
University Council
Third Plenary Meeting

Erasmus University Rotterdam

Date and Time: 11-11-2025, 14:00-16:00
Location: Polak 1.21
Present in the meeting: Luca Hellings (Chair), Roxanne Austin (Clerk), Dogukan 
Demirbuken, Albert Wagelmans, John Hays, Anne Vromant (Student-assistant), Rik Alleleijn, 
Linda Dekker, Clara Eggers, Bilal El Allouchi, Federica Violi, Max Wagenaar, Sebastiaan 
Kamp, Mohamed Khalil, Iwona Gusc, Caressa Bol, Lourdes Wansink Mangiano, Bodi 
Winkler, Simon Maas, Deniz Alican, Hans van Oosterhout, Joseph Ayinla, Jaap Cornelese, 
Manuela Bartolovic, Max Wagenaar, Borja, Ranzinger, Rosita Boedhai, Albert Wagelmans, 
Wesley Hennep

Absent: Clara Egger, Iwona Gusc, Deniz Alican, Borja Ranzinger

01 Opening 

01.01 Setting of the agenda

01.02 Setting of the previous minutes
A UC member remarked that in the previous minutes under point 02.02, it was stated that a 
UC member wanted to ask a question because the dean of RSM is not a full professor      
The UC member clarified that this was not the reason for the question, but solely an 
example.

01.03 Announcements

– “Good Conversation”

was the Council’s aim to send fewe

–

invited to join, engage with the community, and discuss the Council’s work and current topics 



02 Agenda items plenary meeting UC

02.01 Payment Regulations UC
There were no remarks. Therefore, a general letter of consent will be sent out. The Chair 
asked if there were any objections; there were none.

Action point:
• The Clerk will send a letter of consent regarding ‘Payment Regulations UC’  to the EB

02.02 BBR EUR 2026
The Chair remarked that this letter was shared yesterday due to a last-minute discussion 
with the Presidium and the policymaker. A UC member elaborated on this letter. The UC 
member noted that during the consultation meeting, the EB mentioned that the feedback 
would be incorporated in the revision of the BBR 2027.The UC member commented that they 
found this answer slightly worrying. The taskforce had several remarks on the regulations in 
general. The taskforce did not want to send only a letter of consent, as the remarks could be 
ignored by the EB, and they wanted to ensure their comments were incorporated. Therefore, 
the UC Chair reached out to the policymakers, who agreed to change two of the points 
raised by the UC. The Chair asked the UC member to further elaborate on the two points that 
would be changed.

“high risk systems” but does not refer to the AI Act and does not clarify to whom or what this 



• ‘BBR EUR 2026’ 

02.03 LDE – joint regulation
No letter was shared on teams. The Chair asked whether a standard letter of positive advice 
can be sent. A UC member from the taskforce remarked there were no more updates on this 
topic and everything was clear after a meeting with the policy makers. The Chair asked if 
there are any objections to sending out a letter of positive advice. The UC members had no 
objections.

Action point:
• The Clerk will send a letter of positive advice regarding ‘LDE – joint regulation’ to the 

EB

02.04 Termination of the Research Master in Public Administration
A standard letter of positive advice will be sent regarding this topic.

Action point:
• The Clerk will send a letter of positive advice regarding ‘Termination of the Research 

Master in Public Administration’ to the EB

02.05 Central budget allocation for the Participation Act 2025 to 2026
A letter was posted on Teams. The UC has the right of information on this topic, but they 
have written a letter with unsolicited advice. A UC member from the taskforce elaborated on 
the letter, which addresses the commitment to continuity, as there are strategic commitments 
previously made by the EUR, such as inclusion. The second point concerns avoiding 
negative impacts on the most vulnerable members of the EUR community in light of the 
budget cuts. In the letter, the UC recommends investigating alternative funding streams to 
compensate for these losses.

prioritizing specific groups but about avoiding an “easy exit” for these individuals. There were 



Action point:
• The Clerk will send the letter regarding ‘Central budget allocation for the Participation 

Act 2025 to 2026’ to the EB

02.06 Development of a voting guide (stemwijzer)

–

changing the wording to “a set of key issues” instead of “ten key issues,” and other members 

Action point:
• The Clerk will send the letter regarding ‘Development of a voting guide (stemwijzer’) 

to the EB

02.07 Governance structure Impact & Engagement



A UC member remarked that the strategy taskforce is working on this topic and that an 
update will be provided in the future.

03 Incoming documents

03.01 VZ 300.741 38903 Response to Quarterly update report Labor Inspection
A UC member remarked that in the last point it is stated that it is too early to discuss 
financing, as a newly awarded fund for work pressure has just been introduced. The UC 
member commented that several taskforces are already working on this topic, and anyone 
interested is welcome to join these discussions.

03.02 Suggestions on university
The Chair remarked that this is a letter sent by a student of the university. The letter includes 
two suggestions. The Chair asked whether there were any remarks. A UC member 
commented that both suggestions are interesting, particularly the one regarding lockers. 
They mentioned that they are considering creating an initiative around lockers, as they saw 
many people use them at their previous university. Another member remarked that the 
sleeping pods had already been discussed previously in the UC and had received negative 
feedback due to the difficulty of keeping them clean. Another member agreed that the locker 
proposal could be further explored. A member suggested bringing up this topic in the 
“Tomorrow’s Campus” taskforce, and other members agreed. A member also remarked that a 
response should be sent to the student, thanking them for their suggestions.

Action point:
• The Clerk will send a response regarding ‘Suggestions on university’

04 Any other business

04.01 Evaluation Consultation Meeting (04/11)
A UC member remarked that the room was too small. Another UC member commented that it 
was unfortunate that the EB could not stay for the drinks. The Chair agreed but noted that 
this might have been due to the short gap in time between the end of the meeting and the 
start of the drinks.

04.02 Reflection on Cycle
A UC member remarked that they were impressed by the professionalism of the new 
members and that everyone prepares well. Another UC member noted that the meetings 
sometimes finish quite early, suggesting there should be more room for discussion.

04.03 Professorial policy
The policymakers are currently working on revising the professorial policy and would like to 
have an informal exploratory meeting with two Council members in advance. A UC member 
asked why this topic is being brought up again, as a new document on professorial policy 
was created two years ago. They expressed curiosity about why it is being revisited now. The 
Chair remarked that the policymakers would like to gather feedback from the UC at an early 
stage. 

05 Closing 


