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Question for written answer E-011765/2013
to the Commission
Rule 117
Hans-Peter Mayer (PPE)

Subject: European Schools Complaints Board

The European Schools were founded jointly by the governments of the Member States of the 
European Union and the European Communities. The legal bases include agreements with the EU, 
which ensure, inter alia, that a representative of the Commission represents the EU on the Board of 
Governors and on the Administrative Board of the schools. Decisions taken there must, as far as 
possible, be unanimous according to the Statute. Furthermore, the EU contributes just under 60 % to 
the budget of the European Schools (exactly 59.7 % of the total budget in 2012).

The judicial body common to all the European Schools is the Complaints Board of the European 
Schools. In accordance with Article 27 of the Convention defining the Statute of the European 
Schools, the Complaints Board shall have sole jurisdiction in the first and final instance, once all 
administrative channels have been exhausted. The Statute and rules of procedure of the Complaints 
Board itself are adopted by the Board of Governors, acting unanimously. The Complaints Board and 
the office at which its full-time employees work are also to be contacted by post c/o the Commission in 
Brussels.

1. Why is there no exhaustion of all administrative channels for disputes in connection with the 
admission procedures for schools in Brussels, but merely a means of appeal for which a 
mandatory fee is to be paid?

2. What is the legal basis for this contradiction of Article 27?

3. What is the justification for the fact that this is at the same time both a first- and a final-instance 
decision?

4. Are there any statistics from the last few years on the outcome of objections (168 in 2012) and 
administrative proceedings (81 in 2012, 32 of which related to admissions to schools in 
Brussels)? Does the Commission consider these results to be balanced?

5. Is the Commission aware of the shortcomings of the admissions strategies, which (quote from 
Case 13/25) ‘in their implementation and administrative application have rightly met with a great 
deal of criticism and considerable confusion among the parents concerned’? Is the Commission 
aware that the procedure (quote) ‘should rightly be classed as not very flexible and remote from 
citizens’ and is therefore regarded by the Complaints Board as ‘requiring revision in the future 
(guidelines and admissions strategy)’? What is the Commission’s view of this?

6. What does it intend to do, in its role on the Board of Governors and on the Administrative Board 
and as addressee and provider of funding, to change this situation?


