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FO R EWOR D  O F  TH E  PRE S I D E N T  

 

 

 

Contact:  

 

Ferry de Rijcke 

Chairman SICI 

 

URL: www.sici-inspectorates.org 

 E-mail: f.derijcke@.owinsp.nl 

W hat defines an inspectorate of 

education? SICI, the organisa-

tion of education inspectorates 

in Europe, is faced with this question 

every time an institution presents itself to 

become a new member. We have come 

to use a broad definition: inspectorates 

are public organisations whose core busi-

ness is the assessment of quality of edu-

cation. Both this common denominator 

and the variety of their actual roles and 

responsibilities makes it worth while for 

them to cooperate. As a consequence, 

one of the main functions of SICI is pro-

fessional development of inspectors and 

inspectorates by organising workshops, 

facilitating collaborative projects and pro-

moting all kinds of exchanges of experi-

ence and expertise. 

 

In the last years, SICI and its members 

have added another ambition, namely to 

contribute to the debates on education 

matters in Europe. The knowledge and 

insights available within inspectorates 

can be more widely profited from through 

European projects and conferences as 

well as, for instance, by offering training 

to new members of the European Union. 

 

In this Review, which we plan to publish 

annually, aspects of the work of SICI are 

presented. 

 

Updated information can be found at 

www.sici-inspectorates.org. 

 

I hope that readers of this review find 

reasons to get in touch with us, for mu-

tual benefit.  

 

Ferry de Rijcke 

President 

http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/
mailto:f.derijcke@.owinsp.nl
http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/


INTRODUCTION 

 

T 
he General Assembly (GA) of SICI 

was held on 4 and 5 October 

2007. Ferry de Rijcke, President 

of SICI chaired the meeting which was 

attended by 12 chief-inspectors, 36 in-

spectors and 5 EC members, represen-

ting 21 SICI members and 2 guest spea-

kers, Dirk van Damme, principal private 

secretary of the Flemish Minister of Edu-

cation and Ben Jensen Head of Indicators 

and Analysis Division at the OECD. 

 

Paul Schatteman, 

Secretary -Genera l 

presented and com-

mented the GA report 

of Stockholm of Octo-

ber 2006, the income 

and expenditure ac-

count and balance 

sheet 2006, the 

budget 2007 and an 

overview concerning 

the memberships. 

 

 

Ferry de Rijcke pre-

sented an update of 

the strategic choices 

that the EC has made 

in previous meetings. 

He indicated that for 

2008 SICI was going 

to pursue 3 strategies: 

Strategy for Inspection to the enhance-

ment of the Quality of Education, Profes-

sional development of Inspection, includ-

ing a Virtual Academy and Risk analysis 

as basis for Inspection, including the Ac-

cess and Use of Data. He also gave an 

overview of the most important actions 

that the EC is focussing on. Website, 

Workshops, Blue Book, P2V, Presidency 

Conference on School Education were 

commented by different EC members. 

 

Ben Jensen, Head of Indicators and 

Analysis Division at the OECD gave an 

extensive presentation how OECD is us-

ing data and quality indicators from the 

individual member countries and to put 

these data and indicators in an interna-

tional perspective. 

 

Roger-François Gauthier (France) and 

Franz Kappelmueller (Austria) were 

elected as new EC Members. Ferry de 

Rijcke, Paul Schatteman, Yvan Verbau-

whede, Petr Drábek, Heinz Kipp and Tim 

Key were re-elected. 

 

QUALITY OF EDUCATION 

 

In his official opening of the General As-

sembly Dirk Van Damme explained that 

the Quality of Education is a social chal-

lenge with key focus on the achievement 

of set objectives. Quality education im-

parts knowledge, skills and attitudes on 

pupils which enhance their personal de-

velopment, cultural enrichment, emanci-

pation and sense of public responsibility. 

However, quality education should not be 

merely understood as quality of the end 

product, but also brings the quality of the 

process to the fore. In this approach, edu-

cational quality refers to the extent to 

which the provided education achieves 

the targets it sets itself or which are for-

mulated for education by external parties. 

 

Upon his entry into office the Minister 

stated the following in his policy memo-

randum: ―Our education policy will thus 

consist not so much in pursuing an equal 

opportunities policy in addition to many 

other priorities, but in making equal op-

portunities the guiding principle in all as-

pects of policy." Therefore it goes without 

saying that the steering and management 

of this ambition is directly linked to the 

supervisory role of the government. 

 

Quality of education is more and more to 

be considered as a challenge to schools, 

as indicated by Michael Fullan: 

―Improvement and accountability can be 

effectively interwoven‖. The key question 

is how schools can organise their own 

policy and practice so as to be able to 

provide quality education to all pupils. A 

school's ability to pursue policy is not a 

goal in itself. It always contributes to-

wards optimising the learning of the chil-

dren. The quality and effectiveness of 

policy strength or the policy-pursuing abil-

ity of schools constitute an important 

dynamics to achieve quality education. 

We consider the school head to be - with-

out a doubt - the key figure in the learning 

and improvement process. He or she 

does not create the policy-pursuing ability 

as a solo player, but on the other hand 

steers and keeps on course the strategic 
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and educational policy in a coherent and 

systematic way in interaction with differ-

ent educational actors. He or she is also 

a key figure in the HR and financial policy.  

 

Experiences of the inspectorate itself as 

well as scientific research show that 

there is a clear connection between the 

achievement of the set educational tar-

gets and a school's policy strength. Exter-

nal supervision by a government should, 

however, not result in the school team 

becoming less professional or the learn-

ing experiences of pupils being reduced. 

The reason for this is that the growth po-

tential of teachers and school teams is 

larger in schools with great policy 

strength. A school that uses its autonomy 

to the fullest succeeds better in achieving 

quality education. In most European 

countries this external supervision is en-

trusted to the education inspectorate 

whom operates either as fully integrated 

body or in close connection with the edu-

cational administration. It is our belief 

that external supervision should be con-

sidered as a contribution towards an em-

phatic educational policy: informing, 

stimulating, adjusting/steering. 

The independent action of inspectorates 

should therefore not be confused with 

isolated autonomy with regard to official 

policy choices. The strength of a strong 

inspectorate lies in the ability of its mes-

sage towards both policymakers and the 

educational field (schools) itself. There-

fore an efficient inspectorate presup-

poses professionalism and targeted su-

pervision. More than ever inspectors will 

have to be able to analyse data and to 

coordinate inspections with systemati-

cally updated data. As a result, the in-

spector profile will develop from the gen-

eralist who reaches judgments on the 

basis of his intuition and 

specific expertise into 

the professional who 

reaches a stimulating 

final judgment on the 

basis of data analysis 

and target-oriented, in-

depth investigations on 

site. In this way the in-

spectorate will help to 

refine insights into edu-

cational mechanisms 

and into the perform-

ance of the provided 

education. This must 

enable policymakers to 

transpose its social am-

bitions into even better 

adapted policy options. 

THE FUTURE OF INSPECTION IN EUROPE 

 

Representatives of Scotland, Graham 

Donald, Romania, Serban Iosifescu, Por-

tugal Alexander Ven-

tura and Denmark, Bo 

Kjems gave their view 

on the future of in-

spection in their re-

spective countries.  

 

Dirk Van Damme 

commented their 

views by indicating 

that the position of 

General Inspectorates 

needs to be reviewed 

as their autonomy is 

very high. He also 

stated that the quality 

of inspectorates should be enhanced and 

their policy capacity needs to be in-

creased. He also feels that Chief-

Inspectors should step into more dia-

logue with schools. As school autonomy 

has still a very high negative image 

schools and government should not be 

spitted. Inspectorates should also focus 

more on the outcome indicators, but also 

look at processes and input. Inspection is 

a part of the quality improvement. Gen-

eral testing is also necessary. We need to 

know where do schools stand and about 

the learning outcome of pupils in a more 

general framework. 

 

Training and recruitment programmes of 

inspectors should focus on the core com-

petences of inspectors, their intrinsic 

knowledge and make them more aware 

regarding the importance of data and risk 

analysis. 

 

Inspection reports should be published, 

regardless of whether 

they are positive or 

critical towards the 

schools involved. 

These reports should 

be published on the 

website due to the 

public nature of the 

government. A first 

positive effect of 

these decisions will be 

an improvement of 

the quality of the 

documents used. 

 

The panel discussion 

following these com-

ments concentrated 

on different issues. 



The publication of reports was 

on the whole considered posi-

tive, but is in many countries 

still a sensitive issue. It is ex-

pected that school manage-

ment will react better in the 

future. This will also result in a 

positive effect on the position 

of inspectors. The panel mem-

bers expect that Inspectorates 

will base their judgements 

more and more on observa-

tion and investigation, and 

use reports from others. Also 

International sources such as 

OECD reports should be used more often. 

 

Policymakers should be more influenced 

by their stakeholders. The expectations of 

stake holders 

as well as the 

remits of in-

s p e c t o r a t e s 

differ consid-

erably. A typi-

cal example 

fore instance 

is Romania 

which uses 

the terms of 

c o n t r o l l i n g 

and evaluat-

ing, Scotland 

evaluating and 

improving. There is a great need to con-

tinuously discuss the implications of 

these differences.  
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Contact:  

 

Paul Schatteman 

Ministry of the Flemish Community 

Department of Education and Training 

Hendrik Consciencebouw — 2C 17b 

Koning Albert II-laan 15 

B - 1210 Brussels 

Belgium 

 

E-mail: paul.schatteman@ond.vlaanderen.be  
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T 
HE ROMANIAN AGENCY FOR 

QUALITY ASSURANCE ON PRE-

UNIVERSITY EDUCATION 

(RAQAPE) is a Public institution of na-

tional interest working under The Roma-

nian Ministry of Education, Research and 

Youth with legal personality and own 

budget, working in compliance with the 

Law no.87/2006 on quality of education. 

 

 

The main tasks of RAQAPE are: 

 

 Elaborates the standards, the refer-

ence standards and the performance 

indicators, the regulations for the in-

stitutional evaluation and accredita-

tion, the manual of  internal quality 

evaluation, the guides of good prac-

tices, the annual report considering its 

own activity, the system analyses con-

cerning quality on Romanian pre-

university level of education, recom-

mendations for improving the quality 

of education at pre-university level, 

the professional code of conduct for 

the experts in evaluation and accredi-

tation; 

 

 Accomplishes the evaluation for au-

thorization and accreditation for all 

educational organizations at pre-

university level; 

 

 Accomplishes,  every three years, the 

recurrent evaluation of the accredited 

educational organizations; 

 

 Recommend to The Ministry of Educa-

tion and Research the authorization 

and the accreditation of educational 

institutions, for each level of educa-

tion, study program or professional 

qualification;  

 

 Accomplishes, on a contractual bases, 

at the Ministry of Education and Re-

search request, the evaluation of the 

quality of pre-university education 

system; 

 

 Accomplishes the quality monitoring 

and control, together with the School 

Inspectorates and the departments of 

the Ministry of Education and Re-

search; 

 

 Publishes the results of the external 

evaluation. 

 

 

Our permanent challenges are: 

 

a)  To certify the capacity of the school 

units to meet the customers‘ expecta-

tions as well as the quality standards; 

 

b)  To ensure the protection of the key 

and the consequent customers of the 

study programs, by producing and 

disseminating information about qual-

ity education;  

 

c)  To play a role in the development of a 

―culture of quality‖ in pre-university 

education organizations; 

 

d)  To recommend to the Ministry of Edu-

cation and Research policies and 

strategies in order to improve the 

quality of education.   

NEW SICI MEMBERS:  
ROMANIA ... 

Contact:  

 

Constanţa-Valentina MIHĂILĂ 

RAQAPE 

Strada Spiru Haret, nr. 12, sector 1 

RO - Bucureşti 

România  

 

E-mail: constanta.mihaila@medu.edu.ro  

mailto:constanta.mihaila@medu.edu.ro
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… AND  
ESTONIA ... 

In order to successfully implement in-

ternal evaluation, state counselling is 

guaranteed to educational institutions. 

In the National Examination and Qualifi-

cation Centre administered by the Min-

istry of Education and Research, an 

educational institutions‘ external 

evaluation department was established 

in 2005, in future organizing and coor-

dinating also the activities of counsel-

lors. The purpose of counselling is to 

enhance the objectiveness of evalua-

tion and deepen educational institu-

tions‘ awareness of their actual situa-

tion, offer necessary additional informa-

tion for comparison, support and de-

velop the conduct of internal evaluation 

and the development of evaluation 

readiness and evaluation culture. 

 

Complex supervision, which used to be 

carried out after every 6 years, is no 

longer conducted in preprimary Institu-

tions and general education institu-

tions. At the initiative of the Ministry of 

Education and Research, supervision 

will be conducted regarding individual 

issues and be based primarily on the 

priorities of state supervision. The Min-

istry of Education and Research will be 

managing the supervision procedures, 

supervision will be conducted by the 

Ministry or by county governments. The 

rearrangements will ensure the direct 

managing role of the Ministry of Educa-

tion and Research in organising state 

supervision. Related to the above-

mentioned changes, the ministry‘s 

monitoring department was renamed 

as external evaluation department in 

2007, as its scope of administration is 

broader than the supervision of 

schools‘ activities.   

S 
ince the year 2006, the Ministry 

of Education and Research estab-

lished an internal evaluation obli-

gation in pre-primary institutions, gen-

eral education institutions and voca-

tional schools and changed the organi-

sation of state supervision. 

 

The aim of the changes was to support 

the creation of internal quality insur-

ance systems in educational institu-

tions. This signifies an important shift in 

approach: instead of regularly checking 

educational institutions and thereby 

collecting information for education 

policy decision-making, educational 

institutions are directed towards self-

analysis of their activities.  

 

The objective of internal evaluation is to 

ensure conditions that support chil-

dren‘s development and a consistent 

development of the educational institu-

tion by identifying the strengths and 

issues of improvement as regards the 

activities of the institution, according to 

which an action plan for implementa-

tion of the development plan will be 

developed. On the basis of this objec-

tive, analysis of education and school-

ing activities and management, and 

evaluation of their effectiveness will be 

carried out.  

 

The criteria of internal evaluation 

(leadership and management, person-

nel management, cooperation with in-

terest groups, resource management, 

the education and schooling process; 

results related to a child/student, per-

sonnel and interest groups and statis-

tics of the educational institution) have 

been stipulated by a regulation of the 

Minister of Education and Research. 

The methods for carrying out interna-

tional evaluation are chosen by the edu-

cational institution.  

Contact:  

 

Kadri Peterson 

Ministry of Education and Research 

Munga 18  

EST - 500880 Tartu 

Estonia 

 

E-mail: kadri.peterson@hm.ee  



Contact:  

 

Daniela Zajoncz 

AQS 

Kaiserstraße 32 

D - 55116 Mainz 

– Rhineland Palatinate - Germany –  

 

Web-Site: www.aqs.rlp.de  
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Introduction about the AQS 

 

A 
s one element of a new policy to 

enhance quality in school educa-

tion the regional parliament of 

Rhineland-Palatinate decided in summer 

2005 to establish a new public agency, 

which provides services of external 

evaluation for public schools. In February 

2006 the „Agency for quality assurance, 

evaluation and school autonomy―– Ger-

man: „Agentur für Qualitätssicherung, 

Selbstständigkeit und Evaluation von 

Schulen― (abbreviated: AQS) was created 

in Mainz. 

 

AQS has the exclusive mandate to carry 

out external evaluations for 1600 public 

schools in Rhineland-Palatinate. Estab-

lished as a public agency, the AQS reports 

directly to the president of the implement-

ing authority of school supervision in Trier 

(abbreviated: ADD). Today the AQS con-

sists of a team of twenty evaluators. Their 

task is to contact and carry out evaluation

-visits at schools and present evaluation 

results. The evaluators are experienced 

headmasters or seconded school supervi-

sors from Rhineland Palatinate. In addi-

tion the AQS works with a team for analy-

sis of school data and information that is 

supported by a public-private association 

of the University of Trier. The AQS works 

also with a team for public relations and 

administration.  

 

The AQS concept of external evaluation 

focuses on lesson quality, on quality in 

school management, organisation, educa-

tion processes and it considers input and 

output data of schools. Since 2006 the 

AQS concept of external evaluation has 

been field-tested with 50 pilot-schools in 

Rhineland Palatinate. The evaluation con-

cept of the AQS also considered the edu-

cation policy making in Rhineland Palati-

nate and included e.g. Feedback of staff 

representatives in schools.  

 

In September 2007 AQS started the for-

mal external evaluation.  An external 

evaluation for a school takes about four 

to six month.  Schools are evaluated by 

teams, which consists of the AQS evalua-

tor, a school supervisor or a ´co-

evaluator´, who are teachers, headmas-

ters from other schools. The AQS applies 

different methods to gather school data 

and uses evaluation instruments to en-

sure that the perspectives of all persons 

and groups in public schools, e.g. teach-

ers, students, parents are included in the 

external evaluation. AQS applies quantita-

tive instruments (e.g. questionnaires for 

teachers, students, parents and statisti-

cal data) and qualitative instruments (e.g. 

interviews with representative groups in 

the school community). 

 

After an external evaluation the AQS team 

for analysis compiles information and 

data of a school in an evaluation report. 

This evaluation report describes the cur-

rent quality status of a school. The report 

is then delivered to the evaluator in 

charge. In a subsequent feedback-visit 

the evaluator presents the findings of 

evaluation report to the school commu-

nity.  Based on the findings of the evalua-

tion report, schools are then requested to 

define objectives to enhance their quality. 

These objectives are defined by the 

school and in guidance by the school su-

pervision authority in charge. AQS will 

carry out a next external evaluation of the 

school after approximately five years.   

 

 

Please note:  

The AQS  

moves in 2009  

to Bad Kreuznach 

 ...AND   
RHINELAND-PALATINATE 
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quickly established itself as a house-

hold name; reports were welcomed by 

parents who for the first time knew 

what went on inside their children‘s 

school.  But Ofsted has not been with-

out its critics, particularly teachers, who 

claimed that inspection – or prepara-

tion for inspection – was stressful and 

time-consuming. 

 

Responsibilities did not remain limited 

to the inspection of schools, however. 

In 2000, Ofsted was given responsibil-

ity for the regulation of childcare, in-

cluding that provided by childminders.  

The scale of this is enormous: there are 

over 150,000 childcare settings in Eng-

land.  Responsibility for the regulation 

of childcare transferred from local au-

thorities to Ofsted, along with a large 

number of childcare inspectors.  Ofsted 

was also made responsible for the in-

spection of all government funded 

nursery education in the private, volun-

tary and independent sector.  Basically, 

this work aims to reassure parents that 

their children are safe, well cared for 

and involved in activities which helped 

him develop and learn. 

 

From April 1, 2007, the "new Ofsted" 

became responsible, in addition to 

those areas described above, for the 

inspection of the quality of social care 

provided for children and young people.  

This work aims to make sure that chil-

dren and young people are kept safe 

from harm, that the service they receive 

is of the best possible quality and that 

the service meets their needs.  The 

focus of this work is what in England is 

described as the "every child matters" 

outcomes for children and young peo-

ple: 

 

 being healthy 

 staying safe 

 enjoying and achieving 

 making a positive contribution 

 achieving economic well-being 

 

Responsibilities for the inspection of 

the Children and Family Court Advisory 

and Support Service also transferred to 

Ofsted.  Basically, Ofsted inspects the 

quality of the support children and 

families are given when the courts are 

The ―New Ofsted‖: the Office for Stan-

dards in Education, Children's Services 

and Skills 

 

O 
fsted, the Office for Standards in 

Education, was established in 

1992 with responsibility for the 

inspection of every school in England.  

Although school inspection has a long 

history in England, having been carried 

out by Her Majesty's 

Inspectors for over 150 

years, the establish-

ment of Ofsted was 

radical and challenging.  

Not only was every 

school in England to be 

inspected on a regular 

basis, the outcomes of 

every inspection were 

to be published in re-

ports to be made avail-

able to parents, 

schools and anyone 

with an interest in edu-

cation.  You can find 

reports on every school 

in England on the Ofsted website; have a 

look! The Ofsted website is one of the 

most highly used public sector websites 

in England.  It is said that some weeks 

only the websites of Manchester United 

and Kylie Minogue receive more hits! 

 

The post of Her Majesty's Chief Inspector 

is currently held by Christine Gilbert.  It is 

a high profile position, and Ofsted is 

rarely out of the news.  Although Ofsted 

staff are civil servants, and paid for by 

the government, Ofsted itself is independ-

ent of the Department for Children, 

Schools and Families, and is therefore 

able to inspect and report independently. 

 

In 1993 the criteria against which 

schools were to be judged were pub-

lished in an inspection "framework", 

which in itself was a radical and influen-

tial statement of what a "good" school 

looks like.  This framework not only set 

out what inspectors would look for when 

they visited a school, it provided a basis 

on which schools could look at them-

selves, the beginnings of self-evaluation. 

Inspection frameworks are available on 

the web. 

 

Ofsted, as the schools inspectorate, 

A report from 

Tim Key 

HMI  

STRATEG I C  ISSU ES :  
TH E  “NE W  OF STED”    



 

involved in making decisions about their 

welfare. 

 

Ofsted also inspects a wide range of post-

16 education, learning and skills provid-

ers: further education colleges, appren-

ticeships, adult and community learning, 

learning in prisons and the training of 

men and women in the British Army, the 

Royal Navy and the Royal Air Force.  Of-

sted also inspects initial teacher training. 

 

Ofsted also inspects the way children 

services are provided by local authorities.  

All local authorities are reviewed by mul-

tidisciplinary teams drawn from Ofsted 

and several other national inspectorates.  

The focus of this work is increasingly pro-

visioning and support for children and 

young people who are "at risk" or 

"vulnerable", such as those children who 

are being looked after by a local author-

ity, or groups of children who traditionally 

do not do well in the education system. 

 

Ofsted also has an advisory function.  On 

the basis of the evidence received from 

this huge range of inspections, Her Maj-

esty's Chief Inspector is required to ad-

vise the Secretary of State on standards 

and the quality of education, children's 

services and skills in England.  She is 

also required to present an annual report 

to Parliament and to provide other re-

ports and advice as requested by the Sec-

retary of State. 

 

The scale of all this work is enormous.  

For example, last year Ofsted inspected 

27,000 childcare providers, 6,800 

schools, over 100 colleges, 240 providers 

of adult learning and over 800 providers 

of children's social care.  Never before 

has a single inspectorate been able to 

report with such authority on key issues 

that affect the lives of children and young 

people. 

Not surprisingly, Ofsted has grown in size 

considerably in the years since 1992.  

Much of the school inspection work is 

contracted out to privately employed in-

spectors, working under the supervision 

and training of HMI in Ofsted.  Even so, 

Ofsted employs around 3,200 staff di-

rectly, including about 360 HMI, 770 

childcare inspectors and another 200 

social care inspectors.  Ofsted also em-

ploys about 700 additional inspectors. 

The budget is around £200 million, of 

which about £43 million is spent on 

school inspection. Most inspectors are 

home workers, supported by one of three 

regional offices (in Bristol, Nottingham 

and Manchester) and a central office, 

Alexandra House, in London. 

 

The new Ofsted is in a strong position to 

make sure that inspection is better co-

ordinated and linked with a drive to im-

prove standards, to make things better 

for children and young people, particu-

larly those in the most difficult circum-

stances.  Its vision is summarised in the 

words "raising standards, improving 

lives".   

 

Further information, including examples 

of inspection reports, can be found on the 

Ofsted website: www.Ofsted.gov.UK .  
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Contact:  

 

Tim Key 

Office for Standards in Education, Children‘s Services and Skills 

Alexandra House 

33 Kingsway 

GB - London WC2B 6SE 

 

E-mail: tim.key@ofsted.gov.uk  

http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/
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So what can inspectorates do in these 

circumstances? 

First of all, it is important to realise that 

the organisations we in Europe call 

‗inspectorates of education‘ in fact dif-

fer widely from each other. All members 

of SICI, the European organisation of 

education inspectorates (Standing In-

ternational Conference of national and 

regional Inspectorates of education. 

http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/), 

have a role in ensuring compliance to 

education laws and all are supposed to 

contribute to quality of education. But 

their actual remits that determine how 

they do this, show essential differ-

ences. 

To some inspectorates ‗whole school 

evaluations‘ is the core business. This 

is the case in for instance, England, 

Scotland and the Netherlands. Inspec-

tors visit schools and draw up reports 

on all relevant aspects. These reports 

then are input for school policy, they 

provide information for parents, and 

their aggregated data inform about the 

state of education in the country and 

can serve as evidence for policy mak-

ing.  

In other countries inspectors concen-

trate on evaluating staff performance 

and are involved in decisions on hiring 

and firing, of placement and promotion. 

Inspectorates also differ in the ways 

they are involved in school improve-

ment. In some countries inspectors are 

consultants, actively assisting schools 

in their efforts to raise quality. At the 

other end of the spectrum are those 

inspectorates that strictly avoid mixing 

ex t e r na l  e va l ua t i on  w i th  co -

responsibility for the internal quality 

policy of schools. 

 

Despite these differences, we can dis-

cern a number of common topics in the 

debates on the future of inspection in 

European countries. For a large part 

these are provoked by developments in 

the positions and responsibilities of 

schools. In a recent study EURYDICE 

has outlined the increase of school 

autonomy in European countries and 

the new forms of accountability that 

accompany this (EURYDICE: School 

I 
nspectorates have an important role 

in safeguarding the quality of educa-

tion. At present, inspectorates in 

most European countries are facing ques-

tions about the ways they will fulfil this 

role in the coming years. I will indicate 

some of these questions in order to illu-

minate what is at stake, and what possi-

ble answers could be. 

 

There is turbulence in edu-

cation systems in European 

countries. Politicians, the 

Lisbon ambitions in mind, 

are concerned with the con-

tributions of education to 

the economic and social 

prosperity of their countries 

and citizens. Parents worry, 

as they always have, about 

the wellbeing and the op-

portunities of their children 

and, more than ever, be-

have as critical customers 

demanding quality from 

schools. In society in general debates on 

the objectives of schooling vary from ex-

treme new demands, to calls for going 

back to traditional basics. And kids, well, 

they seem increasingly to regard school 

as a place of the past. Learning and life 

takes place outside school, more than 

ever before. 

 

Amidst turbulence people tend to resort 

to actions that give them the feeling to be 

in control.  An increasing load of data, of 

evidence of performance is demanded of 

institutions and organisations, both in the 

public and private sector. This wide-

spread and ever growing practice has 

come to be labelled as the audit society. 

(Michael Power: The Audit Society: Rituals 

of Verification, 1999).  Schools in most 

countries have not escaped this scrutiny. 

Accountability in itself is a reasonable 

thing to ask: schools perform vital func-

tions and society is entitled to be in-

formed on how well they do this and how 

they spend the public money allotted to 

them. The main question is whether de-

manding ever more ‗hard‘ data from 

schools is enough to meet the worries 

and concerns indicated above.   

 

An essay by  

Ferry de Rijcke  

IN SP EC TI ON  AN D  SCHO OL S  -  
DEV ELO PMEN TS  A N D  C HA L L ENGES  
I N  A  EUROP EA N  P ER SP EC TIV E   

http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/
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This article was 

originally published in 

French in: 

Revue 

internationale 

d'éducation de 

Sèvres  

n°48, CIEP, 

septembre 2008, Sèvres  

Autonomy in Europe. Policies and Meas-

ures, 2007. Also available at: http://

www.eurydice.org/). The study shows that 

there is a considerable diversity in re-

forms across Europe, and also that coun-

tries follow different time-lines. Autonomy 

in different countries concerns different 

areas. Decision making on finances, on 

staff, on pedagogy and didactics, on 

school organisation: all of these may in 

varying degrees be delegated to the 

school level. On the whole, EURYDICE 

observes a stronger emphasis in recent 

years on enlarging the responsibility of 

schools in matters that are at the core of 

education: pedagogy, didactics, methods 

of teaching and learning.  

There are good reasons for strengthening 

the decision-making power and policy 

capacity of schools. Education policies 

today generally acknowledge that schools 

bear the primary responsibility for good 

education. Devolving decision-making 

power to schools is a logical move in 

times when the contexts in which schools 

operate become more volatile. Student 

populations in urban surroundings do not 

make the same demands on schools as 

do kids that visit small country schools. 

Youngsters from homes with a number of 

internet-connected computers tend to ask 

teachers different questions than children 

living on the other side of the digital di-

vide. Schools, in order to provide good 

education, must respond to new chal-

lenges, adapt in an active way to specific 

demands and needs, as well as achieve 

the national objectives of the school sys-

tem they are part of. This implies that 

schools must contribute to more than 

academic learning alone, and it requires a 

capacity to learn as organisations. It most 

definitely means that they need room to 

move. 

It does not mean that the knights of the 

audit society pass the school doors. As 

schools are given more leeway, there 

seems to be a new impetus to demand 

ever more information about their actual 

performance. There certainly is an ambi-

guity here. 

 

So how can inspectorates meet the quite 

reasonable demand of society to be in-

formed about the quality of its schools 

and to be given a guarantee that schools 

meet national quality standards, without 

stifling the schools‘ policy capacity by de-

tailed standards of performance, uni-

formly applied in elaborate scrutiny and 

requests for ever more information? 

 

 

1. Reliable information 

The contribution of inspectorates first of 

all can consist of supplying dependable 

information and analyses of what is hap-

pening in schools from day to day. Many 

that volunteer to give their opinions on 

education matters have no doubts about 

their expertise on schooling. Inspector-

ates can make a big difference by footing 

education debates on information that is 

relevant and has a solid relation to real-

ity. This includes quantitative data, based 

on shared definitions and carefully col-

lected. In addition, inspectors directly 

observe what is happening in schools, in 

classrooms, and in school computer labs, 

and they communicate directly with 

teachers, students, managers and par-

ents. Using the expertise built up in nu-

merous school visits, inspectors add 

qualitative insights to quantitative data 

on outcomes, dropout rates, timetables 

and expenditure. They can provide insight 

in the processes behind raw quantified 

performance data, for the school, for par-

ents and for policy makers.  

 

 

2. Safeguarding common quality and 

compliance 

Inspectorates can assess the perform-

ance of a school applying national, uni-

form standards and criteria. These are 

important and to serve their purpose, 

they must be well defined and clear to all 

those involved. Inspection reports in this 

area contribute to the confidence of soci-

ety that schools abide by political deci-

sions embedded in education laws. (For 

the special character of non quantitative 

assessment see Elliot W. Eisner: The 

Enlightened Eye: Qualitative Inquiry and 

the Enhancement of Educational Prac-

tice, 1997 ). They ensure the public that 

basic quality is guaranteed, and safe-

guard the rights and interests of pupils, 

students and parents, as well as those of 

school staff. 

 

 

3. Assessing quality in diversity 

In addition, inspection can pass judge-

ment on the specific qualities of the indi-

vidual school. This can be done by as-

sessing its actual performance against 

the school‘s self-chosen and explicitly 

stated ambitions.  Inspection as meant 

here, can also take into account whether 

the school is doing as good as it could, 

given its student population. Here, in-

spection serves as a mirror for the 

school, to be used by the school as an 

incentive for improvement.  

http://www.eurydice.org/
http://www.eurydice.org/
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improving quality, and to what extent the 

school‘s policy capacity is developed so 

as to enable it to innovate, respond to 

new challenges and to effectively use its 

resources. An important tool in this re-

spect is self-evaluation by schools.  

 

 

5. School self-evaluation and external 

evaluation 

In the ESSE project a number of SICI 

member-inspectorates have explored the 

conditions for and characteristics of suc-

cessful self-evaluation by schools. 

(Results of the ESSE-project can found on 

the SICI website: http://www.sici-

inspectorates.org/). External evaluation 

by inspectors is by definition of limited 

value unless the school itself takes its 

own responsibility for quality serious. In a 

number of countries schools are ex-

pected to practise self-evaluation in some 

form. In some cases this is not only 

obligatory by statute, but are the instru-

ments uniformly prescribed as well. In 

most countries schools have some room 

to decide on their self-evaluation prac-

tice. The use inspectors make of the re-

sults of self-evaluation varies as well: 

they may take them as reference and rely 

on self-evaluation conclusions or com-

pletely replicate the data-gathering and 

analysis. 

What is essential is that self-evaluation 

helps and encourages schools to actively 

and critically look at their own practices 

and use that process as starting point 

form improvement. Inspectorates‘ exter-

nal evaluation should be such that this is 

fostered, not stifled. 

 

 

6. Inspection reports: public information  

In many countries there is hesitation with 

regard to public reporting. One reason for 

this is the fear of making life even more 

difficult for the schools in question, mak-

ing them less attractive for new students 

and staff. This seems to be true in the 

case of ranking, in which schools are 

characterised by only a few dimensions of 

the complex school reality. However, a 

balanced inspection report, presenting 

tested evidence and careful analysis, as 

well as passing judgement, can be helpful 

for a school that has the intention to be-

come better. Parents with access to in-

spection reports can exert pressure on 

schools to do something about less than 

satisfactory lessons, teachers and re-

sults. 

The effects of inspections are strongly 

enhanced when school reports are made 

Strictly holding on to national regulations 

and quality standards enables inspector-

ates to identify failing schools, i.e. 

schools that do not meet the minimum 

standards of quality. There are good rea-

sons for focussing attention for schools at 

risk. They actually fail to provide to their 

students education that meets minimum 

quality standards. More and more inspec-

torates are developing methods of risk 

analysis to timely identify these schools. 

In the Netherlands it has recently been 

decided to concentrate inspection efforts 

primarily on weak schools. Not all inspec-

torates make this choice. The Scottish 

inspectorate, though equally convinced 

that failing schools are a serious matter, 

is also concerned with underperforming 

schools: schools that could do better.  In 

terms of numbers of schools involved, 

underperformance in the Scottish view is 

a much more serious problem than the 

limited number of schools that fail. (For 

the Scottish inspectorate‘s programme 

on school improvement see: http://

www.journeytoexcellence.org.uk/). 

 

 

4. Instruments and foci 

Inspectorates more and more use tested 

and validated instruments to enhance 

the objectivity of their work. Objectivity is 

to be understood here as the degree of 

consistency in the way different inspec-

tors make judgments. These must be as 

close as possible for similar school situa-

tions.  

There has been quite a lot of interna-

tional cooperation between inspectorates 

in the development of inspectors‘ tool-

boxes. It is interesting to see, that inspec-

torates, after careful consideration, agree 

to a very large extent on the topics, indi-

cators and criteria that matter. (England, 

Scotland, Sweden, Flanders, Northern 

Ireland, France, the Czech Republic and 

The Netherlands are among the countries 

that have been involved in fruitful ex-

changes on instrument development. In 

the European projects ICALT [Inter-

national Comparative Analysis of Learn-

ing and Teaching] and P2P/P2V [Peer-to-

Peer and Peer-to-Validation; http://

p2p.eun.org and http://p2v.eun.org] 

shared instruments have been developed 

that have been tested and applied in a 

number of countries). 

Instruments focus on results and didacti-

cal behaviour and increasingly on condi-

tions for good education. It becomes 

more and more important for inspectors 

to also assess the way schools have or-

ganised their processes of ensuring and 

http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/
http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/
http://www.journeytoexcellence.org.uk/
http://www.journeytoexcellence.org.uk/
http://p2p.eun.org/
http://p2p.eun.org/
http://p2v.eun.org/


 

public. Evidence of this can be seen in 

countries where publishing reports has 

been standing practice for some time. In 

England, for instance, a number of failing 

schools (described as ―subject to special 

measures‖ or, in less serious cases, as 

having been given a ‗notice to improve‘) 

have moved on and became excellent 

schools. (http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/). 

There is another positive effect of public 

reports: since schools will scrutinise what 

inspectors say about them and will not 

hesitate to (publicly) address them if they 

disagree, inspectors are more likely to 

write reports that can stand up under 

such criticism. Being subject of scrutiny 

themselves keeps them on their toes. 

 

 

7. Organisation aspects 

All these issues have consequences for 

inspectorates as organisations. Two top-

ics feature on the agenda of all inspector-

ates as well as SICI: data and the profes-

sional development of inspectors. 

Data come into play in two ways. Inspec-

tors increasingly can (and should) use 

data from different sources for their work. 

Sources may be national statistics, 

schools themselves, academic research, 

media (newspapers, radio and television), 

and the Internet (including fora and 

blogs). Inspectorates will need to develop 

effective and efficient ways to harness 

these infinite streams of information so 

as to make them manageable and fit for 

use in their work. On the other hand, in-

spectorates produce information as well. 

Their reports and the underlying data are 

a rich thesaurus for future inspection 

work and for analysis by others. 

Inspectorates can be seen to develop 

dedicated ICT-systems to manage data. 

Stages of development differ widely, and 

solutions chosen relate to remit and prac-

tices of inspectorates. There is a daunting 

challenge here, but one that must be 

faced and mastered for inspectorates to 

carry out their tasks in a rapidly changing 

context. 

In the light of what has been said before, 

it is obvious that the professional devel-

opment of inspectors cannot keep on 

following the familiar paths. Inspectors 

used to be considered qualified if their 

past experience included a lot of teaching 

and preferably a period as school leader.  

More and more we will have to look at the 

future as well: what does qualify a person 

for the inspector‘s job as it is now and will 

develop in the days and years to come?  

At this moment SICI members are prepar-

ing workshops on data and the use if ICT 

as well as on the professional develop-

ment of their staffs. These will be occa-

sions to exchange experiences and join 

forces to work on possible solutions. 

 

 

Conclusion  

As can be distilled from the remarks 

made above, inspectorates will not all 

move in the same direction, and there will 

not appear something like a European 

inspection framework. It is obvious, that 

such a development is undesirable as 

well as unlikely, given the differences 

between school systems and education 

cultures, differences that are highly val-

ued by European countries and regions. 

At the same time inspectorates will con-

tinue to learn from each other while re-

sponding to the challenges they face and 

to optimise their contributions to better 

opportunities for children to learn and 

develop themselves. The topics briefly 

touched upon here will be on the agenda 

for times to come. It is up to individual 

inspectorates to make sure that the 

choices they make serve their contribu-

tions to improving schools for the benefit 

of pupils and of society as a whole.  
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Ferry de Rijcke 

Chairman SICI 

 

URL: www.sici-inspectorates.org 

 E-mail: f.derijcke@.owinsp.nl 

http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/
http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/
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The ICALT-project (International Compara-

tive Analysis of Learning and Teaching), 

status quo summer 2008 

 

 

ICALT 1 

 

I 
n the first phase of the ICALT project, 

the inspectorates of education in 

four European countries reviewed 

the results of research into the basic 

characteristics of good and effective 

teaching and selected standards and 

indicators for an observation instrument 

that could be used to evaluate the quality 

of teaching. This jointly developed obser-

vation instrument was pre-tested on reli-

ability, inter-rater reliability and validity on 

more than 850 observations in four Euro-

pean countries. This study has shown 

that the quality of teaching in the four 

countries can be compared in a reliable 

and valid way as regards aspects as 

'efficient classroom management', 'safe 

and stimulating learning climate', 'clear 

instruction', 'adaptation of teaching‘ and 

'teaching learning strategies'. It turned 

out that only a few percent of the differ-

ences between teachers could be ex-

plained by differences between the four 

countries. Furthermore it may be con-

cluded that the five aspects of the quality 

of teaching are positively and significantly 

correlated with pupils‘ involvement, atti-

tude, behaviour and attainment. 

 

 

ICALT 2 

 

This year there are six countries partici-

pating in the project of ICALT-2. At this 

very moment we have received the obser-

vations from Flanders, Niedersachsen 

and Croatia, and we are expecting the 

results from Slovakia soon. The Dutch 

results will become available at the end 

of this month. We are waiting to hear 

from the Inspectorate in Scotland.  

 

Steps in Analysis. 

It is the meaning that every country will 

first receive information about the analy-

sis of their own observations. These 

analyses will show the mean result for 

each of the clusters of events which 

make out the eight criteria that are distin-

guished in the observation form:  

 

 Learning climate  

 Instruction  

 Feedback 

 Organization  

 Differentiation  

 Strategies  

 Pupils Involvement  

 Metacognition  

 

And, of course the results on the final 

judgments of the observers will be cal-

culated. 

 

The lessons have been observed on a 

national representative sample of pri-

mary schools in a country. Therefore 

these results give a measurement of 

the quality of the system in general and 

they can be used as an evaluation stan-

dard. 

 

The second step is using the combined 

results to create an international aver-

age score, which can be used as bench-

mark. The aim is to deliver benchmarks 

for the quality of the eight criteria men-

tioned in table above.  

 

The third step is using the results from 

the different countries to compare 

them on the criteria distinguished. This 

has to be done carefully and in relation 

to relevant national context variables.  

 

Information on the ICALT project can be 

obtained from the project leader, Wim 

van de Grift of the Dutch inspectorate.  

 

E-Mail: w.vandegrift@owinsp.nl   

PA RTN ERS :  

ICALT . . .  

Announcement: 

In November 2008 the 

Inspectorate of  the 

Netherlands is going to 

organize a meeting for a 

small delegation from 

each of  the 

participating countries 

in ICALT-2. In this 

meeting we will talk 

about the national and 

the international results 

in relation to the goals 

of  ICALT-2.  

mailto:w.vandegrift@owinsp.nl
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… A ND  P2V 

P2V 

P 
2V is a new project that is coordi-

nated by European Schoolnet 

(www.eun.org). One of the work-

packages of P2V is about inspecting for 

ICT in schools. This workpackage is car-

ried out under the auspices of SICI and is 

coordinated by the Inspectorate of Educa-

tion in The Netherlands. The project is co-

financed by the European Commission. 

 

P2V-WP6: evaluating ICT in schools 

In a previous project called P2P (Peer-to-

Peer), six SICI members designed an in-

spection framework to evaluate the use 

of ICT in schools. The framework is based 

on existing inspecting frameworks and 

indicators that have been in use in differ-

ent countries, on the experience that was 

gathered during 12 peer review visits and 

on extensive discussions about the con-

tent of such a framework. Partners in P2P 

were SICI members France, Scotland, 

England, Ireland, Sweden and the Nether-

lands.  

The ―V‖ in P2V stands for ―Validation‖, as 

the projects aims at ensuring that the 

instruments developed in P2P are appli-

cable in other contexts. 

 

The framework 

The ICT evaluation framework contains 

three themes: Conditions, Use and Out-

comes.  

There is a number of quality areas (eight 

in total) within each theme. Quality indica-

tors with corresponding evidence pointers 

are identified within each quality area. 

 

Theme: Conditions: 

Quality Areas:  

 C1. Leadership 

 C2. Infrastructure and access 

 C3. Curriculum planning  

 C4. Quality assurance and im- 

         provement 

 

Theme: Use: 

QA U1. Pupil use 

 U2. The teaching process 

 U3. Administrative use 

 

Theme: Outcomes: 

QA O1. Impact on learning and stan- 

        dards 

 

 

The complete P2P framework can de 

downloaded as a pdf from http://

p2p.eun.org. The aim was to construct a 

framework that would give us an exact 

and reliable picture of the quality of ICT 

use in a school but without making it too 

heavy in terms of the time needed to 

carry out such an evaluation. First reac-

tions show that we have succeeded in 

doing this, but of course the proof of the 

pudding is in the eating: we now need to 

use the framework and see how we deal 

with it in practice. 

 

The aim of P2V 

In P2V (Peer to Validation) we now have 

the opportunity to actually use the frame-

work in several countries. P2V runs in 

2007 and 2008. Inspectors from Swe-

den, Lithuania, Belgium (Flanders) and 

Scotland have been visiting schools in 

their own country, but all will be using the 

same evaluation framework. To this end, 

the framework has been adjusted to be-

come a proper evaluation toolkit, that can 

also be used by SICI members who are 

not partner in the project. During their 

visits they will be joined by inspectors 

from The Netherlands, who will take care 

of the reporting. During a kick off meeting 

in The Netherlands, all participating in-

spectors have exchanged views on the 

framework and experienced its use when 

they carry out two pilot school visits. The 

aim is to carry out 18 school visits in to-

tal. Prior to the school visits, each school 

has been asked to fill in a self-evaluation 

questionnaire. Inspectors have received 

training by means of lesson observation 

forms, interview guidance and have ex-

changed views after each school visit.  

On September 22, 2008, the inspector-

ates‘  strand of P2V will conclude with an 

evaluative and wrap-up meeting for the 

participating countries, followed the next 

day by a SICI workshop for all inspector-

ates‘ interested in the results. 

 

Information can be found at  

URL: http://p2v.eun.org 

 

For further information contact: 

Bert Jaap van Oel  

E-Mail: b.vanoel@owinsp.nl   

http://www.eun.org/
http://p2p.eun.org/
http://p2p.eun.org/
http://p2v.eun.org/
mailto:b.vanoel@owinsp.nl


I 
n 1997 SICI produced a printed 

document in which profiles of all its 

members were presented. In 2006 it 

was decided to prepare a new digital ver-

sion. The result will be a database, acces-

sible via the SICI website (www.sici-

inspectorates.org), with a collection of 

factual descriptions of the principles, sys-

tems and processes of inspection of edu-

cation in the SICI member-countries, as 

well as an inventory of recent develop-

ments and topics. These will be pre-

sented in a fixed format, supplemented 

by elements characteristic of individual 

inspectorates. Each profile will include a 

brief description of the education system 

that the profiled inspectorate operates in. 

The database will be searchable in accor-

dance with the information needs of SICI 

members and others interested in school 

evaluation. The database will be in Eng-

lish. The data will be periodically revised, 

at the instigation of SICI members or oth-

ers.  

The database will also contain brief texts 

with hyperlinks to relevant documents. 

 

The contract for this work has been 

signed between SICI and the University of 

Antwerp. We are cooperating with EUN  

(European Schoolnet) for the develop-

ment of the technical structure of the 

database. 

In 2007 a questionnaire has been distrib-

uted to all SICI members to be filled out. 

As of June 2008 17 SICI members have 

sent in their answers. 

We plan to present the first results in 

September 2008. As soon as the profile 

of an inspectorate is ready, it will be 

placed online.   

 

Ferry de Rijcke 

29 June 2008  
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TH E  BLU E  BO O K  

http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/
http://www.sici-inspectorates.org/
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AC T I V I T I E S  2008 

 

E v e n t s 

 

L o c a t i o n 

 

D a t e  

 

 

MARCH  

 

7 

 

1st  Meeting of Executive Committee (EC)  

 

 

London  

 

JUNE  

 

2-3 

 

Workshop: ―New Approaches To Inspection And Pro-

fessional Development For Inspectors‖.  

 

 

Edinburgh 

 

 JUNE 

 

20 

 

2nd Meeting of Executive Committee (EC) 

 

 

Brussels 

 

SEPTEMBER 

 

11-12 

 

Workshop: ‖ICT Within The Inspection Activity‖ 

 

 

Prague 

 

SEPTEMBER 

 

22-23 

 

Workshop: "P2V - Concluding project session (day 

one) and presentation of instruments to other inspec-

torates (day two)"     
 

 

Brussels 

 

OCTOBER  

 

7 

8 

9-10 

 

3rd Meeting of Executive Committee (EC) 

School visits (in the morning)  

General Assembly (GA) 

 

 

Bucharest 

 

NOVEMBER  

 

6-7 

  

 

Conference :‖Governance and Performance of 

Schools in Europe‖ organised by ESEN (Ecole 

Supérieure de l‘Education Nationale) during the 

French Presidency of the European Union  

 

 

Poitiers 

 

NOVEMBER  

 

20-21 

  

 

Seminar:‖Evaluation Of Schools‖   

 

Paris/Creteil 

 

DECEMBER 

 

12 

 

4th Meeting of Executive Committee (EC) 

 

 

London 

    



SICI Secretariat 

 

Ministry of the  

Flemish Community 

Department of  

Education and Training 

Hendrik Consciencebouw - 2C 

17b 

Koning Albert II-laan 15 

B-1210 Brussels 

Belgium 

 

E-mail:  
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