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Present in the Meeting: Ana Uribe Sandoval, Ben Bode, Marjan Gorgievski, Ferry Blom, 
John Pearelal, John van Wel, Natascha Kraal, Sebastiaan Kamp, Albert Wagelmans, Yogi 
Hendlin, Afrodita Dobreva, Armand Gozé, Bram Hessen, Diederik Mosch, Jasper Klansen, 
Joep Schoenmakers, Luca Kriese, Olaf Hornes, Philip van Moll, Wouter van Dam, Younes 
Assou, Hans van den Berg, Anne Zijleman, Ed Brinksma, Rutger Engels, Lieke Skidmore, Ann 
O’Brien, Lobke van Steenbergen.  
Absent in the Meeting: 
Helen Gubby, Dian van Toor, Bianca Jadoenath. 
Time: 17:00 
Teams Meeting 
 
Opening of the meeting  
 
Approval of the Agenda  
 
Setting from Minutes of the last Consultation Meeting from June 30th 
 The minutes were approved 
 
Announcement from UC 
 No announcements from the University Council. 
 
Announcements CvB: 

- New CvB Member 
Roelien Ritsema left the CvB officially. The institutional measures are in the process of finding 
the successor. They are trying to speed up the process.  

- COVID-19 measures.  
Yesterday, there was a conference by the Prime Minister and the Minister of Health. Last night 
and this morning, the CvB has been working on these measures. The most important points 
for our university are: 
 The government is letting the educational process take place. To this extent, the 
university is continuing with taking the same measures. Office spaces will continue being 
available for location-constraint research and everyone that truly needs to work on campus.  

The non-direct education activities, such as diploma delivery, are bound to a maximum 
of 30 people.  

The mask wearing will not be mandatory on campus. However, they are waiting for 
conclusions and instructions on this topic.  

Risks are still present, and observations will be made in the university, otherwise, fines 
could arrive. These are all temporary measures under review. All of the measures apply also 
to conferences and events for the CvB.  
 
 
 
 



 
Agenda Items: 
Action Plan Psychological Work Pressure 
Input from the UC 
There is a general action plan on psychological work pressure. Feedback worked very well 
with drafting the letter of response to the inspection. However, on the action plan itself there 
is no consent from the UC. Some items can be improved or changed for the plan.  
 The two main points taken into consideration by the UC were:  
 1 - There is too much emphasis on individual responsibilities and resilience for work 
pressure. The problem is much more structural. If the problem is structural, the plan should 
therefore reflect more systematic issues. It should cover different layers of Human Resources, 
instead of just individuals.  
 2 - There are some questions on the timeline. A lot of time is spent on investigations 
instead of the actual implementation  
 
Input from the CvB and discussion 
The CvB was not sufficiently up to date on the plan. However, it is clear that focus points on 
the plan can be further improved. Lieke Skidmore then added that she was a part of an HR 
meeting before the consultation. New information came from this meeting in regards to the 
Work Pressure Plan. It was expressed that the joint letter to the inspection had to be sent to 
the inspection by November 3rd with consent from the UC. However, consent on the plan was 
not mandatory at the time (although it is preferred). It is important to notice that the information 
about the plan to send to the inspection does not have to be perfect or set-in-stone. The idea 
is to send a letter with a cooperative message and continue having further discussions about 
the plan. 
 After some discussion, it was therefore agreed to adapt the letter to explain that there 
will be a constructive process of development in the plan. That way, the Inspection will receive 
a strong message of cooperation while being aware that some structural issues of the plan 
still need to be dealt with. Additionally, with this procedure, there will not be a freezing of the 
plan, but rather a pursuit of joint solutions.  
 
Declaration on Intent of Collaboration 
Questions and Answers: 

- Is there a relationship between the LDE and the Convergence? Do they conflict? 
These agreements do not conflict with each other. There are also no contradictions among 
them. LDE is a broader platform of collaboration between the three universities. The 
Convergence is a more concentrated effort that just includes Leiden in one of its three 
domains. Both agreements are beneficial to EUR. 

- Can the University Council get the report from Rolan Berger about the Convergence? 
To the CvB’s knowledge, this report is a business case, and it is not wise to distribute it to the 
UC. However, it seems that the participatory bodies of the other universities do have access 
to this report. If this is indeed the case, the CvB will share the report with the UC. 

- Who will benefit from the Convergence project and who is invited to partake in it? Is 
there fair access for people? 

The Convergence plan has a bottom-up approach. The point is to ask a selection of 
researchers to come up with a plan and draw research ideas and lines.  Afterwards, broader 
meetings and conferences take place where more people are invited. For instance, one of the 
leads is Victor Bekkers. He sends emails to fellow deans to ask for people who can be 



involved. Soon there will be a meeting on the Resilient Delta, which is open then to a broader 
public, but it depends on the Deans’ ability to actually share the information to their faculties.  

- How does Leiden feel about the convergence being intense on Delft-EMC? 
The construction of this plan has always been very open. Leiden has therefore had the 
possibility to be included, and they decided not to. If our university can go for further 
cooperation among universities, then we will. The region of South-Holland can very much 
benefit from the cooperation between these universities. However, it is up to Leiden to get 
involved in some aspects rather than others. This is basically a result of their own choices. 
Some domains are tackled upon a different combination of universities, but timing will see if 
other incorporations or organizational settings are arranged.  

- Does the university look for the pillar of sustainability in the Convergence or LDE? is 
Leiden also included in plans for sustainability? 

There’s an LDE center for sustainability, where EUR is actively involved. On the other hand, 
some of the activities on Resilient Delta are about sustainability issues, and this will get a lot 
of attention and traction.  
More information will follow on the Convergence plan.  
 
Highlights Report from March 2020 
Input from the UC 
There was an open discussion with Pieter about the highlights report from March. The most 
important thing was the effects of COVID on the budget. The estimated effects are 34 million 
in deficit more negative than expected. However, the second report has been published 
already. There’s a financial report on the COVID effects, which will be discussed by the deans. 
This report will be received by the UC after it has been discussed by the deans.  
Input from the CvB 
There is indeed a large deficit due to the COVID situation. However, since the spring, there is 
a better understanding of the estimated costs. The report was discussed this afternoon. The 
effect that was reported in the spring displays the situation with worse numbers that what is 
happening in reality (although this information is not yet official, as the real numbers are still 
being worked on). In summary, the deficit and financial problem is big, but it is considerably 
less than what was expected before. The new report has been discussed and will continue 
being discussed in the upcoming meeting with the deans at the end of October. After their 
reaction, the report will be introduced with the UC.  
 
Evaluation of the Electoral Pilot 
The council took a vote on different aspects for adjusting the plan. More than ⅔ continue 
supporting the central system. Additionally, the system should allow parties and propose 
candidates (Hybrid system). However, how this should look is still uncertain. This input will be 
conveyed to the legal department by Hans and a member of the Electoral Pilot Taskforce to 
come up with a plan to present to the council on how to move forward with this. Therefore, 
there’s no definitive plan or answer on how the new electoral system will look like.  

The results of the voting for the changes in the electoral pilot were shared with the 
CvB. The central system won over the faculty-based system with a ⅔ majority, the hybrid 
system won over the individual system with a ⅔ majority, and the possibility for a party-list 
system was supported by half of the council, while six people preferred a winner-takes-all 
system and four votes being neutral. Considering that the UC needs to present a plan with a 
⅔ majority, the last point has not yet been resolved.  



During the meeting, the CvB brought a reflection on compromises needed for this draft 
(and for the cooperation within the UC). They expressed some concerns on having a different 
electoral system for students and staff, which was then debated by some of the UC members. 
This year, there were already two different systems for the elections of staff and students, and 
it is working out well. There is no need for splitting the body in two even considering that the 
election systems are different. However, the CvB pointed out the fact that the new proposed 
system does not only need to be reviewed from a participatory point of view, but also from an 
organizational point of view.  
 The CvB expressed that they would like to receive a proposal from the UC. Although 
the CvB is in charge of making the final proposal for changing the electoral system, they would 
like to receive an agreed system by the UC. This proposal will be worked out by Hans, together 
with Rene and Jochem of legal affairs (and possibly some other colleagues). It will afterwards 
be revised by the UC and sent to the CvB.  
 
Other Business:  
Whistle Blower Policy Update 
The UC is working on the whistle blower policy. The task force already met with Angelo and 
the legal team. The letter drafted by the UC concerning this policy was received by legal affairs. 
Once this letter has gone through the necessary adjustments, it will come back to the UC.  
 
COVID-19 Measures 
Questions and Answers: 

- How were students involved in the current measures that we take as a University 
regarding COVID-19? 

Students have not been directly consulted. However, basic principles (from the government) 
are being followed, and education is continuing. There is still much room for improvement. In 
regards to the expectations of the educational process, EUR remains the same. Currently, the 
main decisions are related to non-educational matters. There is pressure to relax the rules, 
but the whole point of yesterday’s conference was that there is no room for relaxation. It was 
decided that the CvB will continue with weekly meetings with the presidium to discuss the 
issue. Students’ perspectives will therefore be taken into account for the future decisions.  

- Is there a clear idea if study spaces will be open?  
An email was sent half an hour ago about this matter. The basic rule is to continue working 
from home with the exception of some duties that need to be done on campus.  

- Have the new restrictions had effects on allowing students to bond? (on the context of 
international and first-year students) 

EUR needs to do as much as we can to let those student organization work specially for first 
year students.  Bonding is an important aspect for students. In case there are any questions 
about this, it is possible to contact Rianne Nieuwdorp.  

- Do the faculties still have autonomy on what they decide for COVID measures?  
Schools should adhere to the central policies. Communication will be done to check if this 
does not occur.  

- Students haven’t been involved in taking COVID-related decisions at University. How 
can this change for the future? Could the UC get an oversight on all the documents 
and regulations, as well as the working groups on COVID? 

The CvB has had issues interpreting the messages from the government. It is difficult to 
include students or other actors when the CvB itself is even interpreting the situation. However, 
the CvB has made certain efforts to include students in the COVID crisis management. For 



instance, the CvB is including the UC presidium in the management of the crisis through 
weekly meetings. Additionally, a student member and an employee member of the UC had a 
seat in the consultation meeting between the CvB, Deans, and Head of Departments. Finally, 
students from the community were invited to several of the workgroups dealing with the COVID 
situation. At the moment, asking for further documentation of the crisis management is 
plausible, but it could have a negative effect instead of actually contributing for the decision-
making.  

- Is there a yearly survey from the University as a whole concerning the mental health 
of students, or their opinion about it? 

A survey was administered in April/May about corona, and as a part of the Wellbeing-Hoka  
plan. These results will be monitored, and more surveys will contribute to this topic. Evidence 
based policy is a reason to have these surveys.  The UC can have the instruments and report 
about the survey, but maybe not the data.  
 
Closing of the meeting. 


