comparable to the European School. 

In Bergen and in Culham, the only possible alternatives should be seen in the international education provided for in the surroundings schools. As already said, these alternatives are not offering comparable standards of education, notably regarding mother tongue and foreign language education. As such, they should be considered as (much lower) second best solutions which are not in accordance with the right for these children of getting education in a European School. It should be also underlined for pupils of Bergen and of Culham, that the travel time needed to go to the international schools in the surroundings is very hard to support at least for very young children (more than one hour).

In Mol and Karlsruhe, even if the international schools are also a solution, the most appropriate alternatives are of course, the European Schools in Brussels (for Mol) or in Frankfurt/Munchen (for Karlsruhe) that will better fit the educational needs of the pupils. Nevertheless, in both cases, the obstacle to the enrollment of the concerned pupils in these European Schools lies in the too long distances (there are more than 100 km between Karlsruhe and München/Frankfurt) or too heavy commuting time (more than 1,5 hour is needed between a single way from Mol and Brussels). Such a solution would imply for the parents to accept that their children use local boarding facilities in order to allow them to follow their schooling programme in an appropriate way. For parents who do not want to be separated from their children, the alternatives are to send them in the surroundings international schools, which are not, as said before, comparable from an educational perspective to the European schools and for which a commuting time of at least one hour should also be considered. 
For illustrative purpose, we present here below the alternatives for pupils (including cat. 2 and 3) in the cities surrounding each of the four European schools.

For category 1 pupils enrolled in the French section, “alternatives” are:

*
In Bergen: Lycée français Vincent Van Gogh in Amsterdam (nursery/primary level) and in The Hague (nursery/primary/secondary level).
*
In Culham: Lycée français Charles de Gaulle in London.
*
In Karlsruhe : Lycée international de Strasbourg, Ecole internationale Robert Schuman in Strasbourg.
*
In Mol : Lycée international (Lycée français) in Antwerpen.
For category 1 pupils enrolled in the English section, alternatives are:

*
In Bergen: International School in The Hague and in Amsterdam; American School in The Hague.
*
In Culham: International School Community in London; Marymount International School in London (for girls only); International School of London.
*
In Karlsruhe: International School Lucie Berger in Strasbourg; International School of Stuttgart.
*
In Mol: Antwerp British School; International Secondary School in Eidhoven.
For category 1 pupils enrolled in the German section, alternatives are:
*
In Bergen: Deutsche Schule in The Hague.
*
In Culham: Deutsche Schule in London.
*
In Karlsruhe: International School of Stuttgart; local/regional schools in the Land of Baden-Württemberg.
*
In Mol: Deutsche Schule in Antwerpen.
For category 1 pupils enrolled in the Dutch section, alternatives are (only for Bergen and for Mol)

*
In Bergen: International School of The Hague and of Amsterdam; local/regional schools.
*
In Mol: International Secondary School in Eindhoven; local/regional schools.

Transitional measures 

As said before, it will be less costly and more appropriate for the children to organise the closure of the school in the form of a phasing out process. Indeed such phasing out would imply a progressive closure of the school while allowing each pupil to finish its level (in nursery and primary) or its cycle (in secondary). This means that the phasing out process will be shorter in nursery (it will take maximum 2 years) than in primary (where it will take maximum 5 years). In the secondary level, we deem it reasonable to propose to organize the phasing out in accordance with the cycles in order to allow pupils in S1 to end their education in the European School at the end of the S3 (observation cycle), pupils in S4 to end their education in S5 (pre-orientation cycle) or in S7 (orientation cycle).

In order to facilitate the integration of the pupils in another school system, it would be appropriate to address the following issues:

*
The transportation needs by ensuring or extending school bussing till the entrance of their new schools or at least to a station (bus, train or subway) where the pupils can catch a direct connection to their school and this during the phasing out period.
*
The accommodation needs by identifying some boarding facilities and providing practical information to the parents on the prices, the available facilities, etc. and ensuring the financing (at least for category 1 pupils) of the expenses implied by the travels. 

*
The guidance of parents (category 1 pupils) who will surely have some difficulties in choosing another school for their children while ensuring that the concerned schools have the capacity to host new pupils.
*
In case pupils of category 1 pupils have no possibility to enter in their school of their choice due to a “waiting list problem”, their education should still be ensured by the European School till their integration in their new school.
*
Besides, for category 1 pupils, by attending international schools, their rights of getting mother tongue education will be not ensured. It could be then envisaged for the pupils who want to, to organise mother tongue tuition during their free-time, while ensuring the funding of these courses by the European Commission. The courses will have to be organized in one of the big cities (usually not too far from international schools location). This last measure would be a long-term measure not linked to the period of the phasing out process. 

General conclusions regarding the effectiveness of the schools




relevance

The relevance of the four small European Schools will be assessed through the two following consi​derations or questions:

*
“Extent to which the European schools still address the objectives for which they were esta​blished”.

*
“Overall satisfaction of parents, teachers, local authorities and other stakeholders and how could this satisfaction be increased”.

The first one is of course related to the raison d’être of the schools and will particularly be assessed while taking account of the evolution of the context and situation faced presently by the schools.

The second is more related to the expectancies of the stakeholders regarding the system and how they expect it to evolve in the future

RELEVANCE OF THE OBJECTIVES

It is well known that the four European schools have been created more than 25 years ago in order to ensure the optimal functioning of the EU institutions in whose vicinity the schools are located (i.e. JRC Petten for Bergen, EFDA-JET for Culham, ITU for Karlsruhe and IRMM for Mol), by being able to offer optimal working and living conditions for the staff.

According to the research centres for which the schools are operating, they are a key factor enabling the centres to carry out their missions and activities in the best way possible, as far as hiring staff is concerned.  Without the European schools, they consider it would have been very difficult to attract high level scientists and technicians from all over Europe.

From this comes the first question: “Are the European schools still vital to ensure the optimal functioning of these research centres”?

The research centres mentioned above in fact still confirm the vital role of the European Schools to enable them to carry out their missions and activities.  One of the strengths of the European Schools is that they correspond to the needs of staff working at the EU institutions, and for whom international mobility is an important factor.  Thanks to mother tongue tuition and to the teaching of at least two foreign languages at the European Schools, their children pupils are able to integrate easily the natio​nal system of their home country or at least another European School during schooling age should their parents have to move.

As such the management of the EU centres depending from JRC mentioned that without the Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools, the staff would have great difficulties in finding in the host country a school that meets their needs, due to the fact that national and international schools only offer a weak language package, and that anyhow the research centres are located at a considerable distance from major cities where international schooling is available  In some cases it was formally confirmed by some staff that they would not have moved to came to work at the research centre had there been no European School.

In Culham, the staff from EFDA-JET, even those choosing the English section, are very interested in the European School, because they find the British curriculum too specific and different from the one that is prevalent on the Continent.  Inserting European children in British schools for a period of 3 to 4 years would imply too much effort from them and the re-integration in national systems would be also too difficult.  Besides, the International schools are also too far from the EFDA-JET facilities.

We have tried to verify the declarations by the management and some staff members that the vast majority of parents who are eligible to be category 1 indeed do send their children to the European School close by, by calculating the “market share” of each European school (i.e. the number of cate​gory 1 pupils sent by the European scientific institutions of the Schools divided by the number of children of the staff of those institutions in schooling age).

	
	JRC Petten
	ITU
	IRMM

	Total number of children
	143
	145
	165

	Number of these children enrolled

in a European School (in %)
	48%
	59%
	48%


Despite of what was said, the “market share” is lower than what one could have expected.  The children who are not attending the European School (and who are thus attending a local school, given the fact that attending a boarding school in their home country seems not at all popular) are:

*
Either children from staff having the nationality of the country where the EU institute is located,

*
Or very young children whose parents live too far away from the site of the EU institute and for whom the journey to the European School would be too long.

Whatever the reason for these lower than expected percentages, it is clear that even if the percentages would be substantially higher, the absolute number of children would still be limited.

Regarding perspectives in the future:

The three research sites of the DG JRC are all in a growing phase.  This is attested by the following histograms which indicate the expansion rate of their number of staff expected till the end of 2009.  Their future seems to be guaranteed notably through the 7th Framework Programme and through new large investments that have been recently approved in the 3 sites.  It seems reasonable to assume that the numbers of cat. 1 children wanting to attend the European school will follow similar growth patterns (see table on page 101 where we present their possible evolution).
Staff population at JRC Petten over the years
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Source: Document prepared by the JRC Petten at the request of Bureau van Dijk – April 2006
Staff population at ITU over the years
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Source: Powerpoint presentation from ITU “Visit of Bureau van Dijk and European School, Karlsruhe”, 27 January 2006
Staff population at IRMM over the years
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Source: Powerpoint presentation of IRMM “IRMM and the European School – a joint endeavour”, 19                        January 2006

In the table below, we indicate for the 3 schools, the possible evolution of the category 1 pupils taking into consideration the evolution of the staff population of the research centers. 

	
	BERGEN
	KARLSRUHE
	MOL

	Evolution of the category 1 pupils in % (from 2005 till 2009) – Rough estimation
	+ 29%
	+29,5%
	+14%

	Prevision of potential category 1 pupils to be enrolled in the school in 2009 – Rough estimation
	128
	209
	162


Regarding the EFDA-JET agreements, it should be underlined that the situation is more delicate.  Since 1999, the JET installation are no longer the property of the European Commission and belongs to the UK.  Nevertheless, the activities carried out under the European Fusion Development Agree​ment still have a European dimension as researchers come from different European countries, their salaries are paid with “European” money and they are thus considered to be category 1.  Regarding the future of the activities performed under JET, it seems that the EFDA agreements are effective till the end of 2006.  The budget for the activities to be carried out under the next framework Programme is currently being negotiated and it seems that further investments will keep the JET operational until at least 2010.  After that, the existence of the JET is questioned.  The activities currently performed under JET will be transferred to Cadarache probably in 2016.

This means that the raison d’être of the European School Culham will disappear with the completion of the JET-EFDA agreements.

From a purely formal point of view, one could confirm that the raison d’être of the four schools is still there, and will be there for the foreseeable future, except for Culham, where it will disappear some​where between 2010 and 2016.  However, this formal point of view does not deal with the question whether the raison d’être is still appropriate.  Two lines of reasoning are possible:

*
Either one can question if, without a European School close by, the research centres would not be able to operate any longer in optimal conditions.  It is a fact that some researchers would leave, or never come to, the research centre if there was no (longer a) European school.  Does this mean that some very specialised research posts (which most are) will have to be left vacant ?  This is highly improbable.  Does this mean that the centres will have to accept candidates of generally lesser quality than the ones who would present themselves in case a European school was available?  Such a statement can only be affirmed or denied empirically.


Accepting that it is indeed not proven (nor could it be, unless in an empirical way) that the Euro​pean Schools are indispensable for attracting the best staff possible, one could affirm that there is indeed no longer a need for such schools, and that their original raison d’être is no longer valid.  But this reasoning would then not only apply to the four small schools from our study, but indeed to every school, including the large ones in Brussels and Luxembourg.

*
Or one can argue that the raison d’être of the smaller schools should be extended so as to include the provision of a European education, not just to children of parents working for the European Commission, but to European citizens interested in the promotion of the European spirit through multilingual and multicultural co-education, or needing this type of education, given the need for professional mobility following the internationalisation of the economies, to which the European Union contributes.  As we have already said, this discussion is of a political nature, and hardly of an organisational nature.

It is clear that an evolution towards the second viewpoint would be facilitated in the smaller European schools, if the Gaignage criterion stating that category 1 pupils should constitute at least 50% of the total pupils population, would be dropped.  This criterion has, as we have already stated, no economic basis either, and its dropping does not necessarily have to lead to a greater balancing contribution by the Commission, quite on the contrary.

The viability of the schools would then be reinforced by taking account of the real demand for European education, demand coming notably from category 2 and 3 pupils.

Overall satisfaction regarding the European Schools
This section reports the opinions that have been raised by stakeholders interviewed (i.e. parents, teachers, Administrative and Ancillary staff, pupils, local authorities, etc) during our visits to the schools sites.  Besides, we are also referring, when appropriate, to the results of the survey launched by the European Commission on its Communication on the options for developing the European Schools (COM(2004)519 final) and by Interparents aiming at assessing whether the European Schools do meet the needs of their customers.

Positive aspects

Generally speaking, the stakeholders mentioned here above are very satisfied with the education pro​vided in the European Schools.  They value the quality of the education (regarding language packages and scientific packages), but also the multicultural and multilingual background offered in the four schools.  The provision of education by native speaking teachers is certainly one of the most appre​ciated elements of the system.

Pupils being educated in the European schools are usually geographically flexible and also very con​cerned about their studies.  They follow their high-level studies at universities where they tend to do well in many different fields, not just languages.  Consequently, European Schools are perceived as a good preparation for higher education.  The European Baccalaureate renders the system quite attrac​tive and the idea of expanding the European baccalaureate outside the European School system is generally welcomed.

A topic that has not yet been raised concerns the social mix in the European schools.  Representatives of parents met in the frame of our visits affirm that EU-officials (at least in the smaller schools) prefer a socially mixed school environment for their children; hence, most (cat. 1) parents declared them​selves opposed to raising the cat. 3 fees, since this might limit the inflow of category 3 children from the less affluent classes of society.  The inflow of category 3 (and, for that matter, cat. 2 children) has another advantage, especially in the smaller schools, namely that it increases the probability that the criteria are met to open options that otherwise could not be opened, due to a too low number of pupils interested.  Given the low percentages of category 1 children in the smaller European schools, fear for a possible “ghetto” of “Eurokids” was not an issue, and is very unlikely to become one, but most parents, when asked, did indeed find the existing social mix a strength of the smaller European schools.

The small group sizes are also perceived as favouring the learning abilities of the pupils.  The contacts with pupils are easier and therefore more customized.  Teachers are quite happy with the working/ learning methods applied in the system and recognize that the involvement of the parents within the school life is much more important than in other systems of education.  Chargés de cours and An​cillary and administrative staff are also satisfied; nevertheless the lack of general statute for AAS has been criticized several times.

Negative aspects

One negative point mentioned notably by some inspectors is the fact that European Schools offer only an academic track, and no vocational education.  In fact, around 10% of the pupils in the European school system do not seem the meet the standards to succeed in the system, and drop out of it.  They either leave the system spontaneously, or are encouraged to leave it in order to integrate a more voca​tional track.  It has also been suggested that all the Member States should recognize the European Bac​calaureate as a high school certificate of equal value to national certificates granting students access to universities on the same terms as national high-school graduates, which is not the case for the time being (e.g. some countries such as Spain require European School graduates to take special entrance examinations).
Regarding quality of education, parents are not very satisfied with the fact that optional courses are sometimes only available in the L3 of the pupil and that the level of the pupils is insufficient to allow them to follow the subject appropriately.  In order to remedy this, parents seem ready to accept the earlier preparation of the pupils to the L3 in the schooling program (cfr. Bergen model under item sustainability).

The school fees, as could be expected, are not satisfying the parents, especially those of category 3 pupils who have to pay the fees themselves and find the actual levels too high.  Other parents (catego​ry 1 and 2) seem to agree with these parents and fear that increased fees will result in fewer category 3 children in the European Schools, while these are needed to ensure a “critical mass”.

Another element reported as undermining the long-term survival of the small European Schools are the on-going debates and discussions on the future of the schools.  This is even more negatively per​ceived than the high school fees level as it seems that prospective parents do not want to take the risk of enrolling their children in a school for which one does not know if it will still be operating in a few years.

Regarding the funding mechanisms, some stakeholders consider that the host Member State should contribute more to the funding of the schools as without the presence of the European School, it would have to pay anyhow for the education of the pupils being on its territory.  Another alternative way of funding is based on the consideration that if a child would not follow its parents abroad, it would stay within the education system of its home country and generate a cost there; it is then perceived as reasonable that the different Member States should pay an amount equal to this cost when the child  follows its parents and gets tuition in a European School (the net result for the country re​maining the same).  We feel, however, that this latter reasoning is not entirely correct, since the home country already participates in the funding of the cost of educating its children who attend a European School, by the sending of seconded teachers.

The need to have less bureaucracy and bigger flexibility in financial and educational matters and to have a separate set of regulations for small schools (as compared to the bigger ones) has also been mentioned notably by parents, pupils and the management of the schools.  This request seems in fact essential to allow the small European Schools to further improve their viability by taking account of their specificities.  In fact, the management of the schools requests more particularly autonomy in order to take decisions which meet the school’s individual needs.  In educational matters, this includes especially the hiring of teachers, but also their removal if they do not perform well.  In financial matters, it concerns the possibility to define themselves the school fees but also to raise additional sources of income, for example through fundraising activities (e.g. training or distance learning activities, etc).

Last but not least, another issue that generates some negative opinions from stakeholders concerns the length of the detachment of teachers to 9 years.  Reasons are as follows:

*
This rule involves a loss of memory regarding the way the system functions.

*
For teachers, there is some difficulty in finding a job after the end of their mandate (this is the case for teachers from NL and UK) and to enrol their children in a school equivalent to the European Schools when they return to their home country.

General conclusions on the relevance of the schools




SUSTAINABILITY

This fourth and last section has the two following objectives:

*
To assess whether the organisation of education through language sections is still viable consider​ing the enlargement of the EU and the low level of category 1 pupils.

*
To assess globally the options available for the European Schools.

Organisation of education through language sections

The feasibility of organising mother tongue tuition through the language section approach is ques​tioned due to the growth of the European Union.  This is true for the 13 European Schools, but even more so for schools which have very low number of category 1 pupils.

Indeed the enlargement of the EU has led to an important expansion of the European schools’ system.  At the time of the creation of the system, one language section was set up for each official language of the Member States.

Today, with 25 Member States and around 20 official languages, the setting up of language sections in such a way would be putting a great organisational and financial pressure on the system, and is con​sidered to be unfeasible.

Concerning more specifically the small schools, the pupils arriving from the new Member States are generally integrated in one of the existing language sections, since the numbers are too small to set up an additional language section under the present “Gaignage criteria”.  As regards their education, the followings principles are observed which are in fact applied in the 13 European Schools:

*
Category 1 and 2 pupils have the right to get mother tongue tuition by a native speaking teacher at least 5 periods a week.

*
Category 3 pupils cannot enforce this right: if the school is already organising language tuition (for category 1 and 2 pupils) in their language, they can join the existing group, but unless so, they have to choose a language section, the language of which will become de facto their L1.

Despite these measures, the group sizes in smaller schools are on average much smaller than in the bigger schools, as was already illustrated, leading to a lower pupils per teacher ratio, and thus to a higher cost per pupil.

It is not surprising then to see that some stakeholders are thinking about a new model that would not be based on the strict language sections approach, but more on a multilingual approach, where pupils should have to follow much more courses in L2, L3 or even L4 than is currently the case.  This would allow more groupings of smaller groups into bigger ones (e.g. instead of having a course of Economics in German and in English, being the L2 of the pupils involved, it could for instance be offered only in French, provided this is their L3).  This would need pupils to start earlier in the curriculum with L3 courses (and perhaps during more periods per week) than is presently the case.  A similar modification might be necessary for L2 too.  The school management in Bergen is in favour of such an approach, and would be wanting to introduce it on a larger scale than is possible with the actual set of rules they have to apply.

The objective would be to provide to pupils high standard knowledge of an L2 (which will still be one of the vehicular languages just as defined in the system of the European Schools i.e. English, French and German) and also in L3, in order to enable them to take:

*
In the first and second cycle of secondary, most of the compulsory courses and options in L2 (except for the L1 course which will still concern tuition of the language concerned) when, due to small sizes of classes/groups, the course concerned cannot be offered in the L1 of the children concern.

*
In the last cycle, all the options in L3.

Practically, the idea would be:

*
To organise multicultural classes in nursery (not based anymore on language sections).
*
To focus on L1 (i.e. mother tongue tuition corresponding to the official languages of the EU) during the first and second year of primary while introducing the L2.

*
From third year of primary onwards, L2 teaching will be more intensive and other subjects will also be taught in L2.

*
L3 teaching should start in the first year of secondary rather than in year 2.

If expensive at the beginning of the school education, such a model is presented as allowing cost savings later on, since the courses in L1 would only systematically be offered at the beginning of the curriculum, and not throughout the entire curriculum.  The earlier mastering by pupils of additional foreign languages would allow combining groups more often since in the upper level of secondary education, subjects will be taught in only two or three languages.

More specifically, cost savings could be brought as:

*
Less groups/classes of pupils would have to be organised.
*
Groupings will be more easy to organise, and hence the sizes of these groups will be bigger.
*
Reducing the diversity of courses in specific languages could create more often full timetables for seconded teachers, thus reducing the number of part-time chargés de cours.

From a pedagogical point of view, the promoters of the model pretend it is not hindering the learning capacities of the pupils as long as they receive the appropriate/customised support during the learning process.  This could explain why such a model is perceived as applicable only for schools having smaller group sizes.  This condition seems a guarantee of the quality and of the success of such a model.

We can conclude that this model seems interesting as it will allow to still offer a multilingual edu​cation really focused on mother tongue tuition while not being based anymore on language sections which generate a lot of SWALS pupils.  It will then be still in accordance with the raison d’être of the European Schools.  Regarding its cost effectiveness, since it would normally lead to less courses to be organised, it will indeed be cost effective because, as we have seen, the number of courses is the real cost driver for the European schools’ system.

Options for the future

This last item identifies for each school what are the possible options for their future, or more spe​cifically, what are the opportunities under which they could improve their financial viability and their functioning.  Each option proposed is taking into account the efficiency, effectiveness and relevance parameters needed to ensure the sustainability of the four schools.

Before describing into detail the possible options, some considerations common to the four schools have to be underlined.

The question concerning the long term viability of the school is mainly provoked by the decrease of their pupils’ population, and more specifically of their category 1 pupils.  This is true for all of them even if the extent of the phenomenon varies due to local/regional specificities.  The quality of educa​tion and the management applied by each school are not at the origin of such a decrease.  In fact, the schools are fully complying with their educational or pedagogical mandate.  Their problem is mainly linked to the fact that they are located in “decentralized” areas where the demand from European category 1 pupils/parents is limited due to the simple fact that the EU staff working in its vicinity is barely exceeding the number of 300 employees.

As we have already seen, the generally smaller group sizes inevitably lead to higher economic costs per pupil.  In other words, they cost more than the average, and it are especially the European Com​mission (through its budget balancing contribution) and the Governments of countries whose national language is a working language, who have to bear these high costs.

If we only focus on the European Commission, we could wonder if it would be possible to bring its contribution, expressed in EURO per pupil of a smaller school, more in line with the contribution per pupil of a bigger school (please remember that the cost per period that has to be organised according to the rules that govern the European School system, are already much more in line with one another than the cost per pupil).  This could be achieved in two ways:

*
By trying to attract more cat. 1 children.

*
By trying to find additional income (by taking measures that do not generate additional expen​diture, or at least, expenditure that is much lower than the income).

Possible measures falling in the first or the second category of solutions will be examined.

Bergen

Bergen is situated in an area where there are some possibilities to enlarge the champ d’action of its current raison d’être thanks to the relative proximity of The Hague hosting several European institu​tions and having a keen interest in a European School on its territory.

This demand in The Hague could allow to expand geographically the champ d’action of Bergen, if the following conditions are met:

*
The European School in The Hague would have to be an annexe to the Bergen European School in order to limit the overhead cost of each of them, notably by having only one school management responsible for the educational, organisational and financial management of both sites.  This structure would also make it possible to add the teaching periods of the courses for the two sites together, which would yield more full time posts (hence : seconded teachers) than is now the case (to put it simply, it would be possible to replace two half time chargés de cours by one seconded teacher).  Since seconded teachers are directly paid for by their own governments (and thus not by the budget balancing contribution of the Commission), the cost for the Commission would be lower (even if, of course, the economical cost would be higher, since salaries of seconded teachers are higher than those of chargés de cours).

*
The main raison for the opening of a second site for the European School in Bergen is the too long travel time between The Hague and Bergen, making commuting every day impracticable.  This is even more true for younger children than for older ones, so the site in The Hague should at least start by offering nursery and primary, but not necessarily secondary education.  It can than be expected that parents who will be used to send their young children to The Hague annexe, will later on send their grown up children to the secondary level in Bergen, but this is of course not sure (presently, this possibility already exist, but parents living in The Hague do not take advantage of it).

*
The annexe in The Hague could lead to a cost reduction for the Commission provided that the cost for the Commission of the pupils being educated there, is lower than the allowance
 they now pay to the parents who send their children to another (probable international and expensive) school.  The probability that the cost for the Commission would be lower depends on the possibility to attract high numbers of school fee paying children.  This possibility is real, provided the school can charge fees that are in conformity with the education market there (obviously, this is also true for the site in Bergen itself, that could also attract more school fee paying children if charging market conform fees).
*
Last but not least, since at least part of the category 1 children would come from parents working for the European Patent Office, it would not be illogic that a financial arrangement was agreed upon inspired by the cost sharing of the European School in Munich (where, in fact, the budget balancing contribution is paid by the European Patent Office, who also refunds the salaries of the seconded teachers).

Culham

Culham is situated in an area where the potential for additional category 1 pupils is limited if not inexistent.  Despite its relative proximity to London (at least one hour travel time by train to its most western railway station), and hence to the EMEA (which is, however, situated more to the East of London, which adds at least one more hour of one way travel time by tube), we do not see how the school could increase its number of category 1 pupils being children whose parents live or work in London.

An alternative would be for the European School to close in Culham and move to London, in the vicinity of EMEA.  The feasibility of this option is very low, since the representatives of the UK have declared that their government would not put the necessary facilities at the disposal.

To this should be added the foreseen closure of the nuclear research facilities in Culham at the latest in 2016 (when they will be replaced by a new generation reactor in France), so that the original raison d’être of the European School in Culham will have disappeared.

To keep the school alive, two options are possible:
*
Expand its raison d’être in order to meet the educational needs of “European citizens”.  However, under the present Convention, Governments (second teachers) and the Commis​sion are not obliged to finance such a new concept, and also under British law, the UK Government would have to con​sider this school to be a private one, receiving no financial support whatsoever from the UK authorities (in the hypothesis that the school would keep its European curriculum).  Hence, this option does not seem to be viable.

*
Abandon its European character through its transformation into a specialist school and then being integrated in the British education system.  Even if this would allow to save an educational project on the Culham site, it would no longer merit the name of “European School”.

Based on the previous considerations, we do not see what are the possible options for enhancing the viability of the school in the future.  The most realistic option is therefore the closure of the school by 2016.

Based on the considerations raised under item “potential for the transformation of the European Schools into a more independent associated school”, we think that a phasing out over a certain number of years is advisable.  We think a six year period starting in 2010 is a good compromise, taking into account the following aspects:

*
Scientists working at the JET-EFDA facilities have very rarely contracts exceeding 4 years.  This means that parents working there and having children at the Culham school at this very moment, will have returned back to their home country before the phasing out would start (in 2010), so that their children cannot suffer any nuisance from it.

*
Parents who have just decided or who are currently deciding to go and work at the research facilities and whose decision was/is partially based on the availability of the Culham school, will still be sure that their children can attend the European School (again in the reasonable hypothesis that their research contract does not exceed 4 years).

*  
Parents who, in the near future, would like to come and work at the research facilities in Culham, will know that the School is going to be phased out over a 6 years period starting in 2010.  They will have to take this into consideration when deciding to move or not to the Culham area, but there would be no room for doubt; it is probable that some researchers will therefore decide not to come to Culham, but we think it is reasonable to state that the post will not remain vacant.  Anyhow, the closure of the research facilities seems to us to be a more important factor in deciding to move or not than the closure of the closure of the School …

The cost of this closure should not be over estimated:

*
Given the (maximum) 9 year term for seconded teachers, it is fair to state that most of them will have come anyhow at the end of their term during the passing out period between 2010 and 2016.  Obviously, if the place of a seconded teacher becomes vacant, it must not be filled anymore by a new one (starting again a 9 year period), but it should be filled by a chargé de cours with a short term contract.

*
All the staff who is now locally hired with conventional contracts, will be entitled to the legally fixed terms of notice, but these could not exceed two to three years.  Such staff who wants to leave the school sooner, is free to do so, and should be replaced then by new staff signing a contract for the number of years the school still will be open.

Hence, no lay off allowances for the teaching and other staff will be needed.

Karlsruhe

The Karlsruhe European School has some possibilities to increase in the future the number of its category 1 pupils thanks to the interest of some already existing European institutions in Strasbourg for the school.  Such possibilities are not huge but should nevertheless be considered as the school is every day connected to Strasbourg through a school bus network (commuting between Karlsruhe and Strasbourg takes about one hour one way).

But the option which could ensure to the school a strong sustainability is the one related to the increase of the sources of income to the school budget.  As seen under item “identification of alternative fund​ing mechanisms”, the providers of the funding we are referring to concern the city of Karlsruhe and the Land of Baden-Württemberg.  Such an option should in fact respond to the main concern of the European Commission which we think to be the height of its contribution, as it will reduce its contri​bution to the budget of the school and render it more in line with the proportion of category 1 pupils enrolled.  According to our understanding, this measure would simply imply a unanimous vote of the Member States’ representatives on the Board of Governors.

Another quite interesting issue to underline is the fact that the growth of the number of category 2 pupils, if it is to continue in the future (and it seems it will, as the region has been attracting many high-tech companies often working with international staff), will allow a further decrease in the budget balancing contribution of the European Commission.

In the long run, the “European” character of the Strasbourg/Karlsruhe area could be enhanced – and hence, also the need for European education – if the idea of a European Institute of Technology using the facilities presently occupied by the European Parliament in Strasbourg would materialise and it seems that it would not be the case.  This pro​ject, if realised (and evaluating this probability falls outside the scope of this study), could have led to a large inflow of category 1 pupils, and perhaps even to the need of having a new school closer to the French border, that could operate as an annexe of the Karlsruhe school, mainly for the same reasons as already mentioned for the possible annexe of the Bergen School in The Hague.

Mol

For Mol, there are two options that could bring a strengthening of its raison d’être by increasing the number of category 1 pupils.  Nevertheless such options taken individually would not impact strongly such an increase.

The first option is related to the absence of a “full options” English section in the school, which dis​advantages it and renders its curricula less attractive (e.g. currently the school is not able to offer all the subjects and notably options in English, although English is in general the second most demanded language in the 13 European Schools
).  The growth of the number of English speaking pupils evolves in the good direction to meet the Gaignage criteria.  A setting up of a “full options” English section would certainly attract additional pupils, and especially of category 1 and 2.  It is not sure to what extent this would lead to an extra cost as far as the Commission (through its budget balancing contribution) is con​cerned, given the following considerations:

*
The existence of a full options English section could lead to more seconded English native speakers and less chargés de cours, the cost of the first being nil for the European Commission.
*
It would also facilitate the enrolment of extra cat. 2 pupils from English speaking families, thus leading to higher income from their school fees.

The second option is related to the setting up of boarding facilities on the school site.  The school has also, since quite a while, a plan to build its own boarding facilities (currently, it uses the boarding facilities from Flemish schools in Leopoldsburg and Turnhout; at the moment these pupils represent 8% of the pupils population in Mol, and the pupils of cat. 1 and 2 using these boarding facilities only repre​sent only 2% of the total population).  The Belgian government has acquired the necessary land which is now part of the school site, and the Régie des Bâtiments has made the technical plans inspired by those of other public boarding schools.  It can thus reasonably be expected that the Belgian Govern​ment will react positively should such a project be launched.  For the time being, however, the ongoing discussions concerning the future of the school have slowed down the decision taking process, and this probably also explains why a business plan for this project still has to be made.  It is, however, very unlikely that such a boarding facility could ever be financially self-supporting, even taking into account the fact that it could also be used to host the numerous teachers who attend courses at the training centre in the European School in Mol, and who now are lodged in a local hotel.

General conclusions on the SUSTAINABILITY of the schools


CONCLUSIONS
The efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and sustainability of the 4 schools have been questioned taking account of their low proportion of category 1 pupils (which is linked to their localisation) and the increasing costs of the European School system as a whole, following the enlargement of the European Union and the deconcentration policies applied since a few years.  It is felt by some that a EURO from the budget of the bigger schools is better spent than a EURO from the budget of a smaller school.  This might be true, but this should be put in the right perspective:

*
The “more value for money” in the bigger schools is linked to the fact that the group sizes are generally much bigger than in smaller schools, and that the cost of a teacher is of course fixed and not linked to the number of pupils in his classroom (as already said, the cost driver in a school is not the number of pupils, but the number of periods organised; the full cost per period in a small school is very well comparable to the one in a big school).

*
It is also linked to the fact that bigger schools can profit from some economies of scale, e.g. spreading the cost of the school management or the cost of investing in ICT over more pupils.

*
The imposition of a 50% target of category 1 pupils is, as far as the consultants are concerned, an example of bad Management by Objectives, since smaller schools could attract more school fee paying pupils if they were allowed, firstly, not to take account of this “objective”, and secondary, to fix the fees in a more market conform way, which would allow them to increase the net income generated by these pupils.
Furthermore, nobody seems to doubt the good quality of the education the smaller European Schools provide, on the contrary: the smaller sizes of the classes allows teachers to follow the pupils more closely and on a more individualised basis, if necessary, than can be the case in the bigger schools.

The inquiry has also shown that international schools that might be found in the same region are no real alternative for several reasons:

*
The distances are anyhow too great to commute every day (note that it is not the geographical distance as such that was taken into account, but the travel time).

*
These international schools often provide education in one single foreign language only, whereas the European Schools offer up to three foreign languages (besides mother tongue tuition) – they may also employ non-native speaking teachers, which is not the case at the European Schools.

*
They not always offer the European or International Baccalaureate.

*
They may be too expensive for category 3 pupils, who are ready to pay a reasonable, but not any, school fee.

The only, but important, exception of course are the local schools (hence, in the mother tongue of the host country), that might be very good alternatives to the section in the language of the host country within the European Schools, and for which – quite frankly – we fail to see the raison d’être (in terms of facilitating the integration of children when their parents return to their home country, since this is the host country).

Given the considerations above, it can be stated that the smaller European schools still achieve today the objectives for which they were created 50 years ago.  The achievement of these objectives is also guaranteed in the future except for Culham whose future seems jeopardised by the closing of the nuclear research facilities in 2016.

With regard to the financial efficiency of the school, it is true that these schools saw their situation (expressed in cost per pupil) worsen during the last years, but this can not be attributed to a form of mismanagement by the schools, which in many cases are bound by existing rules, and would want to dispose of more autonomy in financial and educational matters.  Furthermore, as already said, the real indicator for the cost efficiency of a school should not be its costs per pupil, but its cost per course organised, since it is this factor that is the real cost driver.  Taking into account the effect of economies of scale that are possible in large schools but not in the small ones, it is reasonable to state that the cost per course in a small school is very well comparable to the cost per course in the large schools.

If for these schools the solution is to expand their actual raison d'être so as to include the provision of multilingual education to “European citizens”, additional funding to ensure the sustainability of the concerned schools could easily be justified, but this would not have to be borne by the DG Admin.  Indeed, the feasibility of such a proposal is to be evaluated primarily in societal and political terms (and certainly not in Human Resources Management terms for which DG Admin is responsible). As well, the potential of these schools to become “associated schools” is not foreseeable by the moment as no measures have been identified to allow these schools (except Karlsruhe) becoming more financially independent. 
We then conclude that the need to go on, in the foreseeable future, educating children from parents working at the European research centres in Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol justifies the existence of the European Schools there, open also to category 2 and 3 pupils as long as it is proven that the fees they pay are higher than the extra cost they generate (even if this implies that the percentage of these pupils exceeds significantly 50%, or, in other words, that the percentage of category 1 pupils remains signifi​cantly below 50%).  This conclusion is definitely true for the education offered by the sections in a language that differs from the one of the host country.  It cannot be stated to the same affirmative degree with regard to the section in the language of the host country, since the argument of facilitating the reintegration of children when they want to continue their education in their home country when there parents return, is not applicable in that case.  The reason for the parents, to send their children to the language sections concerned hence cannot be based on the need for education in their mother tongue (being also the tongue of all the surrounding local schools), but is to be found in the better quality of the education in foreign languages than the one provided for in the local schools.  Although this is definitely a “European” reason, it cannot be justified that this has to be part of the working conditions the European Commission has to offer to its staff.

With regard to Culham, the future of the school is more than threatened since the school will not be capable anymore to respond to the objective for which it was originally created, i.e. provide education to the children of parents working at the EU research institute (EFDA-JET).

Based on all this, we present here below our recommendations for each schools.

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations in order to guarantee the schools a further/better efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and sustainability are presented according to the following classification: 

*
On the one hand, the recommendations that could be implemented in accordance with the fundamental rules of the European Schools’ system (i.e. the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools and the decisions of the Board of Governors, more precisely the Gaignage criteria for the setting up, closure or maintenance of language sections within European Schools).

*
On the other hand, the recommendations that could be implemented only after modifying the fundamental rules of the European Schools’ system. These revisions would imply a unanimous vote for the rules of the Convention and a two-third majority vote for the rules defined in the Gaignage criteria. 

Moreover, the recommendations are presented in conformity with the table presented at page 11 of the Terms of Reference of the evaluation, and are indicated for all schools together while specifying for each one which school(s) is/are targeted.

Recommendations in accordance with the fundamental rules of the European School system

	Recommendation
	Actions
	Tasks to be undertaken
	Priority
	Responsible service or school

	Keep the Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol European Schools open.
	No specific action should be taken. This recommendation is based on the fact that the 3 schools are pursuing, and will continue to do so, their educational mandate in accordance with their “raison d’être”.
	No specific task to be carried out.


	Very high
	BoG

	Organise the phasing out of the Culham European School
	As such, the proposal of phasing out the school should be submitted to the Board of Governors, where a two-third majority vote of the Board of Governors (including a favourable vote of the hosting Member State and of the European Commission) is needed.
	Start the phasing out of the Culham European School in 2010 (i.e. 6 years before the definitive stop of the JET-EFDA activities) in order to allow the implementation of the transitional and social measures needed.  Given the long transitional period, all existing contracts with the staff can be ended without having to pay lay off allowances.
	Very high
	BoG

	Granting more financial autonomy to the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools
	This measure implies to let the four schools define the fee levels for category 2 and 3 pupils
 in order to allow a maximisation of their income. A decision is needed from the Board of Governors. The management of the school will have to define the specific criteria in accordance to which they will define their school levels (i.e. by referring to the education market for multilingual education) and submit them in advance to the CAF for approval.
	This would imply to revise the existing rules regarding the definition of the school fees level for category 2 (and 3) pupils.
	Very high
	BoG, AFC, the management of the schools


	Granting more educational autonomy to the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools
	This measure implies to let the schools organise their curricula in a way allowing a reduction of the costs (by rationalising the offer of optional courses, by reorganising the religion course, etc.), while still respecting the opinion of the main stakeholders concerned (i.e. parents, Member States and religious authorities). A decision is needed from the Board of Governors in order to authorise and define the precise scope of the autonomy to be granted.
	Revise the relevant decisions such as the rules regarding the teaching of languages in the European Schools.


	High
	BoG and management of the schools

	Authorise or encourage the management of the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools to look for additional funding
	The allocation of additional funding to the budget of the schools implies a decision of the Board of Governors. As such when concrete plans of additional contributions do exist (such as it is the case for Karlsruhe), the proposal should be submitted and accepted by the Board of Governors.
	No specific task unless to encourage the European School of Karlsruhe to submit the specific proposals of the regional authorities (i.e. City of Karlsruhe and Land of Bäden-Wurttemberg) to the Board of Governors.
	Very high
	BoG and management of the schools

	Authorise the Mol European School the phasing in of the English group into a “full option English section” as soon as the Gaignage criteria will be fulfilled.
	This measure implies a decision of the Board of Governors to be taken unanimously. 
	Mol European school will have to submit a demand to the concerned body as soon as the English group fulfills the Gaignage criteria.
	High
	BoG and management of the schools


Recommendations implying a revision of the fundamental rules of the European School system

	Recommendation
	Actions
	Tasks to be undertaken
	Priority
	Responsible service or school

	Phasing out of the language section of the hosting Member State in order to reduce the costs generated by the European Schools’ model
	This measure implies the revision of the article 2.1 of the Gaignage criteria and then a two-third majority vote of the Board of Governors
	Revise the Gaignage criteria related to the minimum number of language sections.
	Medium
	BoG

	New funding mechanism coupled to educational autonomy for the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools.
	A new form of financing (coupled to the educational autonomy), whereby Schools would receive a fixed amount per weekly period they have to organise according to the rules pertaining to the compulsory and the optional courses, applicable for the cat. 1 pupils having “full rights”.

This measure implies a decision of the Board of Governors (unanimity vote) and the revision of the “Convention defining the statute of the European Schools”.


	Revise the rules in the Convention which precise that funding mechanisms applied to the ES.
	Medium
	BoG, Management of the schools.

	Abandon the 50% threshold of category 1 pupils in the Gaignage criteria which is neither financially, educationally nor organisationally relevant for the Bergen, Culham (as long as the school is still open), Karlsruhe and Mol Schools

	This measure implies the revision of the article 2.3 of the Gaignage criteria and a decision of the Board of Governors taken at the two-third majority.
	Revise the Gaignage criteria related to the minimum number of category 1 pupils.
	High
	Board of Governors


ANNEXES

ANNEX 1 - Presentation of the distribution of pupils in the four small European Schools per optional subjects offered in the fourth, fifth, sixth and seventh years of secondary schools

Bergen

	Fourth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - Dutch - class 1 
	16
	Van Schaick A.J.M.
	2
	 

	Economy 4 - Dutch - class 1
	10
	Den Heijer C.S.
	4
	 

	Informatique 2 - Dutch - Class 1
	17
	Van Kampen H.P.
	2
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	8
	Rincon-Snel A.A.
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 4 (4) - French - class 1
	4
	Versele C.
	3
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Italian - class 1
	6
	Luca E.
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Dutch - class 1
	8
	Barnas N.
	4
	 

	Latin 4 - Dutch - class 1
	9
	Garulli G.G.P.
	4
	 

	Education musicale 2 - Class 1
	14
	Booyens du Plessis J.C.
	2
	 


	Fifth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - Dutch - class 1 
	15
	Van Schaick A.J.M.
	2
	 

	Ed. artistique 2 - Dutch - class 2
	10
	Castellini Inge
	2
	Chargé

	Economy 4 - Dutch - class 1
	10
	Den Heijer C.S.
	4
	 

	Informatique 2 - Dutch - Class 1
	17
	Van Kampen H.P.
	2
	 

	Langue 4 - German - Class 1
	4
	Hausen E.
	3
	 

	Langue 4 - Spanish - Class 2
	9
	Rincon-Snel A.A.
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 4 - Dutch - Class 1
	12
	Gerritsen G.M.
	4
	 

	Latin 4 - Dutch - class 1
	8
	Garulli G.G.P.
	4
	 

	Education musicale 2 - class 1
	8
	Booyens du Plessis J.C.
	2
	 


	Sixth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Education artistique 4 pér. 4 - Dutch - class 1
	10
	Van Schaick A.
	3
	 

	Latin 4 périodes (4) - Dutch - class 1
	3
	Garulli G.G.P.
	2
	 

	Economie 4 - Dutch - Class 1
	10
	Den Heijer C.S.
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - English - class 1
	10
	Checkett A.R.
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - class 1
	5
	Bast A.
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - Dutch - class 1
	9
	Engelen J.J.C.A.
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	11
	Broadbent D.
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	5
	Van Velzen-Martinez M.
	4
	Chargé

	Chimie 4 - Dutch - class 1
	8
	Van Gansbeke M.
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	9
	Warburton J.
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	5
	Vouillemin P.
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - Dutch - class 1
	9
	Van Gansbeke M.
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	8
	Murphy S. K.
	4
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	14
	Gibson J.B.
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	7
	Byrnes D.H.
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - German - class 1
	6
	Barth A.S.
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - English - class 1
	5
	Haas D.
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	8
	Parra Mendez J.
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	4
	Macquart Cathérine
	3
	Chargé

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	9
	Parra Mendez J.
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Dutch - class 1
	2
	Leijnen F.
	2
	 

	Education artistique 2 pér. - Dutch - class 1
	3
	Van Schaick A.
	1
	 

	Initiation à l'économie 2 - Dutch - class 1
	6
	Den Heijer C.S.
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - Dutch - class 1
	7
	Van Kampen H.P.
	2
	 

	Musique 2 périodes  2 - Dutch - class 1
	4
	Booyens du Plessis J.C.
	1,5
	 

	Théatre 2 - English - class 1
	15
	Idell S.
	2
	 


	Seventh year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Economie 4 - Dutch - class 1
	11
	Den Heijer C.S.
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - English - Class 1
	12
	Checkett A.R.
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - Class 1
	5
	Bast a.
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - Dutch - Class 1
	5
	Engelen J.J.C.A.
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	6
	Broadbent D.
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	4
	Van Velzen-Martinez M.
	3
	Chargé

	Chimie 4 - Italian - class 1
	4
	Nuti L.
	3
	 

	Chimie 4 - Dutch - class 1
	4
	Van Gansbeke M.
	3
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - 1
	5
	Warburton J.
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - French - 1
	1
	Vouillemin P.
	2,5
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - Italian - 1
	5
	Nuti L.
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	5
	Murphy S. K.
	4
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	7
	Gibson J.B.
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	5
	Idell S.
	4
	 

	Musique 4 périodes 4 - Dutch - class 1
	4
	Booyens Du Plessis J.C.
	3
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - German - class 1
	2
	Hausen E.
	3
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - English - class 1
	4
	Douma A.F.
	3
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	2
	Parra Mendez J.
	2
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	5
	Clere G.C.
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	1
	Parra Mendez J.
	1
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Dutch - class 1
	4
	Leijnen F.
	3
	 

	Approf. langue de base 3 - English - class 1
	3
	Murphy S. K.
	2
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - French - class 1
	1
	Saubusse Ph. R.
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - Dutch - class 1
	4
	Van Kampen H.P.
	1,5
	 

	Théatre 2 - English - class 1
	8
	Idell S.
	2
	 

	Education artistique 4 per. (4) - Dutch - class 1
	11
	Van Schaick A.J.M.
	4
	 

	Irlandais 2 - Dutch - class 1
	1
	Mulder-Kerin G.
	1
	Religion


Culham

	Fourth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - class 1 
	32
	Fosket Lucinda
	2
	Chargé

	Ed. artistique 2  - class 2 
	16
	Fosket Lucinda
	2
	Chargé

	Economy 4 - English - class 1
	21
	McDonald David
	4
	

	Economy 4 - English - class 2
	18
	McDonald David
	4
	

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 1
	13
	Joseph Daryl
	2
	

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 2
	14
	Joseph Daryl
	2
	

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 3
	10
	Breuer Ernst
	2
	

	Latin 4 - French - class 1
	7
	Corrie Susan
	4
	Chargé

	Latin 4 - English - class 1
	4
	Cerceau Philippe
	3
	

	Education musicale 2 - Class 1
	15
	Marsh John
	2
	


	Fifth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - class 1 
	24
	Read Robert
	2
	Chargé

	Economy 4 - English - class 1
	16
	McDonald David
	4
	 

	Economy 4 - English - class 2
	13
	McDonald David
	4
	 

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 1
	8
	Joseph Daryl
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 2
	8
	Webb Sophie
	2
	Chargé

	Langue 4 - Spanish - Class 1
	8
	Canton Fernandez Laura
	4
	 

	Langue 4 - Italian - Class 1
	4
	Valori Alessandro
	3
	 

	Latin 4 - German - class 1
	3
	Pfeffer Maria
	3
	 

	Latin 4 - English - class 1
	5
	Corrie Susan
	4
	Chargé

	Latin 4 - French - class 1
	1
	Cerceau Philippe
	3
	 

	Education musicale 2 - class 1
	13
	Marsh John
	2
	 


	Sixth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 pers. 2- class 1 
	4
	Foskett Lucinda
	2
	Chargé

	Musique 2 périodes 2 - English - class 1
	6
	Marsh John
	2
	 

	Education artistique 4 pér. 4 - English - class 1
	10
	Read Robert
	2
	Chargé

	Education artistique 4 pér. 4 - English - class 1
	
	Foskett Lucinda
	2
	Chargé

	Economie 4 - English - Class 1
	9
	McDonald David
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - English - class 1
	8
	Macfarlane John
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - class 1
	8
	Fehr Didier
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	18
	Greig Neil
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	6
	Fehr Didier
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	14
	McElligott Noirin
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	3
	Garcia Melgares Pierre
	2
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	4
	Joseph Daryl
	3
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	2
	Tronco Laurence
	2
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - Italian - class 1
	5
	Valori Alessandro
	4
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	8
	Edwards Colin
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	10
	Little John
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	9
	Canton Fernandez Laura
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	4
	Cerceau Philippe
	3
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Italian- class 1
	3
	Bazzucchi Maria Teresa
	3
	Chargé

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	6
	Canton Fernandez Laura
	4
	 

	Approf. langue de base 3 - English - Class 1
	3
	Wright Frank
	3
	 

	Approf. 1ière langue étrangère 3 - English - Class 1
	6
	Mills Christopher
	3
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - English - class 1
	8
	Fletcher Roger
	3
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - French - class 1
	5
	Le Lay Joel
	3
	 

	Informatique 2 - English - class 1
	6
	Webb Sophie
	2
	Chargé

	Langue 5 (2) - German - class 1
	4
	Heinrichs Jorg
	2
	 

	Labo Biologie/Chimie 2 - English - class 1
	12
	Greig Neil
	1
	 

	Labo Biologie/Chimie 2 - English - class 1
	
	McElligott Noirin
	1
	 


	Seventh year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Musique 2 périodes 2 - English - class 1
	6
	Marsh John
	2
	 

	Education artistique 4 pér. 4 - English - class 1
	5
	Read Robert
	4
	Chargé

	Latin 4 - Italian - class 1
	1
	Tega Giovanna
	3
	 

	Economie 4 - English - class 1
	10
	McDonald David
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - German - Class 1
	6
	Pötke Susann
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - English - Class 1
	4
	MacFarlane John
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - Class 1
	4
	Fehr Didier
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - German - class 1
	6
	Borowski Detlef
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	12
	Greig Neil
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	7
	Fehr Didier
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - 1
	12
	McElligott Noirin
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - French - 1
	7
	Garcia Melgares Pierre
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	8
	Joseph Daryl
	8
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	3
	Tronco Laurence
	3
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	13
	Daly Brian
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	13
	Little John
	4
	 

	Musique 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	3
	Marsh John
	2
	 

	Musique 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	
	Hockridge Julie
	2
	Chargé

	Langue 3 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	19
	Canton Fernandez Laura
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Italian - class 1
	4
	Valori Alessandro
	4
	 

	Approf. langue de base 3 - English - class 1
	7
	Wright Frank
	3
	 

	Approf. 1ière langue étrangère 3 - English - class 1
	10
	Mills Christopher
	3
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - French - class 1
	2
	Le Lay Joel
	3
	 

	Langue 5 (2) - German - class 1
	6
	Breuer Ernst
	2
	 

	Laboratoire chimie 2 - English - class 1
	15
	Greig Neil
	2
	 

	Laboratoire chimie 2 - English - class 1
	
	McElligott Noirin
	2
	 

	Sociologie 2 - English - class 1
	9
	Holliday Peter
	2
	Chargé

	Danse 2 - English - class 1
	7
	Giraudeau Elisabeth
	2
	Chargé

	Grec 2
	5
	Cerceau Philippe
	2
	 


Karlsruhe

	Fourth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - class 1 
	18
	Boulanger Marie-Christine
	2
	 

	Economy 4 - German - class 1
	11
	Beisert Oliver
	4
	 

	Economy 4 - English - class 2
	14
	Tynan
	4
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - Class 1
	12
	Solle Jürgen
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - Class 2
	4
	Giordano Reimar
	2
	Chargé

	Informatique 2 - German - Class 3
	10
	Boothroyd Anthony
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - Class 4
	14
	Sperl Markus
	2
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	21
	Alba-Cascales Fernando
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - French - class 1
	8
	Buczkowski Jean-François
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Italian - class 1
	3
	Laurano Pier Luigi
	3
	 

	Latin 4 - English - class 1
	10
	Gibbon Judith
	10
	 

	Latin 4 - Italian - class 1
	3
	De Luca Giuseppe
	3
	 

	Education musicale 2 - Class 1
	12
	Schott Christine
	2
	 


	Fifth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - class 1 
	20
	Boulanger Marie-Christine
	2
	 

	Economy 4 - German - class 1
	5
	Beisert Oliver
	3
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - Class 1
	8
	Boothroyd Anthony
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - Class 2
	5
	Durst Johannes
	2
	Chargé

	Informatique 2 - German - Class 3
	8
	Durst Johannes
	2
	Chargé

	Langue 4 - Spanish - Class 1
	14
	Alba-Cascales Fernando
	4
	 

	Langue 4 - Spanish - Class 2
	15
	Rey-Woelki Alicia
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 4 - French - Class 1
	13
	Bräunsdorf Chantal
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 4 - Italian - Class 1
	7
	De Luca Giuseppe
	4
	 

	Latin 4 - German - class 1
	5
	Kok Carla
	3
	 

	Latin 4 - English - class 1
	13
	Gibbon Judith
	4
	 

	Latin 4 - French - class 1
	1
	Guillet Noel
	3
	 

	Latin 4 - Italian - class 1
	3
	Portalupi Enzo
	3
	 

	Education musicale 2 - class 1
	5
	Daskiewitsch Sabine
	2
	 


	Sixth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Education artistique 4 pér. 4 - French - class 1
	10
	Boulanger Marie-Christine
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - German - Class 1
	13
	Beisert Oliver
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - English - Class 1
	8
	Tynan John
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - German - class 1
	6
	Klingler Thomas
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - English - class 1
	9
	Glenn-Theobald Kevin
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - class 1
	7
	Carré Philippe
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - Italian - class 1
	6
	Giacomello Vladimiro
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - German - class 1
	6
	Peters Heinz-Georg
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	15
	Sweeney Damian
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	8
	Carré Philippe
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - Italian - class 1
	5
	Dreusch Michela
	4
	Chargé

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - German - class 1
	15
	Müller Hermann
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	8
	Spiring Paul
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	4
	Coquillat Jean-Louis
	3
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - Italian - class 1
	2
	Tedei Vittoria
	3
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - German - class 1
	5
	Kurig Birgit
	3
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	15
	Duncombe Peter
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - Italian - class 1
	4
	Portalupi Enzo
	3
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - German - Class 1
	6
	Kleinschnitger Monika
	4
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	8
	Watson David
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - German - Class 1
	5
	Stricker Doris
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	10
	Norris David
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - German - class 1
	8
	Kleinschnitger Monika
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	7
	Gall Isabelle
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - English - class 2
	13
	Lomax Barbara
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	8
	Alba-Cascales Fernando
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	5
	Buczkowski Jean-françois
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	8
	Rey-Woelki Alicia
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 4 (4) - French - class 1
	5
	Farret Jean-Paul
	4
	 

	Approf. langue de base 3 - Italian - Class 1
	3
	De Luca Giuseppe
	2
	 

	Approf. 1ière langue étrangère 3 - English - Class 1
	5
	Lomax Barbara
	2
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - French - class 1
	6
	Evers Gerd
	3
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - class 1
	6
	Sperl Markus
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - class 2
	4
	Klingler Thomas
	2
	 

	Labo Biologie 2 - German - class 1
	9
	Müller Hermann
	2
	 

	Labo Chimie 2 - German - class 1
	3
	Giordano Reimar
	2
	Chargé

	Labo Chimie 2 - English - class 1
	9
	Sweeney Damian
	2
	 

	Sciences politiques 2 - German - class 1
	6
	Pfüll Barbara
	2
	 

	Initiation à l'économie - German - class 1
	5
	Beisert Oliver
	2
	 

	Langue 5 (2) - Russe - class 1
	5
	Sanders Natallia
	2
	Chargé


	Seventh year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Education artistique 4 pér. 4 - German - class 1
	13
	Hasslinger Ulrike
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - German - class 1
	14
	Beisert Oliver
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - English - class 1
	12
	Tynan John
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - German - Class 1
	7
	Klinger Thomas
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - English - Class 1
	5
	Glenn-Theobald Kevin
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - Class 1
	4
	Carré Philippe
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - Italian - Class 1
	5
	Giacomello Vladimiro
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - German - class 1
	3
	Peters Heinz-Georg
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	10
	Sweeney Damian
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	3
	Carré Philippe
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - Italian - class 1
	5
	Dreusch Michela
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - German - 1
	8
	Urban Bettina
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - 1
	8
	Spiring Paul
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - German - class 1
	3
	Kurig Birgit
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	13
	Duncombe Peter
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	3
	Géraudelle Alain
	4
	Chargé

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - Italian - class 1
	4
	Portalupi Enzo
	4
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - German - class 1
	12
	Kuehn Thomas
	4
	 

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	7
	Watson David
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - German - class 1
	9
	Pfüll Barbara
	4
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	17
	Norris David
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - German - class 1
	5
	Wibel Miriam
	4
	Prof. Morale

	Langue 3 (4) - English - class 1
	19
	Gibbon Judith
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - English - class 2
	20
	Gall Isabelle
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	7
	Alba-Cascales Fernando
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	5
	Guillet Noel
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	13
	Rey-Woelki Alicia
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 4 (4) - French - class 1
	6
	Farret Jean-Paul
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Italian - class 1
	6
	De Luca Giuseppe
	4
	 

	Approf. langue de base 3 - German - class 1
	3
	Wähling Matthias
	3
	 

	Approf. 1ière langue étrangère 3 - German - class 1
	3
	Werner Hans
	3
	 

	Approf. 1ière langue étrangère 3 - English - class 1
	5
	Tynan John
	3
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - German - class 1
	5
	Solle Jürgen
	3
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - French - class 1
	4
	Evers Gerd
	3
	 

	Initiation à l'économie 2 - German - class 1
	6
	Beisert Oliver
	2
	 

	Histoire de l'art 2 - German - class 1
	9
	Hasslinger Ulrike
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - German - class 1
	7
	Sperl Markus
	2
	 

	Laboratoire biologie 2 - German - class 1
	4
	Urban Bettina
	2
	 

	Laboratoire chimie 2 - English - class 1
	6
	Sweeney Damian
	2
	 

	Laboratoire physique 2 - German - class 1
	4
	Klinger Thomas
	2
	 

	Sciences politiques 2 - German - class 1
	7
	Pfüll Barbara
	2
	 

	Langue 5 (2) - Spanish - class 1
	4
	Terrero-Torrecilla Rosalinda
	2
	Chargé

	Langue 5 (2) - Russe - class 1
	4
	Sanders Natallia
	2
	Chargé


Mol

	Fourth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - class 1 
	29
	Lindner Gernot
	2
	 

	Economy 4 - English - class 1
	20
	Charlton Neil
	4
	 

	Economy 4 - French - class 1
	7
	Dhainaut Monique
	4
	 

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 1
	8
	Nolan Daniel
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 2
	9
	Granger James
	2
	Chargé

	Informatique 2 - Dutch - Class 1
	6
	Thienpondt Frank
	2
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	10
	Mateos Miguel
	4
	 

	Latin 4 - French - class 1
	5
	Durand Pierre-Jean
	4
	 

	Latin 4 - Dutch - class 1
	4
	Van Daal Maurice
	4
	 

	Education musicale 2 - Class 1
	18
	van den Bosch Bastiaan
	2
	 


	Fifth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Ed. artistique 2 - class 1 
	24
	Lindner Gernot
	2
	 

	Economy 4 - English - class 1
	15
	Charlton Neil
	4
	 

	Economy 4 - French - class 1
	6
	Dhainaut Monique
	4
	 

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 1
	14
	Nolan Daniel
	2
	 

	Informatique 2 - English - Class 2
	8
	Geboers Henricus
	2
	 

	Langue 4 (4)- German - Class 1
	3
	Von Berg Karin
	3
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - Class 1
	19
	Chamorro Gallego Andres
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 4 (4) - Italian - Class 1
	1
	Pozzi Maria Paola
	1
	 

	Latin 4 - French - class 1
	3
	Durand Pierre-Jean
	3
	 

	Latin 4 - Dutch - class 1
	6
	Van Daal Maurice
	4
	 

	Education musicale 2 - class 1
	11
	van den Bosch Bastiaan
	2
	 


	Sixth year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Education artistique 4 pér. 4 - Dutch - class 1
	12
	Lindner Gernot
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - English - Class 1
	13
	Charlton Neil
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - French - Class 1
	6
	Dhainaut Monique
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - English - class 1
	7
	Bruijn Rob
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - class 1
	8
	Quet Alain
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - Dutch - class 1
	15
	Bruijn Rob
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	6
	Mohan Sonia
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	7
	Quet Alain
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - Dutch - class 1
	11
	Vaes Eddy
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - German - class 1
	3
	Becker Frank-Michael
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	5
	Mohan Sonia
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	9
	Jacob Jérôme
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - Italian - class 1
	1
	Barassi Valentina
	3
	Chargé

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - Dutch - class 1
	10
	Vaes Eddy
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	4
	Vonesch Robert
	4
	Chargé

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	10
	Whitty Nicola
	4
	Chargé

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - French - Class 1
	4
	Petrault Thierry
	3
	 

	Géographie 4 périodes 4 - English - Class 1
	7
	Purbrick Peter-David
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - English - class 1
	9
	De Deken Roger
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	9
	Balducci Claudine
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Dutch - class 1
	8
	Van Reydt Aimé
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	9
	Mateos Miguel
	4
	 

	Approf. 1ère langue étrangère 3 - English - class 1
	5
	Corbett Thomas
	3
	 

	Mathématique approfondissement 3 - French - class 1
	3
	Engel Pascal
	2
	 

	Mathématique approfondissement 3 - Dutch - class 1
	7
	Geboers Henricus
	3
	 

	Informatique 2 - class 1
	15
	Hiebsch Hubertus
	2
	 

	Sociologie  2 - English - class 1
	6
	Charlton Neil
	2
	 

	Langue 5 (2) - German - class 1
	3
	Kraska Horst
	2
	 

	Langue 5 (2) - Spanish - class 1
	6
	Mateos Miguel
	2
	 

	Langue 5 (2) - Italian - class 1
	7
	Pozzi Maria Paola
	2
	 


	Seventh year of secondary

	Subject
	Number of pupils
	Name of the teacher
	Teaching periods
	Statute

	Education artistique 4 per. (4) - class 1
	8
	Lindner Gernot
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - English - class 1
	8
	Charlton Neil
	4
	 

	Economie 4 - French - class 1
	7
	Dhainaut Monique
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - French - Class 1
	6
	Quet Alain
	4
	 

	Physique 4 - Dutch - Class 1
	13
	Brujn Rob
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - English - class 1
	6
	Mohan Sonia
	4
	 

	Chimie 4 - French - class 1
	3
	Quet Alain
	3
	 

	Chimie 4 - Dutch - class 1
	8
	Vaes Eddy
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - German - 1
	3
	Becker Frank-Michael
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - English - 1
	4
	Mohan Sonia
	4
	 

	Biologie 4 périodes 4 - Dutch - 1
	5
	Vaes Eddy
	4
	 

	Philosophie 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	1
	Vonesch Robert
	3
	Chargé

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - English - class 1
	6
	Whitty Nicola
	4
	Chargé

	Histoire 4 périodes 4 - French - class 1
	6
	Petrault Thierry
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - German - class 1
	3
	Von Berg Karin
	3
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - English - class 1
	10
	Nolan Daniel
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	3
	Chamorro Gallego Andres
	4
	Chargé

	Langue 3 (4) - French - class 1
	10
	Besserve Jean-Michel
	4
	 

	Langue 3 (4) - Dutch - class 1
	4
	Badura Andrzej
	4
	 

	Langue 4 (4) - Spanish - class 1
	12
	Mateos Miguel
	4
	 

	Approf. langue de base 3 - English - class 1
	2
	Webster Christopher
	2
	 

	Mathématique approf. 3 - Dutch - class 1
	7
	Wauman Gunther
	3
	 

	Informatique 2 - class 1
	4
	Hiebsch Hubertus
	2
	 

	Sociologie 2 - French - class 1
	3
	Dhainaut Monique
	2
	 

	Langue 5 (2) - Germany - class 1
	10
	Von Berg Karin
	2
	 


ANNEX 2 - Composition of the English group in Mol in the school year 1997/1998 and 2000/2001

Mol – Nursery school 1997/1998

Mol – Nursery school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Class 2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Mol – Primary school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class 2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class 5
	5
	
	
	5
	
	1
	4

	Total
	5
	
	
	5
	
	1
	4


Mol – Secondary school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	5
	1
	
	4
	3
	2
	0

	Class 2
	9
	1
	
	8
	3
	2
	4

	Class 3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class 5
	2
	1
	
	1
	1
	1
	

	Class 6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Class 7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	16
	3
	
	13
	7
	5
	4


Mol – All levels

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Total 
	21
	3
	0
	18
	7
	6
	8


Mol – Nursery school 2000/2001

Mol – Nursery school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Class 2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Mol – Primary school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	6
	2
	0
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Class 2
	6
	2
	0
	4
	3
	1
	2

	Class 3
	11
	3
	1
	7
	6
	3
	2

	Class 4
	7
	1
	0
	6
	6
	1
	0

	Class 5
	3
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0
	2

	Total
	33
	8
	2
	23
	19
	7
	7


Mol – Secondary school

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Class 1
	14
	2
	0
	12
	8
	1
	5

	Class 2
	10
	3
	0
	7
	6
	1
	3

	Class 3
	8
	2
	0
	6
	5
	1
	2

	Class 4
	7
	3
	0
	4
	4
	1
	2

	Class 5
	7
	0
	0
	7
	3
	0
	4

	Class 6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Class 7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	46
	10
	0
	36
	26
	4
	16


Mol – All levels

	
	Category
	Language sections of these pupils

	
	I
	II
	III
	French
	Germ./It.
	Nederl.

	Total 
	79
	18
	2
	59
	45
	11
	23


ANNEX 3 - Total number of teaching periods per teacher at the secondary level

Bergen

	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut
	
	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut

	Bach U.
	23
	Seconded
	
	Rincon-Snel A.a.
	14
	Chargé

	Barnas N.
	22
	Seconded
	
	Saubusse Ph. R.
	22
	Seconded

	Barth A.S.
	22,5
	Seconded
	
	Schlömer B.
	24
	Seconded

	Bast A.
	23
	Seconded
	
	Stamboulidou Sonia
	3
	Chargé

	Booyens Du Plessis J.C.
	20,5
	Seconded
	
	Stoakes Tish
	6
	Morale

	Broadbent D.
	22
	Seconded
	
	Valmorin-Marie-Julie N.V.
	22
	Seconded

	Bugajová Anna
	3
	Chargé
	
	Van De Gevel Melanie
	4
	Chargé

	Büssow Joachim
	3
	Religion
	
	Van der Lingen-Lavery M.
	4
	Religion

	Byrnes D.H.
	21
	Seconded
	
	Van Gansbeke M.
	21
	Seconded

	Castellini Inge
	8,5
	Chargé
	
	Van Kampen H.P.
	21,5
	Seconded

	Chadwick-Smith F.A.
	10
	Chargé
	
	Van Schaick A.J.M.
	21,5
	Seconded

	Chavet M.
	21
	Seconded
	
	Van Velzen-Martinez M.
	17
	Chargé

	Checkett A. R.
	22
	Seconded
	
	Versele C.
	22
	Seconded

	Clere L.G.C.
	22
	Seconded
	
	Vouillemin P.
	20
	Seconded

	Coppen L.
	8
	Chargé
	
	Wanders J.A.W.M.
	21,5
	Seconded

	De Kruijf G.J.
	23
	Seconded
	
	Warburton J.
	22
	Seconded

	Den Heijer C.S.
	20
	Seconded
	
	Woldendorp L.
	6
	Religion

	Douma A.F.
	23
	Seconded
	
	Zwickler S.
	23
	Seconded

	Engelen J.J.C.A.
	22
	Seconded
	
	TOTAL
	1.049
	

	Fassiaux A.P.
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Fuchs B.
	20
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Garulli G.G.P.
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Gerritsen G.M.
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Gibson J.B.
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Haas D.
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Hausen E.
	22,5
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Helder-Williams C.
	9
	Chargé/Religion
	
	
	
	

	Holmstrom H.
	6
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Idell S.
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Isaksson A.
	3
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Jager M.
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Kutcher J.S.
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Leijnen F.
	24
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Luca E.
	25,5
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Lurdes Severino Maria
	6
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Macquart Cathérine
	3
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Mulder-Kerin G.
	5
	Chargé/Religion
	
	
	
	

	Murphy S.K.
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Nuti L.
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Pancas De Backer T.
	3
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Parra Mendez J.
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Pierrel G.C.
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Putman-Masai B.
	2
	Chargé/Morale
	
	
	
	


Culham

	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut
	
	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut

	Amelinckx Jan
	25
	Seconded
	
	Mills Wendy
	6
	Chargé/Morale

	Antoine Eric
	22
	Seconded
	
	O'Toole Isabella
	6
	Religion

	Batzlaff Villi
	22
	Seconded
	
	Parker David
	22
	Seconded

	Bazzucchi Maria Teresa
	17
	Chargé/Morale
	
	Peter Wilhelm
	22
	Seconded

	Bee Jeanie
	15
	Chargé
	
	Pfeffer Maria
	28
	Seconded

	Borowski Detlef
	24
	Seconded
	
	Pötke Susann
	23
	Seconded

	Breuer Ernst
	27
	Seconded
	
	Pugliese Silvia
	12
	Chargé

	Campen Van Ferdinandus
	25
	Seconded
	
	Read Robert
	18
	Chargé

	Canton Fernandez Laura
	23
	Seconded
	
	Saussey Olivier
	17
	Seconded

	Carta Alessandra
	25
	Seconded
	
	Schellekens Hans
	18
	Chargé

	Cerceau Philippe
	22
	Seconded
	
	Scokaert Michel
	25
	Seconded

	Chapman Maria-Lisa
	4
	Religion
	
	Sladden Susan
	16
	Chargé

	Chávez Elia
	9
	Chargé
	
	Stalf Uwe
	14
	Chargé

	Corrie Susan
	12
	Chargé
	
	Tega Giovanna
	23
	Seconded

	Cristofori Elsa
	21
	Chargé
	
	Tronco Laurence
	23
	Seconded

	Dalton Susi
	3
	Chargé
	
	Valori Alessandro
	24
	Seconded

	Daly Brian
	22
	Seconded
	
	Walker Kris
	24
	Seconded

	Darkins Marie
	3
	Chargé
	
	Webb Sophie
	23
	Chargé

	De Smet Beatrijs
	15
	Chargé/Religion
	
	Wickes Robert
	22
	Seconded

	Eberl Monika
	22
	Seconded
	
	Wright Frank
	22
	Seconded

	Edwards Colin
	23
	Seconded
	
	Zwaal Van Der Klaas
	21
	Chargé

	Fehr Didier
	24
	Seconded
	
	TOTAL
	1.251
	

	Fletcher Roger
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Foskett Lucinda
	20
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Garcia Melgares Pierre
	19
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Gil Linda
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Giraudeau Elisabeth
	5
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Grawert Arne
	10
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Greig Neil
	25
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Gross Lesley
	20
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Guerra Solidea
	3
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Hackmann Elke
	8
	Religion
	
	
	
	

	Hackmann Thomas
	25
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Harvey Marie
	10
	Religion
	
	
	
	

	Heinrichs Jorg
	24
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Hockridge Julie
	10
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Holliday Peter
	6
	Chargé/Morale
	
	
	
	

	Joseph Daryl
	26
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Le Lay Joel
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Little John
	20
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Lobato Tamara
	12
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	MacFarlane John
	24
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Marsh John
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	McDonald David
	24
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	McElligott Noirin
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Michot-Duval Nathalie
	13
	Chargé/Morale
	
	
	
	


Karlsruhe

	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut
	
	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut

	Alba-Cascales Fernando
	22
	Seconded
	
	Leser Marie-Claude
	6
	Religion

	Beisert Oliver
	22
	Seconded
	
	Lomax Barbara
	22
	Seconded

	Boothroyd Anthony
	23
	Seconded
	
	Mathes Robert
	10
	Religion

	Bork Juergen
	6
	Chargé
	
	Müller Hermann
	24
	Seconded

	Boulanger Marie-Christine
	22
	Seconded
	
	Norris David
	22
	Seconded

	Bräunsdorf Chantal
	17
	Chargé/Religion
	
	Palmiero Carlo
	25
	Seconded

	Buczkowski Jean-François
	28
	Seconded
	
	Peters Heinz-Georg
	18
	Seconded

	Carré Philippe
	24
	Seconded
	
	Pfüll Barbara
	24
	Seconded

	Chabanis-Davidson Sophie
	8
	Chargé
	
	Portalupi Enzo
	22
	Seconded

	Charlety Simon
	25
	Seconded
	
	Rey-Woelki Alicia
	21
	Chargé

	Chinas Kyriakos
	3
	Chargé
	
	Ristau Dorthe
	22
	Chargé

	Cooke Hugh
	21
	Seconded
	
	Roosegaarde François
	17
	Seconded

	Coquillat Jean-Louis
	23
	Seconded
	
	Sanders Natallia
	4
	Chargé

	Daskiewitsch Sabine
	22
	Seconded
	
	Schott Christine
	26
	Seconded

	De Luca Giuseppe
	21
	Seconded
	
	Scobie Daphne
	19
	Chargé

	Dodds Isobel
	9
	Morale
	
	Seidl Dr. Albert
	22
	Seconded

	Dreusch Michela
	16
	Chargé
	
	Solle Jürgen
	20
	Seconded

	Duncombe Peter
	28
	Seconded
	
	Solle Marlies
	1
	Chargé

	Durst Johannes
	19
	Chargé
	
	Sperl Markus
	27
	Seconded

	Evers Gerd
	22
	Seconded
	
	Spiring Paul
	22
	Seconded

	Farret Jean-Paul
	23
	Seconded
	
	Stricker Doris
	28
	Seconded

	Frey François
	23
	Chargé
	
	Sweeney Damian
	22
	Seconded

	Fuchs Claudia
	10
	Religion
	
	Szabo Joseph
	4
	Religion

	Fulton Edward
	22
	Seconded
	
	Tchoryk Sébastien
	22
	Chargé

	Gall Isabelle
	27
	Seconded
	
	Tedei Vittoria
	26
	Seconded

	Géraudelle Alain
	8
	Chargé
	
	Terrero-Torrecilla Rosalinda
	13
	Chargé

	Giacomello Vladimiro
	24
	Seconded
	
	Tynan John
	25
	Seconded

	Gibbon Judith
	28
	Seconded
	
	Urban Bettina
	25
	Seconded

	Giordano Reimar
	13
	Chargé
	
	Villette Stéphanie
	23
	Seconded

	Glenn-Theobald Kevin
	26
	Seconded
	
	Wähling Matthias
	23
	Seconded

	Guerra Matteo
	22
	Chargé/Religion
	
	Watson David
	22
	Seconded

	Guillet Noel
	29
	Seconded
	
	Werner Hans
	28
	Seconded

	Hasslinger Ulrike
	21
	Seconded
	
	Wibel Miriam
	9
	Chargé/Morale

	Herrmann Marianne
	14
	Chargé
	
	TOTAL
	1.549
	

	Illes-Molnar Marta
	4
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Janssen Han
	24
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Keane-Schaedler M.-Th.
	12
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Kleinschnitger Monika
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Kleizen Astrid
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Klemola Mailis
	21
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Klinger Thomas
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Koester Rose-Marie
	4
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Kok Carla
	26
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Krol Piotr
	4
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Kuehn Thomas
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Kurig Birgit
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	


Mol

	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut
	
	
	Nbre de périodes totales par sem.
	Statut

	Badura Andrzej
	23
	Seconded
	
	Rizzo Nicolo
	24
	Seconded

	Balducci Claudine
	20
	Seconded
	
	Robin Françoise
	11
	Chargé

	Barassi Valentina
	9
	Chargé
	
	Schmitz Anna
	6
	Religion

	Becker Frank-Michael
	24
	Seconded
	
	Schutte Uwe
	3
	Religion

	Besserve Jean-Michel
	23
	Seconded
	
	Seheque Brigitte
	6
	Religion

	Bock Miriam
	24
	Seconded
	
	Speichert Hans-Juergen
	24
	Seconded

	Bruijn Rob
	22
	Seconded
	
	Thienpondt Frank
	23
	Seconded

	Chamorro Gallego A.
	11
	Chargé
	
	Vaes Eddy
	22
	Seconded

	Charlton Neil
	23
	Seconded
	
	Van Daal Maurice
	21
	Seconded

	Coelho Julia
	15
	Chargé
	
	van den Bosch Bastiaan
	22
	Seconded

	Corbett Thomas
	24
	Seconded
	
	Van Meeuwen Katleen
	16
	Chargé

	De Deken Roger
	20
	Seconded
	
	Van Reydt Aimé
	22
	Seconded

	De Martelaere Luc
	23
	Seconded
	
	Verschuren Anna
	22
	Seconded

	De Wilde Maria
	5
	Chargé/Morale
	
	Vleugels Ilse
	6
	Chargé

	Dhainaut Monique
	24
	Seconded
	
	Von Berg Karin
	24
	Seconded

	Durand Pierre-Jean
	23
	Seconded
	
	Vonesch Robert
	16
	Chargé/Morale

	Engel Pascal
	25
	Seconded
	
	Waterlander Klaas Hendrik
	6
	Religion

	Geboers Henricus
	23
	Seconded
	
	Wauman Gunther
	20
	Seconded

	Geysmans Marie-Josee
	10
	Religion
	
	Webster Christopher
	21
	Seconded

	Granger Georges
	22
	Seconded
	
	Whitty Nicola
	23
	Chargé

	Granger James
	22
	Chargé
	
	TOTAL
	1.177
	

	Heller Ulrike
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Hiebsch Hubertus
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Hocquet Louis
	4
	Religion
	
	
	
	

	Hoyland Philip
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Huinen Jacques
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Jacob Jérôme
	24
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Kobal Sylvia
	4
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Kraska Horst
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Kwan Chung Y.
	22
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Lancerotti Nicola
	8
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Leenders M.-Chantal
	4
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Lindner Gernot
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Mateos Miguel
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Mohan Sonia
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Neutzler Michael
	23
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Nolan Daniel
	22
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Nunes Pancas Teresa
	21
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Oberst Katrin
	4
	Chargé
	
	
	
	

	Petrault Thierry
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Plisnier Sophie Marie
	18
	Chargé/Morale
	
	
	
	

	Pozzi Maria Paola
	26
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Purbrick Peter-David
	21
	Seconded
	
	
	
	

	Quet Alain
	24
	Seconded
	
	
	
	


ANNEX 4 – Repartition of pupils per category, per language section and per class in 2005-2006

Bergen

	
	German section
	English section
	French section
	Italian section
	NL section

	
	Cat 

1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	12
	17
	2
	0
	3
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13
	13

	N2 - cl1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	11
	16
	0
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	14
	16

	Total nursery
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	0
	23
	33
	2
	1
	5
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	27
	29

	P1 - cl1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	12
	14
	3
	0
	4
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	16
	16

	P2 - cl1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	13
	18
	3
	1
	4
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	20
	20

	P3 -cl1
	1
	0
	5
	6
	3
	0
	9
	12
	0
	1
	6
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	16
	20

	P4 - cl1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	6
	7
	2
	1
	5
	8
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	0
	15
	18

	P5 - cl1
	1
	0
	5
	6
	3
	0
	14
	17
	0
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0
	3
	3
	3
	0
	19
	22

	Total primary
	2
	0
	11
	13
	13
	1
	54
	68
	8
	3
	22
	33
	0
	0
	4
	4
	10
	0
	86
	96

	S1- cl1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22
	22
	1
	0
	7
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	12
	17

	S2 - cl1
	0
	0
	12
	12
	1
	0
	14
	15
	2
	1
	5
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	18
	19

	S3 -cl1
	1
	0
	6
	7
	3
	0
	15
	18
	0
	0
	6
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	8
	11

	S4 - cl1
	0
	0
	4
	4
	2
	0
	15
	17
	5
	0
	3
	8
	1
	0
	6
	7
	2
	0
	15
	17

	S5 - cl1
	2
	0
	6
	8
	4
	0
	13
	17
	1
	1
	12
	14
	0
	0
	3
	3
	2
	0
	11
	13

	S6 - cl1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	5
	1
	11
	17
	2
	2
	8
	12
	0
	0
	3
	3
	3
	0
	16
	19

	S7 - cl1
	1
	0
	3
	4
	1
	0
	13
	14
	0
	0
	7
	7
	1
	0
	4
	5
	2
	0
	6
	8

	Total secondary
	5
	0
	32
	37
	16
	1
	103
	120
	11
	4
	48
	63
	2
	0
	16
	18
	18
	0
	86
	104

	TOTAL
	7
	0
	43
	50
	39
	2
	180
	221
	21
	8
	75
	104
	2
	0
	20
	22
	30
	0
	199
	229


Source: rapports de rentrée

Culham

	
	German section
	English section
	French section
	Italian section
	NL section

	
	Cat 

1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	0
	0
	4
	4
	4
	0
	11
	15
	2
	1
	7
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	N2 - cl1
	2
	4
	7
	13
	5
	0
	11
	16
	1
	1
	11
	13
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	4
	4

	Total nursery
	2
	4
	11
	17
	9
	0
	22
	31
	3
	2
	18
	23
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	4
	4

	P1 - cl1
	1
	2
	13
	16
	0
	0
	18
	18
	1
	1
	15
	17
	1
	0
	5
	6
	0
	0
	7
	7

	P2 - cl1
	0
	3
	16
	19
	3
	0
	19
	22
	1
	3
	17
	21
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	9
	9

	P3 -cl1
	2
	1
	14
	17
	5
	0
	17
	22
	3
	1
	20
	24
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2

	P4 - cl1
	3
	2
	11
	16
	3
	0
	16
	19
	3
	1
	19
	23
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	8
	8

	P5 - cl1
	0
	2
	13
	15
	2
	0
	23
	25
	2
	1
	18
	21
	0
	0
	5
	5
	0
	0
	3
	3

	Total primary
	6
	10
	67
	83
	13
	0
	93
	106
	10
	7
	89
	106
	1
	0
	16
	17
	0
	0
	29
	29

	S1- cl1
	2
	0
	13
	15
	4
	1
	28
	33
	5
	0
	16
	21
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	S2 - cl1
	2
	1
	9
	12
	2
	0
	26
	28
	2
	0
	18
	20
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	7
	7

	S3 -cl1
	1
	1
	16
	18
	4
	0
	21
	25
	1
	3
	16
	20
	0
	0
	8
	8
	0
	1
	1
	2

	S4 - cl1
	1
	2
	13
	16
	3
	0
	17
	20
	0
	0
	16
	16
	0
	0
	6
	6
	2
	0
	6
	8

	S5 - cl1
	4
	2
	8
	14
	4
	0
	17
	21
	2
	0
	7
	9
	0
	0
	9
	9
	0
	0
	2
	2

	S6 - cl1
	0
	2
	7
	9
	5
	0
	10
	15
	3
	1
	9
	13
	0
	0
	7
	7
	1
	0
	4
	5

	S7 - cl1
	2
	0
	9
	11
	3
	1
	12
	16
	2
	0
	16
	18
	0
	0
	4
	4
	0
	0
	3
	2

	Total secondary
	12
	8
	75
	95
	25
	2
	131
	158
	15
	4
	98
	117
	0
	0
	38
	38
	3
	1
	24
	28

	TOTAL
	20
	22
	153
	195
	47
	2
	246
	295
	28
	13
	205
	246
	1
	0
	58
	59
	3
	1
	57
	61


Source: rapports de rentrée

Karlsruhe

	
	German section
	English section
	French section
	Italian section
	NL section

	
	Cat 

1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	3
	0
	1
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	4
	1
	0
	2
	3
	0
	0
	4
	4

	N2 - cl1
	7
	2
	10
	19
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	4
	9
	15
	0
	0
	4
	4
	1
	2
	10
	13

	Total nursery
	10
	2
	11
	23
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	5
	11
	19
	1
	0
	6
	7
	1
	2
	14
	17

	P1 - cl1
	7
	4
	16
	27
	1
	4
	4
	9
	5
	6
	13
	24
	3
	0
	4
	7
	1
	1
	5
	7

	P2 - cl1
	8
	3
	14
	25
	0
	3
	10
	13
	0
	4
	7
	11
	1
	0
	10
	11
	2
	1
	5
	8

	P3 -cl1
	6
	3
	16
	25
	5
	5
	12
	22
	1
	6
	13
	20
	0
	0
	5
	5
	1
	1
	6
	8

	P4 - cl1
	6
	5
	17
	28
	1
	11
	12
	24
	2
	6
	18
	26
	0
	0
	10
	10
	2
	0
	6
	8

	P5 - cl1
	8
	7
	12
	27
	3
	8
	14
	25
	0
	1
	8
	9
	0
	0
	7
	7
	1
	1
	2
	4

	Total primary
	35
	22
	75
	132
	10
	31
	52
	93
	8
	23
	59
	90
	4
	0
	36
	40
	7
	4
	24
	35

	S1- cl1
	3
	3
	19
	25
	6
	10
	15
	31
	4
	3
	18
	25
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	S2 - cl1
	5
	0
	11
	16
	5
	8
	13
	26
	2
	3
	5
	10
	0
	0
	13
	13
	3
	1
	5
	9

	S3 -cl1
	2
	0
	19
	21
	4
	6
	24
	34
	7
	5
	13
	25
	1
	0
	15
	16
	1
	0
	3
	4

	S4 - cl1
	1
	0
	23
	24
	2
	7
	20
	29
	2
	3
	11
	16
	0
	0
	10
	10
	1
	0
	5
	6

	S5 - cl1
	5
	1
	19
	25
	4
	10
	10
	24
	1
	2
	9
	12
	2
	0
	12
	14
	1
	1
	6
	8

	S6 - cl1
	4
	0
	21
	25
	2
	6
	18
	26
	0
	2
	12
	14
	0
	0
	9
	9
	1
	0
	4
	5

	S7 - cl1
	6
	0
	24
	30
	1
	5
	16
	22
	4
	0
	13
	17
	1
	0
	9
	10
	1
	0
	6
	7

	Total secondary
	26
	4
	136
	166
	24
	52
	116
	192
	20
	18
	81
	119
	4
	0
	68
	72
	8
	2
	29
	39

	TOTAL
	71
	28
	222
	321
	34
	83
	168
	285
	31
	46
	151
	228
	9
	0
	110
	119
	16
	8
	67
	91


Source: rapports de rentrée

Mol

	
	German section
	English section
	French section
	Italian section
	NL section

	
	Cat 

1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL
	Cat 1
	Cat 2
	Cat 3
	TOTAL

	N1 - cl1
	4
	0
	2
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	0
	11
	17
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	6
	8

	N2 - cl1
	2
	0
	5
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	9
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	4

	Total nursery
	6
	0
	7
	13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0
	20
	28
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	8
	12

	P1 - cl1
	2
	0
	4
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	7
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	8
	11

	P2 - cl1
	1
	1
	4
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	14
	16
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	10
	14

	P3 -cl1
	2
	0
	7
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	10
	13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	0
	11
	19

	P4 - cl1
	3
	0
	5
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	11
	16
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5
	0
	17
	22

	P5 - cl1
	2
	0
	4
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	11
	12
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	8
	8

	Total primary
	10
	1
	24
	35
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12
	3
	53
	68
	1
	0
	1
	2
	20
	0
	54
	74

	S1- cl1
	0
	1
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	19
	24
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	S2 - cl1
	2
	1
	6
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	2
	13
	25
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1
	5
	9

	S3 -cl1
	1
	0
	6
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	0
	13
	20
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	4

	S4 - cl1
	4
	1
	8
	13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	1
	18
	24
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	5
	6

	S5 - cl1
	2
	0
	4
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	20
	25
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	6
	8

	S6 - cl1
	3
	1
	5
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	21
	26
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	4
	5

	S7 - cl1
	2
	0
	3
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	16
	18
	0
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	6
	7

	Total secondary
	14
	4
	35
	53
	0
	0
	0
	0
	38
	4
	120
	162
	1
	0
	5
	6
	8
	2
	29
	39

	TOTAL
	30
	5
	66
	101
	0
	0
	0
	0
	58
	7
	193
	258
	2
	0
	6
	8
	32
	2
	91
	125


Source: rapports de rentrée

ANNEX 5 - School fees based on price elasticity

The following example illustrates the effects of the price elasticity on school fees.  The figures men​tioned are purely hypothetical and only have an illustrative value.  They take into account the pro​bable, but currently unknown price elasticity of the fees.  We take the example of a school having slots for 480 pupils of cat. 2 or cat. 3 :

*
Suppose that for cat. 2 pupils, all 480 slots can be filled as long as the fee does not exceed 6.000, EUR but that, an the other hand, no single cat. 2 pupil can be attracted at fees above 22.000 EUR.  Between these two amounts, the price elasticity effect is supposed to take the form of the following formula (N2 = number of pupils, F2 = level of fee cat. 2):
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The total income, generated by the cat. 2 pupils, is of course N2 × F2.

By way of example : if the school fee were 12.000 EUR, there would be 207 candidates paying together 2.484.000 EUR ― if the fee were 16.000 EUR, there would be only 73 candidates paying together only 1.168.000 EUR ― if the fee were 8.000 EUR, there would be 381 candidates paying together 3.048.000 EUR.  The latter school fee generates a maximum income from the cat. 2 pu​pils.  Note that, in this simplified example, there are then still 480 – 381 = 99 slots available for cat. 3 pupils.

*
Suppose that for cat. 3 pupils, all 480 slots can be filled as long as the school fee does not exceed 1.500 EUR, but that, on the other hand, no single cat. 3 pupil can be attracted at fees above 5.000 EUR.  Between these two amounts, the price elasticity effect is supposed to take the form of the following formula (N3 = number of pupils, F3 = level of fee cat. 3) :
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The total income, generated by the cat. 3 pupils, is of course N3 × F3.

By way of example: if the school fee were 3.000 EUR, there would be 103 candidates paying together 309.000 EUR ― if the fee were 4.250 EUR, there would be only 7 candidates paying together only 29.750 EUR ― if the fee were 1.750 EUR, there would be 392 candidates paying together 686.000 EUR― if the fee were 1.500EUR, there would be 480 candidates paying together 720.000 EUR.  The latter school fee generates a maximum income from the cat. 3 pupils

In this hypothetical example, the optimal levels of the fees are those that lead to a maximum N2 × F2 + N3 × F3 , under the condition that N2 + N3 = 480.  This is reached by fixing the cat. 2 fees at 9.000 EUR (generating 3.006.000 EUR paid by 334 pupils cat. 2), and by fixing the cat. 3 fees at 2.750 EUR (generating 401.500 EUR paid by 146 pupils cat. 3).  Again, these figures are only mentioned for illus​trative purposes, but they indicate the importance of well-considered fees, which are in conformity with the (local) market.  This also implies that fees could differ significantly from one school to an​other, taking into account different local “school market” conditions.

The figure 1 also illustrates this reasoning (please note that the amounts on the horizontal-axis only concern the cat. 2 pupils, the additional income generated by filling in the available slots by cat. 3 pupils are calculated by taking the maximum amount that these pupils would be willing to pay and that would allow to fill the available slots). 


The reality is of course made more complex by the fact that the price elasticity is currently not know, but this can be estimated on the basis of a market survey.  It is also complicated by the fact that the cat. 3 fees are depending upon the school level, and that schools are allowed to grant partial or even full exemption from school fees (see the next paragraph).

ANNEX 6 – School fees of the surroundings international schools

International Schools in the surroundings of the Bergen European School

Année scolaire 2004-2005 – montants par année exprimés en euro

	
	The Inter-natio-nal School in the Hague
	Le lycée fran-çais de la Haye
	The British School of Am-sterdam
	The British School te Voor-schoten (the Hague)
	The american School of the Hague
	Interna-tional School of AMS (Amstel-veen)
	ESB catégorie 2
	ESB catégorie 3

	Ecole maternelle
	-
	4350
	7605
	10100
	7000
	13625
	16546
	2178

	Ecole primaire
	* 3.650
	4750
	10920
	9990
	12000
	15.075 - 17.425
	16546
	3028

	Ecole secondaire
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collège
	* 4.991
	6030
	11466
	13590
	13500
	17.245 - 18.850
	16546
	4132

	Lycée
	* 5.445
	6830
	11466
	13590
	14000
	17.245 - 18.850
	16546
	4132


Classement par tarifs à l’école secondaire

* cette école est subventionnée par l’Etat néerlandais

Bergen
Cat 2 Fees 04-05: € 16,546 

Cat 2 Fees 05-06: € 17.083

Cat 3 Fees 04-05: € 2178,04/ € 3028,06/ € 4132,25

Cat 3 fees 05-06: € 2400/ €3300/ € 4500

School in the surroundings of the Culham European School

LOCAL SCHOOLS
	School
	Day/Boarding
	Term Fees
	Annual Fees
	For year

	St Clare's Oxford (IB only - age 16+)
	both (day fees)
	
	£ 14.000
	2004-05

	Radley College (boys only)
	Boarding only
	£ 7.120
	£ 21.360
	2004-05

	Josca's (primary boys only)
	Day only
	£ 2.745
	£ 8.235
	2004-05

	Abingdon School (Secondary boys only)
	both (Day fees:)
	£ 3.354
	£ 10.062
	2004-05

	Our Lady's Convent (girls only) - Junior Sch
	
	
	
	

	Nursey to Primary Y3
	Day only
	£ 1.401
	£4.203
	2005-06

	Primary Years 4, 5, 6
	Day only
	£ 1.438
	£4.314
	2005-06

	Our Lady's Convent (girls only) - Senior Sch
	Day only
	
	£7.560
	2005-06

	St Helen's (girls only)
	Day only
	£3.230
	£9.690
	2004-05

	Oxford High (girls only)
	Day only
	
	
	

	Nursey
	
	£ 735
	£ 2.205
	2005-06

	Primary
	
	£ 1.779
	£5.337
	

	Secondary
	
	£2.445
	£ 7.335
	

	Headington School
	
	£3.230
	£ 9.690
	2005-06

	St Mary's Wantage (girls only)
	Both (day fees:)
	£ 4.990
	£ 14.970
	2005-06


Cat 2 Fees 04-05: £8.686

Cat 2 Fees 05-06: £8.865

Cat 3 Fees 04-05: £ 1.496/£ 2.079/£ 2.837

Cat 3 fees 05-06: £ 1.629/£ 2.240/£ 3.055

LONDON SCHOOLS
	School
	Day/Boarding
	Term Fees
	Annual Fees
	For year

	German School, Richmond
	Day
	
	£ 3.600
	2005-06

	Buckswood Grange, Uckfield
	Both
	£ 2.730
	£ 8.190
	2005-06

	International Community School
	Day
	
	
	

	Nursey to Year 3 Primary
	
	£ 3.232
	£9.696
	2005-06

	Primary Years 4-6
	
	£ 3.558
	£10.674
	

	S 1-S 3
	
	£ 3.7780
	£ 11.340
	

	S 4-S 7
	
	£4.236
	£ 12.978
	

	Southbank International School
	Day
	
	
	

	Nursey
	
	£ 4.500
	£ 13.500
	2005-06

	P 1-P 5
	
	£ 4.950
	£ 14.850
	

	S 1-S 3
	
	£ 5.350
	£ 16.050
	

	S 4-S 5
	
	£ 5.700
	£ 17.100
	

	S 6-S 7
	
	£5.900
	£ 17.700
	

	Marymount International School (girl only)
	Day
	
	
	

	S 1-S 3
	
	
	£ 12.350
	2005-06

	S 4-S 7
	
	
	£ 13.750
	

	International School of London
	
	
	
	

	Nursey
	
	
	£ 11.500
	2005-06

	P 1-P 2
	
	
	£ 11.500
	

	P 3-5
	
	
	£ 12.750
	

	S 1-S 3
	
	
	£ 14.200
	

	S 6-S 7
	
	
	£ 15.900
	

	Lycee Charles de Gaulle
	Day
	
	
	

	Maternelle-CM2
	
	
	£ 2.352
	2005-06

	Secondaire
	
	
	£ 2.865
	

	Section britannique
	
	
	£ 5.499
	


European School Fees
Cat 2 Fees 04-05: £8.686

Cat 2 Fees 05-06: £8.865

Cat 3 Fees 04-05: £ 1.496/£ 2.079/£ 2.837

Cat 3 fees 05-06: £ 1.629/£ 2.240/£ 3.055

International Schools in the surroundings of the Karlsruhe European School

In Strasbourg

COLLEGE INTERNATIONAL DE L’ESPLANADE

Secondary level – free (state school)

ECOLE  MATERNELLE INTERNATIONALE VAUBAN

Free (state school)

ECOLE INTERNATIONALE ROBERT SCHUMAN 

Nursery, Primary and secondary level – free (state school)

ECOLE INTERNATIONALE DU CONSEIL DES xv

Primary level – free (state school)

INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL AT LUCIE BERGER

Primary level - € 7500

STRASBOURG INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL

All levels   € 10.000

In Stuttgart

INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL OF STUTTGART

All levels: registration fees € 300, Entrance Fees € 5.400

In Frankfurt (distance of more than 100 km between Karlsruhe and Frankfurt)

INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL FRANKFURT

Nursery: € 11.850, Primary/secondary: € 13.000-14.000

FRANKFURT INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL

From € 13.290 till € 16.120 

LYCEE FRANCAIS VICTOR HUGO
Nursery: € 2.790, Primary: € 2.850, Secondary around € 3.500

KARLSRUHE: Cat 2 Fees 05-06: € 10.755,53 - Cat 3 fees 05-06: € 2400/ €3300/ € 4500

International Schools in the surroundings of the Mol European School

ANTWERP BRITISH SCHOOL

Nursey School 1 & 2
€   2.800

Nursey School 3
€   3.740

Primary School 1-3
€   4.000

Primary School 4-6
€   4.500

Classes T 1, 2, 3
€   5.900

I.G.C.S.E.
€   6.000

(application fee : € 600, payable once to cover administration costs).

ANTWERP INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL

Nursey School
€ 15.100

Grades 1-4
€ 16.625

Grade 5
€ 16.910

Grade 6-8
€ 18.680

Grades 9-10-12
€ 19.795

Grade 11
€ 19.970

(application fee : € 1.000, payable once per family)

INTERNATIONAL SECONDARY SCHOOL EINDHOVEN

Secondary School 1-5
€ 4.140 (+ 10%? For 05-06

Secondary School 6-7
€ 4.316 (+10%? For 05-06)

REGIONAL INTERNATIONAL SCHOOL EINDHOVEN

Primary School only:
€ 2.950

LYCÉE FRANÇAIS ANTWERPEN

Nursey School
€ 4.500

Primary School
€ 5.900

Secondary School : 
1 to 4
€ 6.550


5 to 7
€ 6.850

DEUTSCHE SCHULE ANTWERPEN

Only Nursery and Primary
€ 1.900

Prices are per child per school year.

MOL: Cat 2 Fees 05-06: € 16.210,53 - Cat 3 fees 05-06: € 2400/ €3300/ € 4500

ANNEX 7 - List of stakeholders interviewed

Exploratory interviews

	Institution/school
	Name of the interviewee
	Interviewer(s)
	How
	Date

	DG ADMIN – Unit D4
	Mrs. C. Bardoux Mrs. H. Skikos
	J. Moens & K. Verstrepen
	Face-to-face
	9 September 2005

	The Office of the Secretary General of the European Schools
	Mr. Michael Ryan
	J. Moens & K. Verstrepen
	Face-to face
	12 September 2005

	Interparents
	Mrs. Ludemann-Moretto
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	20 September 2005

	Mol School – Head teacher
	Mr. Richard Galvin
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	28 September 2005

	Board of Governors
	Mr. Johan Mastik
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	29 September 2005

	Karlsruhe School Head teacher
	Mr. Tom Hoyem & Mrs. Sonja Furtak
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	29 September 2005

	Bergen School –  Head teacher
	Mrs. Sofia Gardeli
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	3 & 4 October 2005

	Culham School - Head teacher
	Mrs. Berta Bustorff-Silva
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	3 October 2005

	The Office of the Secretary General of the European Schools
	Mr. Michael Ryan & Mrs. Renée Christmann
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	5 October 2005

	Inspecteur Général
	Mr. Claude Boucher
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	10 October 2005

	European Parliament
	Mrs. Mary Honeyball
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face 
	9 November 2005

	DG ADMIN
	Mrs C. Bardoux

Mr. A. Scribon
	J. Moens & S. Gonzalo
	Face-to-Face
	1 December 2005


In-depth interviews
Bergen School
Mercredi 11 janvier 2006


	Time
	Guest

	08.45-09.00
	Mrs Gardeli - Accueil

	09.00-10.00
	Mr J. Mastik, Président du Conseil Supérieur des Ecoles Européennes et Mr F. Van de Kerkhof, Chef de la délégation néerlandaise du Conseil Supérieur des Ecoles Européennes

	10.00-10.30
	Mr G. Valk, Wethouder van de Gemeente Bergen

	10.30-13.15
	Visite de l´Ecole (Mme Gardeli)

Réunion avec les membres de la Direction (Mme Gardeli, Mr Schlabe,

Mme Dullea, Mme De Vries)

	13.15-14.00
	Repas

	
	

	14.00-14.30
	Mr K. den Heijer, Représentant du Personnel détaché du secondaire

Mr S. Levêque, Représentant du Personnel détaché du primaire et maternelle

	14.30-15.00
	Mr. Stroomer, Représentant du Personnel Administratif et de Service

	15.00-15.20
	Mme L. Woldendorp, Représentante des Chargés de cours

	15.20-16.00

16.00-16.30
	Mr D. Haas, Représentant de l’Union Syndicale des Ecoles Européennes

Mr A. Giordanelli, Président du Cosup (Conseil Supérieur des Elèves)

Mr M. Turner, Représentant des Elèves


Jeudi 12 janvier 2006

	Time
	Guest

	09.00-10.00
	Mr K. Törrönen, Directeur du Centre Commun de Recherche à  Petten

	10.00-11.00
	Mr H. Borghouts, Commissaris van de Koningin in Noord-Holland

	11.00-12.00
	Mme R. Moretto, Présidente Interparents des Ecoles Européennes
Mme B. Gericke, Vice-Présidente de l’Association des Parents d’Elèves de l’Ecole de Bergen 
Mme C. Steen-Lingier, Secrétaire de l’Association des Parents d’Elèves de l’Ecole de Bergen


Lundi 30 janvier 2006 à Bruxelles

	Time
	Guest

	14.30
	Mme M. De Graaf et Mr R. Ensing, Inspecteurs nationaux du primaire et du secondaire


Mardi 7 février 2006 à La Haye

	Time
	Guest

	afternoon
	Mr 's-Gravesande – Ville de La Haye, department éducation, culture et bien-être  


Culham School

Friday 13 January 2006

	Time
	Guest
	Title/Position
	Organisation

	09.00
	Dr Jérôme Paméla
	Team Leader
	EFDA-JET

	10.00
	Mr John Hollis
	Head of Government & Industrial Affairs
	BMW

	11.30
	Prof Llewellyn Smith
	Director
	UKAEA

	12.45
	LUNCH

	13.30
	Mr Richard Hoy
	European Schools Team
	Dept for Education & Skills

	14.30
	Tour of School

	15.30
	Mr Fantato, Mrs van Vrede,

Mr Rogers
	
	Culham Parents’ Association

	16.15
	Mr Chris Schenk
	UK Inspector
	Former member of ‘Gaignage’ group


Monday 16 January 2006

	Time
	Guest
	Title/Position
	Organisation

	09.00
	Mr Henry Hutchinson
	Chief Scientist/Technician
	Rutherford Appleton Laboratory

	10.15
	Mr Olivier Saussey

Mr Bernard Polverelli
	Teaching staff Representatives
	European School Culham

	11.00
	Mr J-P Martin
	Education Department
	French Consulate

	11.45
	Mr James Campbell

(room beside Reception)
	Councillor
	Oxford City Council

	12.30
	LUNCH

	13.30
	Mrs Jane Jørgensen
	Registrar
	Local Private School (Abingdon)

	14.30
	Mr Keith Mitchell

Ms Irene Kirkman
	Leader

Schools’ adviser for the South
	Oxfordshire County Council

Oxfordshire County Council (Education Department)

	16.00
	Mrs Berta Bustorff
	Head
	European School Culham


Tuesday 17 January in London

	Time
	Guest
	Title/Position
	Organisation

	
	Ms. H. van Kerkoerle


	
	Royal Netherlands Embassy




Monday 23 January 2006 in Brussels

	Time
	Guest
	Title/Position
	Organisation

	16.30
	Mr. Andrew Bennett


	Inspector
	Office for Standards in Education




Wednesday 1st March 2006 in Brussels

	Time
	Guest
	Title/Position
	Organisation

	9.30
	Mr. Neil Murray


	Head of the UK delegation
	Board of Governors




Tuesday 20 April 2006

	Time
	Guest
	Title/Position
	Organisation

	
	Mr. James Elles


	MEP
	


Karlsruhe School

Wednesday, 25 January 2006

	Time
	Guest

	13.00
	Arrival at Karlsruhe train station

	14.00-15.00
	Meeting with Mayor Manfred Groh at the Town Hall

	15.30-16.30
	Meeting with Mayor Harald Denecken and Wolfgang Vetter, Director of the Schul- and Sportamt at the Town Hall


Thursday, 26 January 2006

	Time
	Guest

	8.30-9.00
	Meeting with Marta Hirsch-Ziembinska from the Office of the Ombudsman in Strasburg – Room 201 Administration

	9.00-11.00
	Meeting with the Management Team – Office Mr Høyem

10.00 – Presentation by Olivier Beisert on the "Wirtschaftsfaktor" of the school

10.15 – Presentation by Philippe Carré on COMETIS

	11.00-12.00
	Tour of the Kindergarten and Primary

	12.00-12.30
	Meeting with Secondary pupils – Conference room, Admin.

	12.30-13.30
	Lunch

	13.30-14.30
	Tour of the Secondary

	15.30-16.00
	Meeting with CdP and PAS representatives – Room 201 Administration

	16.00-16.30
	Meeting with the Parents's Association – Room 201 Administration


Friday, 27 January 2006

	Time
	Guest

	8.30-9.30
	Meeting with the category 2 representatives who are Observers of the Administration Board of the school, Leif Berg, Ana Gorey (Etoile Education) and Dr. Hatem Marzouk (EdF) – Room 201 Administration

	10.30-14.00
	Meeting at ITU, the Institute of Transuranium Elements. Guided tour. Meeting with director Jean-Pierre Michel, Dr. Jacqueline Ribeiro and further members of staff – Lunch

	14.30-15.30
	Meeting with Günther Fischer, MdL – Office Mr Høyem

	15.30-16.30
	Meeting with Daniel Caspary, MdEP – Office Mr Høyem

	16.30-17.30
	Meeting with Johannes Jung, MdB – Office Mr Høyem


Mol School

Wednesday, 18 January 2006

	Time
	Guest

	10.00-11.00
	Arrival to school – Welcome

Tour of school with Director, Mr. R. Galvin

	11.00-12.00
	Meeting with Deputy Heads, Mr. M. Bordoy and Mrs. L. Sjöström, in administration meeting room

	12.00-13.00
	Meeting with CdP representatives, Mr. M. van Daal and Mr. O. van Herwijnen, in administration meeting room

	13.00-14.15
	Lunch

	14.15-15.15
	Meeting with Bursar, Mr. R. Demaeseleer, in administration meeting room

	15.15-15.45
	Meeting with Régie des Bâtiments and Mr. R. Demaeseleer

	15.45-16.45
	Meeting with Director, Mr. R. Galvin and Management Team (Mr. M. Bordoy, Mrs. L. Sjöström and Mr. R. Demaeseleer), in administration meeting room

	16.45-17.00
	Meeting with PAS representative, Mrs. M. De Bie

	17.00-17.45
	General meeting (by appointment)


Thursday, 19 January 2006

	Time
	Guest

	9.00-10.30
	Visits to classes in primary and secondary school

	10.30-11.15
	Meeting with parent's representatives: Mrs. Lapitajs, President Parents' Association Mol, Mrs. Kriekemans and Mr. Louineau, in administration meeting room

	11.15-11.30
	Meeting with pupils: Lukas Ostermann (President) and Bernard Verbeken (COSUP)

	11.30-13.00
	Meeting with Mr. Cl. Boucher, secondary Inspector (B) and Mr. J.M. Marchand, primary Inspector (B), in administration meeting room

	13.00-14.15
	Lunch at I.R.M.M.

	14.15-15.30
	Visit and discussions at I.R.M.M. (JRC) 

	15.45-16.45
	Meeting with Director, Mr. R. Galvin, in administration meeting room

	16.45-17.30
	General meeting (by appointment)


Wednesday, 8 February 2006

	Time
	Guest

	16.00 – 18.00
	Meeting with parent's representatives: Mrs. Lapitajs, President Parents' Association Mol, Mrs. Kriekemans and Mr. Louineau.


Scuola per l'Europa

Monday, 27 March 2006

	Time
	Guest

	9.00 – 10.30
	Visite de l’école

	10.30 – 11.30
	Rencontre officielle avec l’administration de l’école et les représentants locaux :

Le Directeur Général, le  Dirigeant CSA , l’assesseur à la Mairie et l’assesseur de la Province

	11.30 – 13.00
	Questions relatives à l’organisation pédagogique

Rencontre avec A. Margherita, A.C.Zanatta , Fiore Ricciardelli, A. Triulzi, C.Zarrilli

	13.00
	Repas à l’école

	14.30 – 15.30
	Rencontre avec les représentants du personnel et avec  les coordinateurs du cycle.

	15.30 – 16.30
	Rencontre avec le Président de l’Association des Parents d’élèves et avec les Représentants de l’EFSA.

	16.30 – 17.30
	Conclusions


Other

Wednesday, 8 March 2006

	Time
	Guest

	10.000
	Meeting with representatives of Brussels II School: Mr. Sfingopoulos, Mr. Holthijsen and Mr. Mac Gurk.


Wednesday, 26 April 2006

	Time
	Guest

	14.000
	Mrs. Mary Honeyball - MEP


ANNEX 8 - List of documents consulted

General documents concerning the European Schools

*
Annual report from the European Commission to the European Parliament on the functioning of the European Schools system – October 2005

*
Annual report of the Financial Controller – Board of Governors of the European Schools – April 2005.

*
Annual report of the Secretary-General to the Board of Governors of the European Schools – Board of Governors of the European Schools – February 2006.

*
Annual report of the Secretary-General to the Board of Governors of the European Schools – Board of Governors of the European Schools – April 2005.

*
Application for accreditation, general interest paper – Centre for European Schooling in Dunshaughlin, Ireland – Administrative and Financial Committee – Meeting on 29 September 2005. 

*
Centre pour la scolarité européenne de Dunshaughlin – Conseil Supérieur, avril 2005.

*
Communication de la Commission au Conseil et au Parlement Européen « consultation sur les options pour développer le système des Ecoles européennes » - 20 juillet 2004.

*
Comparaisons budget écoles européennes – document du CAF. 

*
Comparaison des crédits 2004-2005-2006.

*
Conditions of employment for « part-time teachers in the European Schools recruited after 31 August 1994

*
Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools. 

*
Criteria for the setting up, closure of maintenance of European Schools – Document amended and approved by the Board of Governors of the European Schools at its meeting in Brussels on 24 and 25 October 2000.

*
Demande d’agrément: dossier d’intérêt général – Scuola per l’Europa de Parme – CAF – Réunion du 29 septembre 2005.

*
Demande d’agrément – Dossier d’intérêt général - Scuola per l’Europa in Parma, Conseil supérieur des Ecoles Européennes, réunion du 24, 25, 26 octobre 2005 à Bruxelles.

*
Dépenses – Répartition par catégorie de dépenses – 2004 – révision 24 mars 2005.

*
Dispositions générales relatives à l’enseignement des langues dans les Ecoles européennes, approuvé par le Conseil supérieur les 28 et 29 avril 1998

*
Distance learning in the European Schools – A new way to assure mother tongue teaching and a wider range of subject options for students – Board of Governors of European Schools, Meeting of 28 and 29 January 2003, Brussels.

*
Digest of decisions of the Board of Governors of the European Schools till September 1995 and hard copies of decisions from September 1995 till nowadays.

*
Draft Report on the survey on the Communication of the European Commission, DG ADMIN, Unit D.2 - Strategic Planning and Evaluation, Relations with the Institutions and the Offices, December 2005

*
European Parliament Resolution on the future financing of the European Schools – 17 December 2002.

*
European Parliament Resolution on options for developing the European Schools system – 8 September 2005.

*
Evolution des crédits par école – 1ère, 2ème et 3ème partie – 24 mars 2005.

*
Implementation of the Recommendations of Troika Working Group I on financial autonomy: changes to the Financial Regulation – CAF – 29 September 2005.

*
Introduction générale au budget des Ecoles européennes – Budget 2006.

*
Joint Declaration on European Schools.

*
Les droits d’inscription dans les écoles européennes – rapport final, mars 2006

*
Letter from EC « Message to all staff – subject: European Schools – transfer of language sections to Brussels IV (Laeken) and enrolment of children in nursery classes in Brussels - 16 June 2005.

*
Population per section and per category per school – April 2005.

*
Politique d’inscription aux écoles européennes à Bruxelles pour l’année scolaire 2005-2006.

*
Projet de Procès verbal de la réunion du Groupe de travail sur les crédits d’heure du lundi 7 novembre 2005, réunion du 19 décembre 2005.

*
Rapport du groupe de travail II de la Troïka « Baccalauréat européen et coopération avec d’autres établissements – Conseil supérieur des Ecoles européennes – avril 2005.

*
Rapport préliminaire au Conseil supérieur du Groupe de travail I de la Troïka « répartition de la charge financière et cofinancement », Conseil supérieur, 28, 29 and 30 avril 2004.

*
Rapport sur le financement futur des écoles européennes – Parlement européen – Commission des budgets – Rapporteur : Herbert Bösch – 13 novembre 2002.

*
Règlement général des écoles européennes – Approuvé par le Conseil Supérieur des Ecoles Européennes- février 2005.

*
Regulation for Members of the Seconded Staff of the European Schools (applicable from 1 September 1996) – February 2006

*
Repartition of the population by category per school – 1995-2003.

*
Repartition of pupils per subjects and per language for the school year 2003-2004.

*
Repartition of weekly teaching periods per subject for the school year 2003-2004.

*
Report from the Court of Auditors in 2000 regarding the European Schools.

*
Report on the annual accounts of the European Schools for the financial year 2003 – European Court of Auditors – October 2004.

*
Report on the inspectors’ visit to the “Scuola per l’Europa” in Parma - Mixed teaching committee (nursery, primary and secondary), Meeting of 17 March 2005 in Brussels.

*
Report to the Board of Governors of Troïka Working Group I “Financial burden-sharing and co-financing”, Board of Governors of the European Schools, April 2005.

*
Report of working group on fees – Board of Governors of the European Schools – April 2005.

*
Report on options for developing the European School system – Committee on Culture and Education – Rapporteur: Mary Honeyball – 20.06.2005.

*
Study on the future of the European Schools – Ecorys Nei– August 2004.

*
Summary of the findings of the parents satisfaction survey (European School system)

Bergen

*
Actualisation du rapport du groupe de travail Gaignage sur la viabilité de l’Ecole Européenne de Bergen – avril 2004.

*
Budget des écoles européennes – Budget 2006 et 2007 – Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2006 et 2007: Section école européenne de Bergen.

*
Category 2 agreements at the European School, Bergen – Administrative and Financial Committee, Meeting in Brussels on 29 September 2005.

*
Fréquences de cours année scolaire 2003/2004, 2004/2005, 2005/2006.

*
Rapport du Groupe de travail sur la viabilité de l’Ecole Européenne de Bergen – Décembre 2003.

*
Rapport de rentrée année scolaire 1995/1996, 2000/2001, 2003/2004, 2004/2005 et 2005/2006.

*
Report of the Gaignage Group – Bergen – Board of Governors – January 2004.

Culham

*
Actualisation du rapport du groupe de travail Gaignage sur la viabilité de l’Ecole Européenne de Culham – avril 2004.

*
Budget des écoles européennes – Budget 2006 et 2007 – Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2006 et 2007: Section école européenne de Culham.

*
Fréquences de cours année scolaire 2003/2004, 2004/2005, 2005/2006.

*
Rapport de rentrée année scolaire 1995/1996, 2000/2001, 2003/2004, 2004/2005 et 2005/2006.

*
Report of the Gaignage Group – Culham – Board of Governors – January 2004.

Karlsruhe 

*
Actualisation du rapport du groupe de travail Gaignage sur la viabilité de l’Ecole Européenne de Karlsruhe – avril 2004.

*
Budget des écoles européennes – Budget 2006 et 2007 – Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des re​cettes 2006 et 2007: Section école européenne de Karlsruhe – Proposition du Conseil d’Admi​nistration.

*
Fréquences de cours année scolaire 2003/2004, 2004/2005, 2005/2006.

*
Rapport de rentrée année scolaire 1995/1996, 2000/2001, 2003/2004, 2004/2005 et 2005/2006.

*
Report of the Gaignage Group – Karlsruhe – Board of Governors – January 2004.

Mol

*
Actualisation du rapport du groupe de travail Gaignage sur la viabilité de l’Ecole Européenne de Mol – avril 2004.

*
Budget des écoles européennes – Budget 2006 et 2007 – Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2006 et 2007 : Section école européenne de Mol.

*
Fréquences de cours année scolaire 2003/2004, 2004/2005, 2005/2006.

*
Rapport de rentrée année scolaire 1995/1996, 2000/2001, 2003/2004, 2004/2005 et 2005/2006.

*
Report of the Gaignage Group – Mol – Board of Governors – January 2004.

Brussels II

*
Budget des écoles européennes – Budget 2007 – Etat prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2007 : Section école européenne de Bruxelles II.

*
Fréquences de cours année scolaire 2003/2004, 2004/2005, 2005/2006.

*
Rapport de rentrée année scolaire 2003/2004, 2004/2005 et 2005/2006.

ANNEX 9 - Terms of Reference

Evaluation of the European Schools at Culham, Mol, Bergen and Karlsruhe and options for the future

1.
Introduction to the European Schools

The first European School
 was set up in Luxembourg in 1953 by a group of officials from the Euro​pean Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) as a way of solving the problem of educating their children.  In April 1957, with the signature of the Protocol, the Luxembourg School was established as the first official European School.  The first European Baccalaureate was held there in July 1959 and the quali​fication was recognised as fulfilling basic entrance requirements by all the universities of the member states.  The European Baccalaureate is now recognised as a qualification for university entrance in all the EU member states, as well as in a number of other European and overseas countries.

The success of this educational experiment encouraged the European Economic Community and Eura​tom to press for the establishment of other European Schools at their various centres.  In succession, the following schools were established to educate the children of officials of the European Economic Community (EEC) (Brussels I in 1958, Brussels II in 1976 and Brussels III in September 1999) and the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) (Varese and Mol in 1960, Karlsruhe in 1962, Bergen in 1963 and Culham in 1978), and of the European Patent Organisation (EPO) (Munich in 1977).

A few years ago the Board of Governors decided to create two more European Schools in Frankfurt (for the European Central Bank) and Alicante (Office for Harmonisation in the Internal Market) and these schools were opened in September 2002. In addition the Board decided upon the opening a second European School in Luxembourg and a fourth in Brussels to relieve overcrowding in the exist​ing Schools there.  There were therefore, for the school year 2003, 12 European Schools in operation in 7 different countries.  Of these twelve schools, five schools (3 in Brussels, 1 in Luxembourg and 1 in Varese) are situated at a site with a large number of EU officials.  Two schools are within the 5-year start-up phase (Alicante and Frankfurt).  The school in Munich operates under a special arrangement, mostly financed by the European Patent Organisation.  The other four small schools operate on sites where there were originally established JRC (Joint Research Centre) facilities.  Although the JRC faci​lity in Culham has been closed down, the European School still operates here even though less than 10% of the pupils that attend the school are children of EU staff.

Legal status
The legal base for the European Schools consists of the Convention defining the Statute of the Euro​pean School of 12 April 1957; the Regulation on the European baccalaureate
 of 15 July 1957, the Protocol on the setting-up of (new) European Schools
 of 13 April 1962 and the Supplementary Proto​col of 15 December 1975, under which the Munich School was set up to meet the needs of the Euro​pean Patent Office.  In June 1994, the Member States' Education Ministers and the Commission agreed on a new Convention
 (adopted by the Council Decision 94/557/EC, Euratom and the Com​mission Decision 94/558 ECSC) to replace the Convention of 12 April 1957.  The current legal basis is this Convention of the Board of Governors of the European Schools which entered into force in October 2002.

The European Schools system is based on the classic model of an organisation governed by international law.  This is because it was set up by an international Convention, and because of the nature and powers of the Schools’ governing bodies: the Board of Governors, the Secretary-General, the Board of Inspectors and the Complaints Board.

The Board of Governors is an intergovernmental body made up of the Minister or Ministers in each of the Member States responsible for national education and/or cultural relations with other countries and a Member of the Commission.  The Board is responsible for the Schools and has the necessary educa​tional, budgetary and administrative powers to apply the Convention.

In their host Member States, the European Schools are treated as educational establishments governed by national public law having the legal personality necessary for the attainment of their purpose.  To this end they are free to administer their own appropriations, be a party to legal proceedings and acquire or dispose of movable and immovable property.

Educational system
The educational system of the European Schools is founded on the need to educate together children of different nationalities and mother tongues within an institution common to a number of countries, providing at the end of the studies a European Baccalaureate.

Having been set up as schools under an international convention, the European Schools differ signifi​cantly from either international - or national schools.  

In principle, they comprise of different language sections (not national sections) corresponding to the official languages in the Union.  Each of these sections are organised independently, although they are subject to similar requirements and based on a common structure governing teaching, timetables and curricula.

The school-leaving certificate is the European baccalaureate.  The certificate awarded on passing is recognised for all civil purposes in all the Member States as equivalent to the school-leaving certificate awarded by their state schools, whatever the language section attended by the pupil. Non-member countries recognise the European baccalaureate in the same way as they recognise official certificates awarded by the state schools of any of the individual Community countries.

To ensure that the qualification is recognised, the curricula aim to satisfy the minimum requirements of each of the Member States.  To promote unity within each School and foster friendship and cultural exchanges between pupils from different language sections, certain courses are taught jointly to classes from the various language sections of the same level.  These take the form of “European hours” in primary school and a number of courses, or “common subjects”, taught in the pupil's second or “working” language (first language learned by the pupil after the mother tongue).

Kindergarten lasts for two years (children aged 4 to 6), primary school for five years (children aged 6 to 11) and secondary school for seven years (children aged 11 to 18).  Secondary school is divided into three cycles: observation (three years), pre-orientation (two years, with six optional subjects) and orientation (two years, with fifteen options plus supplementary courses which vary from one School to another).

Objectives & Approach 

The main objective of the European Schools is defined by article 1 of the Convention defining the Statute of the European Schools
: “The purpose of the Schools is to educate together children of the staff of the European Communities.”

In terms of the education offered, the European Schools all follow the same approach in order to:

*
Give pupils confidence in their own cultural identity - the bedrock for their development as Euro​pean citizens.
*
Give a broad education of high quality, from nursery level to university-entrance.
*
Develop high standards in the mother tongue and in foreign languages.
*
Develop mathematical and scientific skills throughout the whole period of schooling.
*
Encourage a European and global perspective overall and particularly in the study of the human sciences.
*
Encourage creativity in music and the plastic arts and an appreciation of all that is best in a common European artistic heritage.
*
Develop physical skills and instil in pupils an appreciation of the need for healthy living through participation in sporting and recreational activities.
*
Offer pupils professional guidance on their choice of subjects and on career/university decisions in the later years of the secondary school.
*
Foster tolerance, co-operation, communication and concern for others throughout the school com​munity and beyond.
*
Cultivate pupils' personal, social and academic development and to prepare them for the next stage of education.

Pupils
In 1962, when the new Schools had been created to meet the needs of the EEC and Euratom, a Protocol was signed giving priority to the children of staff of the Communities, but allowing the admission of other children, regardless of nationality. In 1994 the new Convention, which entered into force in 2002, provides for a system for classifying pupils, for the purposes of admission and payment of fees, with three categories:

*
The first category comprises the children of officials working in the Community institutions and equivalent bodies, employed directly and continuously for at least one year.  Such children have a right to be admitted and are exempt from school fees.

*
The second category comprises pupils covered by special agreements or decisions, each specifying the rights and obligations to which the pupils concerned are subject.  These pupils have priority over the next, third, category.

*
The third category comprises of other pupils not covered by the first and second categories. Such pupils are admitted if there are places available, following an order of priority, and are required to pay school fees. They are sub-divided into five categories, following the order of priority for admission purposes: 

-
Children of national officials seconded to diplomatic representations, to the NATO Repre​sentation and to the Consulates of the EU Member States (with the exception of staff recruited locally).
-
Children of national officials of the Permanent Representations of non-member States to the European Communities (with the exception of staff recruited locally).
-
Children of staff with diplomatic status, in post in Brussels or in Luxembourg, belonging to non-member countries which signed the Lomé Convention.
-
Other officials posted abroad, in all the Schools.
-
Others.

The parents’ association

Just over half of the parents, of the pupils of the European Schools, are staff of the EU Institutions.  These parents are represented by the elected staff committees within these Institutions. 

In addition, the parent's association is recognised by the Statute of the European Schools and plays an active role in the life of the Schools.  It organises after-school activities and transport and shares with the Schools' governing bodies the task of managing the canteens.

However, its role is more complex than it at first appears. Indeed, the parents' association is a full member of the Administrative Board and the 'enlarged' educational board where educational strategies are prepared for submission to the Board of Governors, to whose meetings the parents' representatives are admitted as a member.

Staff

The staff of the European Schools falls into two distinct categories: teachers and administrative or ancillary staff. The first category may be subdivided into detached teachers and “chargé des cours” teaching staff.

The seconded teaching staff is assigned by national governments for a maximum of nine years (one additional year may be granted at the School's discretion).  Detached teaching staff in all the European Schools are subject to the same Regulations, namely those applicable to seconded staff adopted by the Board of Governors on 23 and 24 April 1996.  The conditions closely mirror those of the Staff Regu​lations for EU staff.

Chargé de cours teachers fall into three categories: there are those recruited by head-teachers for a temporary assignment, either part-time to teach periods over and above those allocated to seconded teachers or full-time to occupy posts not filled by seconded teachers; there are also temporary staff recruited by the head-teachers to stand in for staff members during absences; lastly there are teachers of religious studies, designated by the appropriate religious authorities.  All chargés des cours are sub​ject to Regulations approved by the Board of Governors on 26 and 27 April 1994.

In addition to teaching staff, the Schools employ administrative and ancillary staff to help the teachers carry out their tasks, perform administrative functions, manage services and provide health care for the School community.  In each School, these staff members are employed on a contract governed by the private law of the host country. 

Costs and funding

The States in which the Schools are established (the host countries) must provide the Board of Governors with school buildings, which they must also maintain.
In terms of the European Schools' budget, the financing comes from a variety of sources: firstly, from contributions from the Member States, who continue to pay the national salaries of the staff they second to the Schools. The second source of revenue is the school fees of category III, paid by pupils who are not the children of Community staff or those with equivalent status. The Schools also receive contributions for fees that are received from non-Community bodies with which the Board of Governors has concluded an agreement (category II pupils). Finally, the European Commission awards an annual Community subsidy to the budget of the European Schools, which is intended to cover the difference between the overall expenditure of the Schools and the above-mentioned income sources.

The information on costs, as well as other indicators, can be found in annex. The main documents are the Commission’s Communication of 17 July 2004 and the 2003 Annual Report of the Secretary-General of the European Schools. 

Review and control procedures

The European Schools are subject to certain internal and external controls.

Internal control is partly the responsibility of the financial controller of the European Schools, who carries out sample checks on expenditure and revenue operations. Secondly, the members of the   Board of Inspectors inspect all their national seconded teachers at the end of their second and fifth year of their term.

External control is mainly carried out by the Board of Governors, which both approves the budget proposed by the Schools and gives a discharge in respect of the budget to the Administrative Boards of the Schools and to the Representative of the Board of Governors in respect of his office's budget. The Commission is one of the twenty-nine voting members of the Board of Governors for financial matters, and has as such also a controlling role to play, be it limited.

In addition to the control exercised by the Board of Governors, the European Schools are subject to external financial control by the Community, through the European Parliament and the Court of Auditors.

The European Parliament, part of the budgetary authority of the Community, has the final say over non-compulsory expenditure. Thus it ultimately decides on the Community's annual contribution to the European Schools. For this purpose it has access to the Schools' budget estimates, prepared by the Board of Governors for the forthcoming year, the closure of the Schools' accounts for the previous year, the annual report of the Court of Auditors and any other information it considers necessary.

The Court of Auditors, for its part, carries out ex post control of the implementation of the budget by the Schools, although they are not agencies set up by the Communities. To be able to do this, the Court of Auditors, which is empowered to carry out on-the-spot verifications, scrutinises the closure of the accounts that the Schools are obliged to draw up, and makes its comments known to the Schools. In the light of the Schools' replies, it forwards its annual report to the Board of Governors. This control makes it possible to evaluate the regularity and legality of.

2.
The challenges and reasons for this evaluation of the European Schools

The recently adopted Commission Communication outlines inter alia the main challenges of the European School system. The challenges faced by the small European Schools are rather specific. They are serving a very small number of pupils of EU staff although they are heavily subsided by the European Commission. The need to review the working of the European School system so as to render it more efficient and cost effective is an issue that has to be faced by the Board of Governors. As a member of this board, the Commission has indicated that it had a keen interest in affecting reforms in the European Schools system. In May 2003, the European School’s Board of Governors decided that a series of working groups would be set up to report on the viability of four of the schools in the light of criteria established on 24 and 25 October 2000 regarding the setting up, maintenance and closure of language sections and schools (see annex)
. These unanimously agreed upon criteria, the so-called “Gaignage” report criteria, were a result of lengthy discussions on what constitutes valid reasons for opening or closing language sections or schools. 

These discussions were catalysed by the interest taken of staff at the smallest of the Commission's places of employment, Petten/Bergen, Karlsruhe, Mol and Culham based on the summary report on the future of the European Schools prepared by a working group of the Board of Governors on 26 and 27 October 1999 and adopted by the latter on 27 October 2000. The Staff Committee of the Commission agreed with the DG for Personnel and Administration (DG ADMIN), which recognised the Schools' importance to the Commission staff, signed a joint declaration
 and organised a round table to discuss the European Schools. The declaration was signed on 27 September 2000, and identical or similar declarations were also signed by the Staff Committees and administrative departments of the other institutions.

The “Gaignage report criteria” have been, and remain, a central point of reference, the implementation of which the Commission supports. Nonetheless one has to recognise that the decision to set up a European School or keep one running is a political one based on a complex assessment of many factors. 

Figures on the total school population show that the number of pupils in the smaller schools continues to moderately, or even significantly, decline over the previous years. This, plus the at times low amount of category 1 pupils in the primary and secondary cycle per language section, gave, and gives, rise to concern. The cost-effectiveness issue is a crucial one in this regard as well as the aim of ensuring that multi-lingual European education is available to the children of EU staff in all locations where there are EU Institutions. 

The criteria unanimously adopted by the Board of Governors in 2000 specified that a language section should be closed if, over a 2-year period, there are 37 or less pupils in the entire primary section and 42 or less pupils in the entire secondary section, or, if the numbers of category 1 pupils are low. 
The first time that these criteria were applied by the Board of Governors was during the first semester of 2004 for the Italian and German sections in Bergen and the Dutch section in Karlsruhe. Because of the significant budgetary implications and the potential cost savings from resulting from the reduction of the number of detached teachers, the Board of Governors decided that these sections should be phased out starting as of September 2005. 

It is worth repeating that the original aim of the European Schools was to serve the children of EU staff. The percentage of the 2003 budget supplied by the Commission for each of the 4 schools, to be covered by this evaluation, is set out below against the percentage of category 1 and 2 pupils.

FACTS AND FIGURES ON THE SMALL EUROPEAN SCHOOLS 2003 / 2004

	School
	N° of langua-ge

sec-tions
	Total

pu-pils
	Pupils who are EU staff chil-dren


	EU Staff chil-dren as % of total
	Cat. III

pu-pils
	Cat. III pupils % of total
	2004 Budget € million run-ning costs
	Estima-ted Cat. III fees as % of budget 2004
	EU fun-ding 2004  € million
	EU fun-ding as % of bud-get

	BERGEN - NL
	5
	696
	66
	9.5
	578
	83
	11.48
	12
	6.62 
	57.67

	CULHAM - UK 
	5 
	884 
	14 
	1.6 
	729 
	82.4 
	12.28 
	16.6 
	6.62 
	53.91

	KARLSRUHE –D (*) 


	5 
	1 098 
	83 
	7.6 
	858 
	78.1 
	11.75 
	24.9 
	4.14 
	35.23

	MOL - B 
	5 
	647 
	85 
	13.1 
	506 
	78.2 
	10.99 
	12 
	6.45 
	58.69


(*) There are special external sources of income for this School, lowering the EU contribution.

It is the relatively low level of Category 1 pupils in these schools which drew the attention of the Board, the European Parliament and the Commission to the unbalanced situation. 

It was therefore decided in May 2003 that 4 working groups, called the “Gaignage groups” would report on the viability of four Schools in regard to certain language sections in Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol. These working groups submitted their first reports in January 2004 and their final reports in April 2004. Even though some were detailed than others, the reports provided useful information. They did not however come to a definitive solution nor did they propose overall alternatives for the longer term viability of the small schools. It has called for a more in-depth and independent evaluation by outside experts.

In addition, last year a resolution of the European Parliament stated, inter alia, that it noted that the European Schools outside Brussels, Luxembourg and Munich have a limited number of pupils who are children of staff of a European body and that it believed that the importance of the European Schools for the proper functioning of the European Institutions must now be the subject of an independent evaluation.

3. 
Tasks, objectives and questions of the evaluation

The tasks of the consultant for this evaluation are the following:

For each of the four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe) the evaluation should analyse the current situation as regards financial viability, examine the different options available and propose action to be taken in the context of the Convention governing the European Schools and in light of the decision taken by the Board of Governors in 2000 concerning the criteria for the setting up, closure or maintenance of European Schools. In this assessment, the evaluation criteria of efficiency, effectiveness, relevance and sustainability should therefore be used.

More specifically, the study for each School will include the following:

a)
Efficiency: 

*
An analysis of the current income and expenditure, including a critical assessment on the potential to rationalise expenditure and improve financial management.
*
An analysis of the current student population and the teachers, in terms of categories and sub-categories of pupils, their linguistic sections, their 2nd language and option choices, as well as an analysis of teachers employed (both as detached and locally hired staff) and teacher – to – pupil ratios for each class, option and section.

b)
Effectiveness: 

*
An assessment of the potential for cooperation between the European School and other schools and/or for the transformation of the European School into a more independent “associated” School with greater own financial  resources.
*
An analysis of the educational market (both availability of schools and demand for an international education) in the areas surrounding the European School (up to 100 km radius).
*
An assessment of the issues raised by a possible closure of the European School, the necessary transitional arrangements and the alternatives available to pupils and staff as well as any necessary social measures.

c)
Relevance & Sustainability:

*
An overall assessment of the options available for the European School, their consequences, their costs and benefits, and their impact on the European Schools’ system and its financing.
*
Recommendations and proposals for the future of each School based on all the above elements.

The objectives of this evaluation are the following:

*
To assess if the small European Schools still address the objectives for which they were established (relevance) and to provide an analysis of the efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability of these four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe).

*
To provide practical and specific recommendations for further improvement of the financial viability and the functioning of the four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe).
*
To identify future options for the four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe). 

*
Assess the impact of the issues raised for each of the four small European Schools, in case of a possible closure, the necessary transitional arrangements and the alternatives available to pupils and staff as well as any necessary social measures.

The evaluation questions linked to these objectives are the following:

*
What are strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats (SWOT analysis) of the four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe)?

*
What can be done to improve, under the current conditions, the financial viability and the functioning of the four small European Schools?

*
How satisfied are parents, teachers and the Board with the current functioning of the four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe)?  How can satisfaction be increased?

*
Can multi-lingual European education be ensured differently in the future to the children of EU staff at the four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe)? If so, how?

*
How can the efficiency of the four small European Schools (Culham, Mol, Bergen, Karlsruhe) be increased to bring them in line with the bigger European Schools, for instance in terms of the Commission’s subsidy per Category I pupil?

*
Can efficiency and effectiveness gains be achieved for the four small European Schools by cooperation with other schools or educational organisations? If so, how should that be organised?

*
What would be the impact of closure for each of the four small European Schools? What kind of transitional arrangements and social measures would be needed in this case? What would be the alternatives available to pupils and staff upon closure? 

4. 
Monitoring and information

The contractor will be provided with the reports of the four working groups concerning the future of the Bergen, Culham, Karlsruhe and Mol schools. 

In addition, the annual reports, statistics and budgetary information can be made available from the Office of the Secretary-General of the Board of Governors of the European School.

5. 
Methodology and data collection techniques 

The contractor will use sound and proven methodologies and data collection techniques for the evaluation, mainly derived from management consultancy and social science research, and pay particular attention to the reliability of data. In order to assess the effectiveness, the methods proposed are expected to establish a reasonable degree of causality. The contractor that will be retained for this project will be allowed access to all relevant documentation provided that personal data protection rules are adhered to.

An internal co-ordination group will be set-up for this project in DG ADMIN to steer the project and provide feedback to the work of the consultant. A letter of introduction will be provided to the consultant to arrange any type of required interviews.  

In cases when the consultant judges that questionnaires/surveys are necessary, the contractor’s proposal will need verification and acceptance by the internal co-ordination group of DG ADMIN. In case of surveys, attention needs to be paid to reliability of data, by for instance having control questions and measures to increase the response rate. In case of paper-based surveys, the contractor will provide a clear postal address and provide pre-printed envelopes.

In case of workshops, focus groups, brainstorming sessions, etc, the contractor could request the evaluation function in DG ADMIN to provide a meeting room on the Commission’s premises. Meeting rooms at the European Schools can be requested via unit ADMIN.D.4.

The contractor will inform and explain any other data-collection methods in advance to internal co-ordination group of DG ADMIN. All primary data collection will need to be documented.

The selected contractor will have to work in close co-operation with the unit responsible for the European Schools within DG ADMIN. The project will be managed by the Evaluation Function of DG ADMIN (attached to unit ADMIN.D.2).
The consultant will respect the ethics of his/her profession and the confidentially of his/her data and reports. All contacts with Commission staff will have to be approved in advance by the Commission (i.e. units ADMIN.D.4, ADMIN.D.2, or by the joint steering group on the basis of the proposed work programme for this project).

6. 
Minimum services to be rendered 

The evaluation will be divided into three main phases: 

*
The first phase will be the structuring stage or inception phase for the whole process. It will be focused on the definition and validation of the methodology and understanding of the issues and challenges facing the four small European Schools. It will also allow the preparation of an appropriate methodology (or fine-tuning of it). It will include, when needed, a provisional lists of interviewees among the Commission, the organs of the European Schools (Board of Governors, Secretary-General, Board of Inspectors), the parents’ association, teachers, and key persons of the “Gaignage” working groups. It should also lead to the finalisation of a detailed or fine-tuned work programme. An Inception report will be produced, to present the results of the desk research and the proposed data-collection methods. It should include findings from the in-depth desk research analysis and contain a first synthesis based on the analysis of financial information, statistics of the different types of pupil population, and of the meetings or interviewees with key stakeholders. 

*
The second phase will be divided in two parts: the first part will focus on carrying out meetings or interviews at site with a sample of key stakeholders in the functioning of the four small European Schools. This should also provide an opportunity for at least some investigation of differences in approach of the schools. This phase could also include additional data-collection methods, such as expert review (possibly a panel), workshops or focus groups. An interim report will be submitted with the interim findings, and will be explained in a debriefing presentation to the internal co-ordination group of DG ADMIN.

*
The third and final phase will be used for structuring and prioritising findings, conclusions and recommendations, and for report writing. A draft final report, designed to present the findings related to the tasks set out under point 4 and to provide substantiated answers to the evaluation questions. The draft report will be discussed with the internal co-ordination group of DG ADMIN, and subsequently finalised. The recommendations will be practical and specific, so that it allows the Commission to provide an appropriate follow-up. The implications of implementing the recommendations should be clearly spelled out.

A clear work programme will identify the services or tasks to be rendered, the amount of time per team member expected to be spend on it, and include a clear activity' schedule and -planning. 

The consultant should at least carry out the tasks specified under heading 3. It goes without saying that the contractor is required to visit all four schools, probably at least twice.

7. 
Format and quality of the evaluation reports:

The format of the evaluation reports should follow the diagram below, which provides the essential overall structure. 

The following quality standards will be applied for the evaluation reports: 

1.
The substance of the evaluation reports shall be relevant, based on rigorous analysis, meet the criteria explained in this current document and comply with the deadlines set in the contract.
2.
The evaluation reports shall describe the purpose of the evaluation and its context and also the objectives, questions, procedures, results and reasoned conclusions of the evaluation, so as to make available the essential information in an easily understandable form.
3.
The report shall describe the information sources in such detail that the correctness of the information can be assessed. The data collected or selected shall be adapted to the methodologies used and be sufficiently reliable for the expected use.
4.
The prospects and reasoning on which interpretation of the results is based shall be described and explained. The results should follow on logically and be substantiated by data analysis and interpretations based on carefully-presented explanatory hypotheses.
5.
The final evaluation report shall present the results and conclusions of the evaluator and the tenor thereof shall not be amended without his/her agreement.
6.
The conclusions and any recommendations shall be rigorous and not distorted by personal or partisan considerations. The recommendations shall be comprehensible, useful, applicable and detailed enough to be brought into effect. 

The final report will in addition detail the practical and specific recommendations in a table format, either in an annex or as attached to the chapter with the conclusions and recommendations. The following table format needs to be used in this regard:

Reporting format for a follow-up table to evaluation recommendations:

	Recommendation
	Actions
	Tasks to be undertaken
	Priority

(High, Moderate, Low)
	Responsible service or school

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Four paper copies of the interim and final report will have to be submitted. In addition, the consultant will be required to submit all reports and findings in electronic format, preferably in MS Word or Excel.

8. 
Payment schedule

Payment shall be made in EUR (€).

Remuneration:

Payments will be made by instalments (a minimum of 3) upon submission to the Commission of duly established invoices.

Reimbursements:

Travel and related costs can be invoiced according to the amount agreed in the contract. For the reimbursable costs, payment shall be made following presentation of original receipts (plus one copy) as part of the main payment.

9. 
The offer must include:

The offer (with a separate technical and financial proposal) should at least consist of the elements listed below:

General information and administrative details: 

*
In case of consortiums of firms or groups of service providers: detailed information that specifies the role, qualifications and experience of each member or group.

*
Legal status of the company/organisation.
*
Name and title of the person entitled to sign.
*
Complete banking references (account n° and bank’s name, full address of the local branch, international bank code or SWIFT code based on a statement/letter issued by the bank); and

*
VAT N°.
Separate Financial Proposal:

*
Full costing of the offer (and a total figure) in terms of fees based on staff costs/man-days, and expenses.

*
A fixed price, in accordance with point 10.
Separate Technical proposal:

*
Context/background and introduction.
*
Methodology and approach: overall approach, general principles to be applied, methodological framework and work plan, project activity schedule / phases of the assignment, reporting schedule, missions to be undertaken.
*
Presentation of the team, its structure and their work distribution.
*
References / relevant projects or experience of the team proposed.

*
All the information and documents required by the authorising department for the appraisal of tenders on the basis of the award criteria set out in point 11.
The original offer needs to be submitted, with an additional three paper copies. The offer should also be presented at the same time on a floppy-disk or CD-ROM (preferably in Word format).

10. 
Quotation of prices & estimated budget

Prices must be quoted in EUR (€). Tenderers outside the “Euro-zone” should use the conversion rates published in the C series of the 'Official Journal of the European Communities' on the day when this invitation to tender was sent out. 

Prices must be fixed amounts that are non-revisable. 

Estimated travel and subsistence expenses must be indicated separately. This estimate should be based on article II.7 of the 'General Conditions' applicable to service contracts awarded by the Commission (see annex) and include any travel required to meet representatives of the Commission, the four small European Schools and other stakeholders. In any event, it should represent the maximum amount of travel and subsistence expenses payable for all the services provided. 

Prices should be quoted free of all duties, taxes and other charges, including VAT, as the Communities are exempt from such charges under Articles 3 and 4 of the Protocol on the privileges and immunities of the European Communities.

The expected budget available for this project lies in the range between EUR 60.000 to around EUR 100.000. This indication is supplied for information only and really depends on the type of service that is proposed and the amount of time-investment by the contractor. The effective duration of the work shall be approximately 9 months. The contract will be concluded for a period of 12 months.

We expect that the start-up meeting could possibly take place during May 2005.

Tenderers should pay attention to the provisions of art. 4 in Annex II. In drawing up his/her bid, the consultant should bear in mind the provisions of the standard contract attached to this invitation to tender (see annexes).
11. 
Award Criteria for the choice of the contractor

The contract will be awarded to the most economically advantageous tender in terms of:

*
The cost to the Commission and, in particular, the prices offered.
*
The quality of the services offered in relation to the requirements and details set out in the specifications of this Invitation to Tender.
Quality will be assessed on the basis of:

*
The proposed methodology (30%).
*
The general approach and the quality of the offer in regard to the relevance to the specifications of this Invitation to Tender (40%).
*
The knowledge and expertise of the proposed evaluation team of the national educational systems in the countries in which the four small European Schools are located (30%).


Only tenders which are awarded a relative mark of 60% or more for each of the criteria will be considered for the subsequent financial analysis.
The financial value of each tender, which passes the quality assessment, will be determined by calculating the price index as follows:

Cost of the tender under consideration* 100

Cost of the least expensive tender
The final evaluation will be made by awarding each tender a number of points calculated as follows:

Number of points for quality * 100
Price index

The tender with the highest number of points at the end of the final evaluation will be considered to be "the most economically advantageous."
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Evaluation of the European Schools at Culham, Mol, Bergen and Karlsruhe and options for the future

















*	The feasibility of the above mentioned opportunity depends on political good�will, and a consensus among all the decision makers involved does not seem very probable.





*	If its raison d’être is not expanded, the Culham European School will not be able to fulfil its main objective in the medium term and therefore the future of the school would be jeopardized.


Furthermore, with the existing raison d’être, it is hard to justify the need of having, in each school, a section in the language of the host Member State.





Threats





*	In view of the original raison d’être, the closure of the European school will probably render the working positions offered by research centres less attractive, but it cannot be proven       – unless empirically – that this would imply a less smooth functioning of these research centres by the fact that some research posts would remain vacant.





*	Ending the use of the existing nuclear research facilities at the JET-EFDA site implies the disappearance of the Culham European School’s raison d’être.





*	The smaller schools, precisely because they are small but nevertheless have to offer a lot of courses to cat. 1 (and 2) pupils, lead to a high cost per pupil.  With the existing rules of calculating the fees for cat. 2 and 3 pupils, they cannot maximize the net income out of these fees, despite the fact that the small group sizes still allow a lot of additional fee paying children without the risk of having to split classes.








Weaknesses





*	The research centres from DG JRC are in a growing phase, meaning that the educational need of category 1 pupils will probably expand in the future.





*	Based on the demand for European education, the opportunity would be to expand the actual raison d’être to the provision of European education to European citizens and not just to children whose parents are working at the European Communities.  This could lead to substantial net income from school fees.  The discussion is, of course, highly political and not organi�sational.  It would probably also apply additional funding by the Commission, although not by DG Admin





Opportunities





*	European schools are still operating in accordance with their original raison d’être as they provide education to children of the staff of research centres, and at a cost per teaching periode very well comparable to the one of the bigger schools.





*	Level of satisfaction concerning Euro�pean Schools is generally high.  Even when less positive, the opinions raised are related to the improvement of specific areas of the functioning of the Schools which do not question their relevance.














Strenghts





*	The ability of the schools to meet the further existing demand for European education depends on:





Internal factors related to the system of the European Schools and their governance (e.g. school fees).


External factors depending on the localization of the schools.





*	The decision making process by the Board of Governors (needing unani�mity for each major decision) is very slow, and reforms in order to render the system more flexible take a very long time to materialize.





Threats





*	Even if less highly valued than European education, international education and national schools could be a second best solution for European and local parents.





*	The way in which the European Schools’ system is organised inevitably leads to high costs.





*	Impact of the existing forms of colla�borations is weak from the perspective of European schools as it allows only feeding external education systems with the European education experience.





*	Even if possible from a pedagogical point of view, the potential of the Bergen, Culham and Mol European Schools to become “associated schools” is to be considered more as a wishful thinking than as a real opportunity as no additional funding would come from national authorities. 








Weaknesses





*	Further demand for European education exists in the surroundings of each school, meaning that pupils’ population may increase in the future.





*	In the future, the European School of Karslruhe could become an associated school of type 2, if the school receives the additional financial support of the local/regional authorities and succeed in further expanding its category 2 pupils. 





Opportunities





*	European education is only provided by the European schools and by the Scuola per L’Europa (probably accredited school in the future).





*	This type of education is highly valued by parents compared to education offered by international schools.





*	European schools collaborate with local/regional (national and international schools) and with other models of education developed abroad for providing education to staff of new European agencies.





Strenghts





*	Lack of unanimity to revise or abandon the authoritative documents or to change the existing rules.





*	Position of some stakeholders is not always clearly defined.





Threats





*	Pupils’ population is decreasing in the four schools: Bergen lost 25% of its population since 1995/1996.  Gaignage criteria not fulfilled in the 4 schools for cat. 1 pupils.  Culham is in a particular weak position as very few children are from the JET-EFDA





*	Language sections: French section of the Bergen school not fulfilling the Gaignage criteria, no English section in the Mol school, sections in the language of the host country are generally the most populated ones (but the least necessary in terms of fulfilling a need to facilitate the reintegration of the children when they return to their home country).





*	High cost associated with the small sizes of the teaching groups, or, in other words, with the low pupils to teacher ratios.





*	High costs associated with personnel costs, notably for chargés de cours whose budgetary costs are higher than for seconded teachers





*	Level of school fees not always conform to market conditions (except for Culham), making it sometimes very hard to nearly impossible to attract higher numbers of cat. 2 and 3 pupils whose fees help lower the balancing contribu�tion of the EC, provided their enrolment does not lead to a splitting of classes.





*	Scuola per L’Europa model hardly applicable to the Bergen, Culham and Mol ES as national/regional/local authorities have not the competence/ willingness to grant them more financial support.





Weaknesses





More efficiency could be achieved by:





*	Granting more financial autonomy to the schools in defining the levels of the school fees for cat. 2 and 3 pupils can lead to extra income, not necessarily by increasing the fees, but by taking into account price elasticity effects (and, more generally spoken, the local market con�ditions for the type of education the European Schools provide).





*	Granting them more autonomy on pedagogical issues (e.g. reorganisation of the religion courses) can lead to lower costs





*	Not referring anymore to the Gaignage criteria (for the rate of 50% for category 1 pupils) since this hinders financial/organisational efficiency.








Opportunities





*	Based on the existing framework of rules, the four European Schools are organising European education in an efficient way.





*	Strong political support from local/regional/ national authorities especially for Karlsruhe (including financial support on top of the financing that is foreseen in the Convention) and Mol (where the Belgian/Flemish government has announced it will use its veto right should a proposal to close the school be put on the table).





Strenghts





*	The viability of the Culham European School is condemned at medium-term.








Threats





*	Education in separate language sec�tions is challenged from an organisa�tional and financial point of view due to the enlargement of the European Union.





Weaknesses





*	Alternatives do exist to enlarge the champ d’action and increase the number of category 1 pupils in Bergen, Karlsruhe and Mol.





*	The alternative model of multilingual education promoted by Bergen seems in accordance with the raison d’être of the European Schools and coould lead to lower costs.





Opportunities





*	Multilingual education of European Schools is highly valued








Strenghts
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� 	For category 3 pupils, it would be at least necessary to define a maximum ceiling upon which school fees may not go and to prevent new rises in the coming years of the cat. 3 school fees. 


� 	Since the Gaignage criteria are considered to be part of the fundamental rules of the existing system, reviewing them would need a complex decision making process.  We feel, however, that this needs not to be the case as we propose to make a distinction between the “absolute” criteria which concern the setting up or the closure down of a language section if an absolute number of category 1 pupils is reached or not and one specific “relative” criterion such as the one concerning the 50 cat. 1 pupils threshold. The absolute criteria have a highly political character as far as their fixing and implementation is concerned (since they have a serious impact on the expenses), the “relative” criterion we propose to drop or at least modify concerns the income side of the budget; hence, it should normally lead to a less complex decision making process.





�	For example, there is no Latvian, Lithuanian or Estonian language section in Brussels: all pupils with these languages as their mother tongue are being directed to the Brussels II school, where they will be taught in the English, French or German language sections; on the other hand, new language sections have been created for Polish, Czech and Hungarian pupils in Brussels and Luxembourg.  


�	The model of the “Scuola per l’Europa” is presented more in detail at page 72 of this report.


�	European Parliament resolution on the future financing of the European Schools (2002/2083(INI)).


�	The figure has been obtained by applying a rebate of about 20% on the number of maximum hosting capacity of the school, which takes account of the maximum possible number of pupils per classroom (considering the surface of the classroom in m²).


� The new category 2 agreements concern the following companies : Office Depot International B.V., BV Philips Lighting, BVBA V.S.J., BV Renkoe, Janssen-Pharmaceutica, Genzyme Flanders, Helvoet Pharma.


�	The centres of JRC Petten, ITU and IRMM belong to the DG JRC, whereas the EFDA-JET centre is fully owned by the British authorities while being used in several research programmes, co-funded by the European Commission.


� 	In the English section, the cl.1 N1 and N2 are grouped.  The cl.1 N2 of the Italian and the Dutch section are also grouped with the cl. 2 N2 of the English section.  In S1, cl. 2 and 3 of the English section have been created to integrate pupils coming from the Italian and Dutch sections.


�	The reasons why parents send their children to a European School formed the subject of a recent and still unpublished survey, organised by a group of parents, who were assisted by Interparents and the individual Parents Associations (except Brussels I).  We are grateful to be allowed to quote the following results from this survey, in which parents could indicate up to three factors that influenced their decision to send their children to the European School : only 9% of the German parents in Karlsruhe found provision of education in their mother tongue (= German) an important factor in their choice, whereas 74% of these German parents found the special focus on foreign languages (= other than German) an important factor ― on the other hand, 67% of the non-German parents in Karlsruhe found provision of education in their mother tongue (= other than German) an important factor.  These figures illustrate most clearly the point we want to make, but quite oddly, this is not confirmed with the same firmness by the results for the other smaller schools : in Bergen, whose results are the least supporting our point, 33% of the Dutch-speaking parents find provision of educa�tion in their mother tongue (= Dutch) an important factor, which is nearly as high as the percentage of non-Dutch speaking parents, namely 37 %.  And the situation as observed in Karlsruhe does not seem to be valid for the other European Schools in Germany; indeed, when taking the figures for Karlsruhe, Frankfurt and Munich together, 37% of the German parents find provision of education in their mother tongue (= German) an important factor; which is nearly as high as the 43% of the non-German parents finding provision of edu�cation in their mother tongue (= other than German) an important factor.  It would seem, from these diverging results, that further analysis of the reasons is necessary.


�	These concern only the secondary level.


�	Dispositions générales relatives à l’enseignement des langues dans les écoles européennes, approuvées par le Conseil supérieur des Ecoles européennes, le 28 et 29 avril 1998.


�	Extract from Digest of decisions of the Board of Governors of the European Schools – September 1995, Chapter XX.


�	The Office of the Secretary General is well aware of this flaw, and a remedy will be provided for in the new database system that is being put in place, and which will be up and running in 2007.


�	This histogram not includes the socials costs of seconded teachers and AAS and other expenses such as travel/mission expenses, the overtime, etc.


�	For seconded personnel, the scale of their salary is divided in 11 incremental steps.  The step at which a member of the staff is placed is corresponding to the age group to which he belongs.  Step 1 refers to teachers being 23 years old at the primary level, and 24 years old at the secondary level.  Step 11 refers to teachers being 43 years old at primary level, and 44 years old at the secondary level.


�	It is theoretically possible that the number of cat. 1 pupils would drop under the Gaignage threshold to keep the class open, but that the school management would prefer or feel obliged to keep it open for the sake of cat. 3 pupils.  In that case, the presence of cat. 3 pupils would lead to a higher than marginal cost.  Such cases are, in practice, rather rare. Nevertheless, the annex four of the report shows that in some cases there are indeed classes without category 1 and 2 pupils which implies cost (teacher salaries) namely when groupings are not possible. 


�	Price elasticity refers to the fact that higher fees lead to less demand, but the downfall of this demand might be overcompensated by the extra-income of the higher fees; on the contrary, lower fees lead to an increased demand, and the downfall of the income generated by an individual pupil may be overcompensated by the extra-income generated by the increase of the numbers.


�	The school is offering special tuiton to cat. 1 children who now have to go to a local Italian school as long as the upper years are not organised; this tuiton should allow them to pass their baccalaureat according to the rules, laid down in the accredition conditions.


�	This project implies the education of very young children from 0 to 4 years old as well.  


�	Since the survey was limited to four schools, we cannot affirm that other smaller schools are not better placed to offer the cooperation that is currently offered by one of the four schools, whereby it should be noted that the cooperation is sometimes the result of good personal relations between members of the management of the schools involved.


� 	Phrase quoted from the « conclusions of the Conference on the future of European Schools » – 15-16 May 2006 at Noordwijk, The Netherlands.


� 	European research centers can be assimilated to European agencies.


� 	Figures in Full Time Equivalents.


� 	This corresponds to what is foreseen under article 35 of the regulations for Members of the Seconded Staff of the European Schools.


� This allowance amounts to € 227 per month


�	Except in Culham where the English section is the most demanded and Luxembourg II where English is only the fourth most demanded section (after the French, Italian and Danish sections).


� 	For category 3 pupils, it would be at least necessary to define a maximum ceiling upon which school fees may not go and to prevent new rises in the coming years of the cat. 3 school fees. 





� 	Since the Gaignage criteria are considered to be part of the fundamental rules of the existing system, reviewing them would need a complex decision making process.  We feel, however, that this needs not to be the case as we propose to make a distinction between the “absolute” criteria which concern the setting up or the closure down of a language section if an absolute number of category 1 pupils is reached or not and one specific “relative” criterion such as the one concerning the 50 cat. 1 pupils threshold. The absolute criteria have a highly political character as far as their fixing and implementation is concerned (since they have a serious impact on the expenses), the “relative” criterion we propose to drop or at least modify concerns the income side of the budget; hence, it should normally lead to a less complex decision making process.


.





� 	The total number of pupils per language section differs from the total number of pupils indicated in the “Budget prévisionnel des dépenses et des recettes 2007 – écoles européennes de Bergen”. This has been checked and we confirm that the figures indicated in this table are in conformity to what is indicated in the rapport de rentrée 2005-2006 of Bergen European School.


�	Information on the European Schools can be found on their Web site : � HYPERLINK "http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlEn/IndexEn_home.html" ��http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlEn/IndexEn_home.html�


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlFr/Dispos_E1.pdf" ��http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlFr/Dispos_E1.pdf�


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlFr/Dispos_A3.pdf" ��http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlFr/Dispos_A3.pdf�


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlEn/Dispos_A7.pdf" ��http://www.eursc.org/SE/htmlEn/Dispos_A7.pdf�


� Official Journal L 212 , 17/08/1994 p. 0003 - 0014


� 	See annex I.


� 	See annex I.
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