
Plenary Meeting - University Council    

Erasmus University    

April 13th, 2021    

     

Present in the Meeting: Ana Uribe Sandoval, Ben Bode, John van Wel, Natascha Kraal, 

Sebastiaan Kamp, Albert Wagelmans, Yogi Hendlin, Afrodita Dobreva, Luca Kriese, Philip van 

Moll, Wouter van Dam, Younes Assou, Hans van den Berg, Helen Gubby, Dian van Toor, 

Marjan Gorgievski, Diederik Mosch, Machteld Harmsen, Olaf Hornes, Joep  Schoenmakers, 

Armand Gozé, Ferry Blom, Bram Heesen.  

Absent in the Meeting: John Piarelal, Bianca Jadoenath, Jasper Klasen.  

Teams Meeting: 14:00   

 

01 Opening  

 

01.01 Setting of the agenda  

 

01.02 Setting of the minutes of the previous meeting  

The minutes were set.  

 

01.03 Announcements  

 

Chair Announcements.  

- Temporary Leave Next Week. 

Next week the chair will take leave. He will only chair the plenary meeting. Members are invited 

to approach the presidium for any questions or urgent matters during this time.  

 

- Increase of UC Agenda Items. 

With the end of the year approaching, the topics managed by the UC will increase.  

 

Presidium Announcements. 

 

- Opening the UC Office 

The Presidium is looking into the possibility of opening the office again in line with the 

measures and regulations of the university. Specifics will follow as soon as possible. However 

this depends on the national regulations. 

 

- Broadcasting UC Meetings 

The M&C officer is looking into possibilities of broadcasting UC meetings via live stream. She 

is working with the university on this as the UC needs the possibility to pause the broadcast it 

when a closed session happens. 

 

- EMPO Master at ESSB 

ESSB is creating a new Master's in education, which was also announced by the rector. The 

goal is to lower the staff shortages in education. The policy makers are currently discussing 

the master with the Faculty Council but they also welcome UC members’ input on the topic 
while it is being finalized before it officially moves to the UC.  

The policy makers write about it: “This is a new master's program, the Educational 
Master of Primary Education (EMPO), which we intend to start formally as of 2022-2023. This 



training aims to train teachers for primary education to contribute to solving the teacher 

shortage, especially in the big cities. For this course, a CDHO macro-efficiency test was 

passed with a positive result (dated March 2021). The next step is an NVAO test for a new 

study program (TNO). We are happy to submit the TNO application file to the University 

Council.” Furthermore, they are considering diverse ways of testing (in the form of a portfolio) 
and it is good to know there is external funding for this Master. If you would like to be involved 

informally before the topic goes to the UC please let the Chair know before Thursday 

15/04/2021 at 12.00 and the Chair will put you in contact with the right people. 

 

UC Announcements: 

- Invitation: Supporting Bees in the Netherlands 

Luca had a meeting with Mariecke van der Glas to talk about sustainability. Mariecke pointed 

out that there will be an event on campus organized by “The Pollinators” in two weeks (22nd 
of April). This event consists of planting flowers on campus to support the bees in the country. 

The Erasmus Sustainability Hub will manage this event, and UC members can join. If 

members are interested, they are invited to email Luca for more information.  

 

02 Agenda items plenary meeting UC  

 

02.01 HeQa: Impact at the Core budget  

This point is up for consent in the Council. Considering that there were no major points of 

concern raised in the past weeks and the deadlines of the council, the Chair called for a vote 

on the consent of the Impact at the Core (IAC) budget. However, a member of the council 

explained that they did not have the time to carefully read the information from IAC. 

Additionally, they felt the question they asked in the last plenary meeting to the project lead of 

IAC was not fully resolved. This question related to the use of the budget of IAC in its first 

track, as its use seems flexible and vague. Other members explained that the core point of 

IAC is to be flexible; their philosophy invites for new initiatives to be developed on a continuous 

basis.  

 Joep formally asked for a vote to extend the deadline for consent for one week. Luca 

supported this motion. A vote took place to extend this deadline. The results were: 7 votes in 

favour of extending the deadline, 7 votes against, and 4 neutral votes. As the outcome of the 

vote was split, a second vote took place. The results of the second vote were: 8 votes in favour 

of extending the deadline, 6 votes against, and 5 neutral votes. Therefore, the UC will ask the 

EB for a one- or two-week extension on the vote for consenting on the budget of IAC. There 

is a possibility that the EB does not agree with this extension, but the question will be asked 

in the consultation meeting.  

 To follow up with the missing information from IAC, Joep will send the HoKa Workgroup 

Secretary an email Wednesday by noon to see if the questions can be responded by the 

project lead this week.  

Action Point: Joep will send the HoKa Workgroup Secretary an email Wednesday by 

noon to see if the questions can be responded by the project lead this week.  

 

02.02 February Report on 2020 spending HeQa  

This point is in the agenda as a right of information. There are two further questions from the 

UC on this report. On the one hand, a member would like to know the exact procedures to 

include the roles of participatory bodies in the report. The HoKa Coordinator will probably work 

on this point more in-depth. On the other hand, a member would like to know why there is a 



lack of output on the innovation abilities of HoKa per faculty. Both members can send an email 

to the HoKa Workgroup Secretary so that she can send these questions to the coordinator.  

 

02.03 First report employee well-being monitor 

This point is on the agenda as a right of information. The task force looking into the monitor 

explained the importance of communicating to the researchers and policy makers that not all 

employees are happy with the content of the monitor. The task force wrote a letter highlighting 

some improvements and responses to the monitor. Any additions to the letter should be sent 

to Marjan by Friday noon. Consequently, the letter can be sent on Monday. The main point is 

that employees have too much work. This will be discussed in the Consultation Meeting.  

 Under the umbrella of employee wellbeing, the UC received a response on the Open 

Up sessions available for staff members. The official rules so far said that only three Open 

Sessions are available to each staff member. However, the EB explained in an email that if 

employees need it, they can receive more sessions. This information could be clarified to all 

employees.  

Action point: Members should review the letter to the EB about the employee wellbeing 

monitor and send any feedback to Marjan by Friday noon.  

 

02.04 EUR Internationalization policy 2021-2024  

A letter has been uploaded on Teams to discuss this policy. When the task force took a closer 

look into the policy, they realized that the policy is more of an analysis instead of an action 

plan. Therefore, the task force met with the policy maker, and they decided to proceed with a 

process of co-creation to translate the policy into tangible actions.  

Action point: Members should review the letter to the EB about the Internationalization 

Policy and send any feedback to Ana by Friday noon.  

 

02.05 Use of 2nd camera in proctoring  

The Chair of the UC explained that he presented different questions asked by the Council to 

the student delegation receiving legal advice on the second camera issue. The questions 

were: (i) Why are lawyers still being retained by the student body? (ii) Which participatory right 

has been violated, in the eyes of the student body? Please refer clearly to the article within 

the WHW or Regulations of the University Council of the Erasmus University Rotterdam. 

Lastly, (iii) How many hours have the lawyers been employed and worked on this case that 

will be billed to the university? 

 The Chair indicated that he has only received answers to questions (i) and (ii) from the 

student delegation. The response for question (i) was: legal help is still retained to continue 

with advice on the current procedures. Additionally, the response from question (ii) was: the 

delegation points to the violated rights on their memo. However, the Chair considers these 

answers to be unclear, and he wants to emphasize that he has not received clear answers on 

the violated rights of the council from the student delegation.  

 Members of the student delegation believe that these questions were not asked on 

behalf of the council, and that the Chair should revise this in his communication. Other 

members of the council disagree as they feel identified with these questions. The Chair 

compromised to change the phrasing if required but explained that it is difficult to make a vote 

with all questions that are asked to see if the entire council stands in agreement.  

 The student delegation feels uncomfortable with the Chair sharing some parts of the 

discussion with the EB. The Chair explained that this is meant to fact-check certain points 



written in the student memo. He also explained that there is a need for transparency when it 

comes to the questions (i, ii, and iii) asked by a member of the council on this matter.  

 Other members of the council reacted by saying that they did not feel free in speaking 

on this issue. They dislike the legal interference and would not like their words being taken out 

of context for legal procedures. Some other members expressed that there are trust issues on 

the matter. The Chair explained that everyone has legitimacy and the power of speaking.  

 There is discontent with how these procedures have been managed. Some members 

of the UC that are not partaking in the legal procedures explain that they fundamentally do not 

support the use of proctoring in exams, and that there could have been more room to have a 

content-driven discussion about this. However, the student delegation has managed this in a 

closed way. Some other members said that the students could go on with a legal case and 

move on, but that they need to have more open conversations about this. 

 The student delegation explained that they do not prefer to go to court, but that they 

are using the legal aid to have a better position in the conversations with the EB. As of now, 

they will work on a framework to better deal with proctoring. Furthermore, the rector will make 

an announcement during the consultation meeting about a proctoring-related committee at 

EUR.  

 To move the discussion forward, it was agreed to tackle this issue from a constructive 

point of view. Most of the UC members agree that they dislike proctoring. Hopefully, there 

could be a better focus on content-related issues when it comes to the second camera, and 

the council can emphasize a safe environment to have these discussions. 

 

02.06 Initiatives under right of initiative:   

- Compensation UC   

No updates on this point. 

 

- Student assessors   

No updates on this point.  

 

- Centralizing information streams participatory bodies 

No updates on this point.  

 

- Free sanitary products on campus  

There was a new meeting with the PhD working on this topic. This PhD is closely working with 

the team of Erasmus Verbindt who are developing a survey on this topic. Additionally, the 

taskforce communicated with the student association at VU that opened a locker for 

menstruation products. They indicated that they just bought an IKEA cabinet and spent 

200euros on the sanitary products.  

 As of now, there are many approaches that could be taken to tackle this project 

(crowdfunding, funds from the UC, partnerships, etc.). The task force would like to process in 

two steps. In the short term, they would like to make a pilot that could serve as a quick fix to 

supply sanitary products for menstruation. In the long term, the idea would be to get the EB 

and other stakeholders involved in this project. The task force wants to emphasize that the 

lack of sanitary products is an issue of social safety, and that this movement can encourage 

more actions for the social safety of the EUR community.  

 The task force will double check with RE&F whether there is no breach of contract involved 

when supplying these products on campus before making a proposal. Afterwards, the task force 

will present a proposal to the UC.  



Action point: the task force will double check with RE&F whether there is no breach of 

contract involved when supplying these products on campus  

 

02.07 Outgoing letters   

- Increasing budget for University Library  

There will be extra time to review this letter. Any remarks to this letter need to be sent to Ana 

before Friday at noon so it can be discussed in the next plenary. In summary, the letter asks 

for extra funding for the University Library. The librarians have published an article explaining 

their expenses due to COVID and the use of online materials.  

Action point: Members should review the letter to the EB about the Funding of the 

Library and send any feedback to Ana by Friday noon.  

 

- Abandoned bikes on campus  

There are no objections on sending this letter. It will be sent.  

 

- Student psychologists  

The student population of EUR has grown in the last 10 years. However, this growth has not 

been accompanied by a proportional growth in the FTEs available for student psychologists. 

The waiting times of student psychologists are exceedingly long, and students are sometimes 

rejected for this therapy even if their concerns are related to pressure related to the university. 

The letter from the task force requests more FTEs for student psychologists at EUR.  

Action Point: Wouter will send the final letter on expanding the capacity of student 

psychologists to the Clerk so it can be sent to the EB.  

 

03 Incoming documents   

- EB response to letter on Opening Academic Year 2021-2022 to 2031-2032  

If a reply is needed or if the points of this letter should come to the agenda, members should 

notify the Chair.  

 

- EB response to letter on EB expenses   

If a reply is needed or if the points of this letter should come to the agenda, members should 

notify the Chair.  

 

- EB response to letter on advice Advisory Committee Complaints Objections  

If a reply is needed or if the points of this letter should come to the agenda, members should 

notify the Chair.  

 

04 Any other business   

- Lack of eating spaces for students on campus  

Many buildings are open on Campus, but there is a lack of eating spaces. Many students are 

eating on the floor of the library. A member of the council would like to concretely ask the EB 

if it is possible to open places for students to eat. For instance, opening Theil building would 

be a solution.  

 

- Mention of CIO-IT merger in Erasmus Magazine   

This merger seems to be running. Members of the Council wonder when they will receive 

information about this, as it seems as a reorganization.  

 



- EB reply letter concerning EB expenses 

The EB responded to the UC with a letter explaining the procedures behind the expenses of 

the EB. The Supervisory Board determines the expenses of the SB. The UC would like to 

discuss this further with the Supervisory Board. This point requires urgency, as the EB took a 

lot of time to respond to the previous letter and this is about ethical concerns. Furthermore, 

this is public money, so the UC needs to know where this money is going. Therefore, the UC 

will raise this point in the consultation meeting and the UC will contact the SB to discuss this.  

Action Point: The Chair of the UC will contact the SB to discuss the expenses of the 

EB. 

 

- European tender letter 

Ana uploaded an extra letter about the European tenders at EUR. This letter should be 

reviewed to be discussed in the next plenary meeting. The main reason for the development 

of this letter is to review the process of arranging European tenders. The UC wants to learn 

more about this process and see if it is necessary to strengthen the team of people working in 

the tender department. It is important to notice that the University partakes in dozens of 

tenders per year, so it is important to take an in-depth look at this. 

 


