
University Council 
Third Plenary Meeting - First Cycle 

29th September 
 

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 Goze, 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. 
Absent in the Meeting: 
Helen Gubby, Dian van Toor, Bianca Jadoenath. 
Time: 14:00 
Teams Meeting 
 
1 - Chair announcement:  
Anne Zijleman will be supporting the council during the time that Matcheld is sick at home or 
working less hours. She is therefore the temporary clerk.  
 
2 - Presidium Announcements 
 Marketing and Communication Support  
Last year, the IDEA committee was working with events, meetings, and the identity of the 
council. We are missing this committee as the new organizational arrangements give no more 
room for committees. However, a team for communication is still needed. The engagement of 
members in this area will be done through the “Marketing and Communication Support of the 
UC”. This support team will contain the new Marketing and Communications Officer. The 
officer will be able to organize the events and outreach necessary, but the council members 
need to give input on this. Members can send an email to Hans to join this support team.  
 
 Strategy Taskforce 
Taskforce members: Bram, Ben, John (W), Younes, & Natascha. 
This group existed last year and met with Noor to discuss the University’s strategy. This is not 
a workgroup that would constantly tackle a particular issue, but rather a group that will receive 
constant check-ups on the topic. A task force is needed for it.  

 
Trainings and Workshops 

The training plan on the 13th of October with IdentityCraft will not take place due to the Corona 
restrictions. However, there will be a training from Debatrix on October 27th for the council 
members. It would be ideal to have this training physically, but there are some possibilities of 
it being online. Furthermore, another training from Debatrix to continue the conversations from 
September 1st will take place on October 6th from 9:00 to 12:30.  
 
3 - UC Announcements 
Conference on Sustainable Conferences 
Yogi and the Campus Climate Force are scheduling a Conference on doing Sustainable 
Conferences. The idea is to set a standard on the best practices for conferences in the 
Netherlands. This conference will bring other universities, external speakers, experts, 
government officials, and other stakeholders to discuss sustainable conferences. The bigger 



audience, reaching beyond our university, is part of the design of this conference to have an 
impact in Dutch society.  

The UC will be the project owner on this conference, and some help could be requested 
to Farshida from ErasmusX and Derk Loorbach from DRIFT. It would be ideal to also have 
two or three members involved in the project. The members that are interested can directly 
contact Yogi for joining.  
 
UC Minutes and Personalization of Comments 
Armand brought this topic for discussion as the minutes currently do not mention the names 
of the people bringing different ideas to the table. This could be made more explicitly to bring 
transparency. Armand’s point is mainly related to the accountability of students in regards to 
their constituents.  

There were some points of disagreement with doing this, as members may feel safer 
with the anonymization of the content. At the same time, the meetings are public and everyone 
can enter a meeting. The minutes are therefore to provide a summary of the discussion and 
not necessarily a transcript of it. If names are made explicit every time that a member raises 
a point, the readability of the minutes would decrease substantially.  

Considering the disagreements on this discussion, it was proposed to put it on the 
agenda for the next UC meeting. In the meantime, it was agreed that any member wishing to 
have some of their ideas personalized in the minutes could convey this information to the 
minute secretary, and she will make sure to make it explicit.  
 
UC Topic List 
4 - Action Plan Psychological Work Pressure 
There was a substantive debate on the current status of both the plan on psychological work 
pressure and the letter to be sent to the Inspection about the plan. During the meeting, it was 
understood that the letter to be sent to the inspection had to include explicit consent on the 
plan from the UC. However, as stated later in the consultation meeting by Lieke Skidmore, 
this is not necessary. Instead, the letter could contain the intent on constructive dialogue within 
university about the plan while more adjustments to the plan are being made. This letter will, 
as planned, be sent to the inspection by November 3rd.  

Input from the taskforce: 
The taskforce explained that they met last week with Roos to discuss some improvements for 
the letter (which was in Dutch). The taskforce is content with the efforts made by Roos to 
prepare this response. The UC task force provided nine points of improvement. Only four or 
five were tackled in the letter. This information was provided to the rest of the council. These 
points included, for instance, the fact that different policy initiatives were present in the plan. 
On this point, it was agreed by the inspection that the different topics could be separated. 
Another point of improvement mentioned in the letter is the fact that the plan did not 
necessarily address the root causes of work pressure, such as years of cutting back in 
finances for the staff.  
 Work Pressure Plan and its “consent” last academic year: 
There were some discussions in the EBUC meeting, as well as during the plenary, about the 
plan that was discussed in June. As a reminder, there was a plan on work pressure presented 
to the UC last academic year. There was some discussion on the fact that this plan was only 
presented for right of information, and therefore no feedback was provided by the UC. The UC 
believes that now that the council has the right to actually consent to the plan, they can suggest 
substantial improvements.  



 Points of Improvement for the Plan: 
Considering that it was believed during the meeting that the letter had to give consent on the 
plan, there was a vote on giving or not consent to the plan. The consent was not given by the 
majority for two main reasons, which will be the main points of feedback and improvement of 
the plan in the future: (i) there is too much emphasis on individual responsibilities instead of 
systematic issues, and (ii) the plan’s timeline focuses too much on investigation procedures 
instead of actual implementation. Other points of improvement considered the impact of this 
plan on the budget, sustainability, and public health. However, members have been called to 
read the plan in-depth and provide their input through a google form by next week so that the 
taskforce can meet with Roos and discuss the possibilities for improvement.  

Status of the Letter and the Plan 
In summary, Roos will adjust the letter so that it states that the UC will work to collaborate on 
the plan, instead of giving full consent. The taskforce will meet with Roos to bring up the points 
of improvement on the plan next week. The plan will therefore be reviewed by the UC and 
Roos, and a cooperative process to work on this plan will continue in the following months.  
 
5 - Declaration on Intent of Collaboration 
There are some questions to be asked to the CvB about the Convergence plan. The questions 
are: 

- How does the Convergence Plan tie in with the LDE?  
- Who benefits from the Convergence Plan projects?  
- Can the UC get access to the report from Rolan Berger? 

Besides these questions, there was a point raised related to the position of the UC in regards 
to the LDE and the Convergence Plan. It was agreed that having a meeting to discuss the 
vision of the UC on these liaisons is important. Jasper will send an email to Hans to 
accommodate this meeting.  
 
6 - Highlights Report March 2020 
A summary of the discussion with Pieter Jellema will be given to the CvB. Currently, there is 
no need to write a letter about this and follow ups will come soon about the next highlights 
report.  
 
7 - Evaluation Electoral Pilot  
The taskforce sent a document explaining the different considerations being taken in regards 
to the electoral system. In principle, there are three votes to be taken in the meeting: (i) 
Faculty-bound vs. Central Electoral System, (ii) Individual vs. Hybrid Candidacy System, and 
(iii) Winner-takes-all vs. Party-list Representation. It is important to notice that to make 
changes in the system, a ⅔ majority vote is needed.  

The only point that received a brief summary was the Party-list proportional 
representation due to its complexity. In this format, the seats are given to parties through a 
shared vote. Then, parties distribute their votes to the candidates depending on their position 
on the list. It is important to notice that all individual candidates that get to the threshold of 
votes will still get a seat in the council. If selected, this option would require substantial work 
for its design. Many questions would arise in how this system could be implemented.  
 
Some of the questions regarding the possible changes in the electoral pilot included:  

- How diverse do we expect parties to be? It is impossible to fully estimate this now. 
Incentives could be created so that parties could grow diverse. In reality, the process 



of party emergence will be a slow one, and it may take years to develop. It may be 
worth noticing that parties could arise from existing structures, such as student 
associations. There are still some concerns about party bias and selectivity.  

- How will this system be more representative of minorities and international students? 
It is the basic interest of parties to be as representative as possible to be elected. It 
could be requested from parties to not exclude minorities in a way. 
 

Some of the concerns and comments expressed included:  
- It is important to remember why changes are needed. Is the UC looking for a system 

that boosts representativeness at the university, proportionality, or both? (rhetorical 
question) 

- If the UC is looking for more representation, some students shared the fact that the 
individual system makes it very difficult. Running as an individual increases 
competitiveness rather than cooperation among peers. Additionally, sharing common 
ideas as a party rather than an individual makes the election more based on content.  

- The new system could be turned into a 2-3 year pilot. Although some members 
disagreed with calling the new system a pilot, as it is a definite change. As a rebuttal 
of this idea, it was said that there is trust in the institution, and that the future UC 
members will review this pilot in the appropriate time.  

- When it comes to the number of candidates running for the UC, it is important to notice 
that the main influence on this is not the system, but rather external factors.  

- Students are only elected for one year. They slowly get familiar with the system and 
then they must leave. This represents a brain drain for the UC. Getting incentives for 
longer terms would therefore be optimal.  

- Using a ranked system for the voting could be a possibility. The idea of the ranked 
system was rejected by some students because of the timeline, as this idea was not 
presented to or by the taskforce, nor suggested in the previous meetings. 

- To finish the discussion, a student shared their experience with the current electoral 
system. They expressed that the system narrowed their possibilities of cooperation 
and of sharing ideas. Running as an individual was therefore a rougher path than the 
possibility of a party. They say that the other students of the university would accept 
the party system and that it would bring a more content-based election.  

 
When members finished expressing their comments, questions, and concerns, a voting took 
place:  
 (i) Faculty-bound vs. Central Electoral System 
17 members favored the central system, 5 members favored the faculty-based system. 

(ii) Individual vs. Hybrid Candidacy System 
17 members voted for a hybrid system, 4 for an individual system, and one neutral vote 

(iii) Winner-takes-all vs. Party-list Representation 
12 members voted for the Party-list, 6 voted for winner-takes-all, and 4 votes were neutral.  
 
Considering the results of the voting, it was agreed that Hans will meet next week with the 
legal team to explore the options to incorporate these ideas and have an outsider’s perspective 
on the most contested vote (winner-takes-all vs. party-list). One or two members of the 
taskforce will join for this meeting.  
 
 



8 - Whistle-blowers policy 
The task force met with the Legal department. They were presented with the documents of 
what is currently valid in the system regarding this topic. The taskforce is reviewing these 
documents. Two goals are set about possible changes: improving the regulation as it is and 
making it more accessible for the community. The conclusions from the taskforce will be given 
as input to the legal department. Legal will therefore draft the changes, and then the 
documents will be put to the UC. The UC has the (informal) right of advice. The taskforce is 
helping to speed up this process at the moment.  
 
9 - UC Seat for ISS students 
This topic will be discussed in future meetings. 
 
10 - Ventilation of EUR Buildings 
The documents were received last week. This was not really a report. Helen asked some 
questions about it. A sit down will occur in the coming week, and the taskforce members will 
come back to the council to discuss it.  The first statements made by the university on 
ventilation were incorrect. Therefore, having a detailed report is important for this topic. 
 
11 - Digitalization of Education 
This is a long-term topic. It is still on the agenda, but it does not have to be discussed in each 
meeting. Once there’s something to be discussed, the taskforce will report to the council on 
this.  
 
Other Business 
COVID-19 Measures 
Yesterday, there was a press conference on COVID-19 Measures in the Netherlands. The UC 
members would like to ask the CvB some questions about the measures in the University. 
These questions include topics such as: office availability for staff, the re-opening of 
Tinbergen, and the inclusion of student representatives in the decision-making about COVID-
19 policies at EUR.  
 
CvB and UC Presidium Meetings 
The president of the CvB expressed that they will hold meetings with the UC Presidium on a 
weekly basis. Hans will also hold some extra meetings with the management team. These 
proposals are mainly taken due to the COVID-19 situation. If any of the members have 
questions or input for these meetings, they can approach the presidium.  
 
 
 
 


