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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition 0374/2010 by Z.K. (Greek), on problems in the ‘Mamer 2’ European 
School in Luxembourg

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner describes the problems she has had in the ‘Mamer 2’ European School in 
Luxembourg, where her 9-year-old son, who has had a number of difficulties adapting, is 
enrolled. She points out that her complaints to certain members of the European School’s 
Supreme Council have produced no results and that the school’s responsible deputy school 
inspector has not acted in her son’s interests but, on the contrary, has acted in a way which the 
petitioner describes as unprofessional, offensive and irregular. The petitioner has already 
contacted the Luxembourg Ombudsman for children’s rights, Marie Anne Rodesch-Hengesch, 
who has tried unsuccessfully to arrange a meeting with the above-named deputy school 
inspector. The petitioner therefore calls on the European Parliament to take the matter up. 

2. Admissibility

Declared admissible on 2 July 2010. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
202(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 8 October 2010.

The Commission has received the following information from the European school of 
Luxembourg II concerning this matter.

At the beginning of the school year 2008-2009, the teachers expressed concerns about the 
behaviour of the child of the petitioner. They considered his behaviour as dangerous both to 
himself and to others, and made individual reports on the child's behaviour.



PE450.814v02-00 2/3 CM\870254EN.doc

EN

The head of the primary school discussed with the parents and advised them to seek the 
opinion of an expert. The parents replied that they did not consider that the problems related 
to their son. According to them the child's difficulties were mainly caused by the fact that 
primary 1 and primary 2 classes were merged.

All the teachers of the relevant section then made a written request to the management of the 
school calling for an expert to visit the school in order to observe the child's behaviour in 
class. Such action is in line with the existing internal procedure. The parents rejected the 
conclusions of the report and informed the school that their child would be seen in a 
diagnostic centre in Greece. The school provided a copy of the psychologist report and of the 
teachers' reports to the diagnostic centre.

The petitioner complains about the deputy director's attitude in conducting the actions related 
to her child's behaviour and accuses her of illegal acts, violation of human rights, violation of 
data protection rights, violation of school policies, violation of educational rights, of defaming 
a child and its family intentionally, maladministration and abuse of power.

Before submitting this petition to the Parliament, the petitioner introduced a formal complaint 
against the administration of the European School to the Secretary General of the European 
Schools, considering that the director of the school did not have the right to let an external 
person observe the behaviour of her child in the class. The Secretary General confirmed to the 
petitioner that Art. 18 of the General rules of European Schools1 allows the director to 
authorise persons from outside the school (in this case a psychologist) to sit in and observe 
classes with the agreement of the teachers concerned.  The Secretary General concluded that 
she 'could not find that the child rights had not been respected'.

In the light of the different exchanges of emails, letters between the petitioner and the school, 
letters between the petitioner and the Secretary General and detailed explanations provided by 
the head of the primary school, it appears that the school applied correctly the existing rules in 
the system of the European Schools and that the actions taken both by the teachers and the 
management were made in the interest of the child. This is also confirmed by the progress 
made by the pupil. He spent the 2009-2010 school year in a small class of seven pupils and no 
longer needs to receive learning support.  Therefore, the accusation of violation of educational 
rights is unfounded. 

The head of primary school also confirmed that the psychologist's report was treated with the 
utmost confidentiality and never communicated to any of the teachers. The data protection 
rights were respected.

The petitioner mentions that the head of the school refused to meet with the Luxembourgish 
Supervisor of children's rights. According to the primary school head, she met with the 
Luxembourgish Supervisor of children's rights in her office on 14.01.2010. Consequently, the 
petitioner's allegation on that point is not correct.

Conclusions

The petition contains accusations against the head of the primary school which are neither 
                                               
1 http://www.eursc.eu/index.php?id=96 - (doc ref. 2007-D-4010-en-6)
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substantiated nor documented. In view of the information received, the Commission considers 
that the school management, the teachers and the Secretariat General of the European schools 
have followed the existing rules, and have kept in mind the pedagogical interests of the child.

4. Commission reply (REV), received on 10 June 2011.

Following the Commission's communication of October 2010, the petitioners have submitted 
their observations and provided some additional documents about this case. They now allege 
that the Board of Governors of the European Schools as well as the European Commission 
have improperly backed up the actions of the deputy director.

The Commission checked that this issue had been properly handled by all stakeholders and 
that the relevant internal rules applicable in the Schools have been followed. In its initial 
conclusion on the petition the Commission confirmed that the school management, the 
teachers and the Secretariat General of the European Schools have followed the existing rules 
and have kept in mind the pedagogical interests of the child.

These arguments were also expressed by the director of Social policy and health in the 
Commission's Directorate-General for DG Human Resources and Security in his letter to the 
petitioner dated 5.11.2010 in which he wrote '... taking into account your description of the 
situation and the documentation and explanations provided by the Deputy Head for the 
Primary and Nursery cycle at the ES Luxembourg II and by the Office of the Secretary 
General of the ES leads me to the conclusion that the school applied the existing rules of the 
system of the ES and that the actions taken by the teachers and the management were made in 
the interest of your child. '  

The new documents submitted by the petitioners do not provide any new element which 
would allow a different conclusion to the one provided in the previous Commission's answer. 
Moreover, document n° 40 confirms that the director of the school wrote to the President of 
the Data Protection Commission of Luxembourg, describing the school procedure, and 
document n° 41 confirms that the school management has destroyed the psychological report, 
as requested by the petitioners.

Conclusions

The relevant rules of the system of the European Schools have been followed, the 
psychological report contested by the parents has been destroyed by the school in January 
2010 as shown in the documents provided by the petitioners, the school rules have been 
described to the Luxemburgish Data Protection Commission and the pedagogical interests of 
the child are kept in mind as he is in a very small class, and is receiving specific learning 
support.


