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01 Opening 
 
01.01 Setting of the agenda 
The Agenda was set 
 
01.02 Setting of the minutes of the previous meeting 
The minutes were set. If there are any further remarks, please send an email to the minute 
secretary.   
 
01.03 Announcements 
The Chair and Presidium Announcements concerning this meeting were sent via email 
beforehand. They read as follows: 
 
Chair announcements 

- LDE Participatory Bodies 
Last week the Chair had a meeting with the chairs of the UC’s of Leiden and Delft and with 
Wim van den Doel of the LDE. For the EUR UC two meetings (one with Wim van den Doel 
LDE, and one about the Convergence) and a meeting with the other two participatory bodies 
will be organised to talk about our and their position on these projects. 
 

- Student funds LDE 
Within the LDE the UC will look into the possibility of setting up a special organization that 
allows students to organize their own projects in relation to the LDE courses and projects, and 
provide a professional team for support and implementation of these plans. 
 

- Updated Website 
The UC website has been updated with a collage group picture and with pictures and 
statements of the new UC members. In the upcoming weeks first interviews will take place for 
the M&C officer, these will be conducted by the Chair and Afrodita, with help in preparations 
by Ana. 
 

- UC Legal Rights 
The Chair had a meeting with the UC’s legal advisors. They will draw up a start for providing 
a clear definition for the good course of affairs. The UC has been able to expand its rights on 
IT, privacy, and the deans procedure under these regulations. However, the EB indicated they 
do not want an explicit list of when to consult us in relation to executive decisions, neither does 
the UC. However, the UC wants to be asked for advice (either publically or in confidence) on 
topics relating to events with a certain impact on the UC’s community, image, and the 
relationship between the university and its students and staff (think of the Hoffmann affair). 
They will draw up a framework for this to help the UC during the final negotiations with the EB 
on this topic. 
 
Presidium Announcements 

- Resignation of the Rector 
As announced unfortunately our rector will step down per the 1st of January and prof. dr. Frank 
van der Duijn Schouten will replace him until a permanent replacement will be found. Further 
information will follow as soon as possible about the procedure. If you have any questions 
about this, please feel free to approach the Chair. 
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- UC Office Rules 

The presidium has set up some basic house rules for the use of the office. These were 
provided for the UC members. 
 

- Regulations Advice Committee 
The legal department would like to sit down with a few members of the University Council to 
take a look at the regulations that need to be adjusted for the complaints and objections advice 
committee. These regulations need to be adjusted due to changes in the law. Please indicate 
via the chat if you would like to take part in this meeting. The documents have not yet been 
officially submitted to the council, so this is an opportunity to work on those regulations before 
they are officially submitted. 
 

- Media Etiquette  
The EM has reached out to council members for input on articles and news they are reporting 
on. Exposure to the UC and its members is good. Therefore the Presidium thinks it is good to 
draw your attention again to the way we agreed to deal with media and external stakeholders. 
It is important to indicate you speak on a personal note as a council member, they can 
approach the chair to enquire about the position of the whole UC.  

It can be useful to ask upfront what the questions or topic will be and to double check 
if they understand what your position is. Consider bringing another council member along who 
has been working on a particular topic that they are explicitly asking about. This can create a 
more balanced view plus more a more in-depth discussion. Lastly, try to always at least inform 
the Chair (via mail, whatsapp, or a call), and if possible the rest of the UC. 
 

- Chair’s Meeting 
Today a Chair meeting took place with the presidium and the chairs of all the FC’s and PC’s. 
Topics discussed are mainly asking how things are going in relation to COVID-19, focus on 
HoKa (also in relation to COVID-19), and mostly creating space for them to put forward their 
questions or issues. 
 

- Meeting Supervisory Board 
The Chair is planning for a combined meeting between the UC and the Supervisory Board in 
December. This meeting will tackle the issues previously raised about the Rector stepping 
down. However, members will be able to tackle other topics in this meeting. A week before 
this meeting, the Presidium will meet with the Supervisory Board as well.  
 
UC Announcements  
Hans Smits is back at the EMC. He is working as a business partner for the government. He 
is paid by Delft, Erasmus, and Delft. 
 
02 Agenda items plenary meeting UC 
 
02.01 - Erasmus University Rotterdam Administration & Management Regulations 2021 
(BBR-EUR 2021) 
A meeting took place between the policymakers, the legal department, and the UC taskforce 
members to discuss the BBR. The taskforce had been given the wrong version of the 
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document. The new version includes feedback from the taskforce. The university should make 
sure that the UC receives the right version of documents.  
 There were some substantive issues with the old version of the document. It had an 
article related to the processing of personal data which allegedly was in line with the GDPR. 
However, the article was problematic for work pressure purposes. The response of Legal 
regarding this point did not make sense. However, this article was left-out of the new 
document. It is important to have a close look for articles related to this point in future BBR 
proposals.  

There’s a letter of consent to be sent at the moment for the new document. The 
language may seem harsh, but the taskforce members explained that it is not considering the 
communication regarding the documentation. There were no objections to giving consent to 
this new document by the UC. Hence, it is consented.  
 
02.02 Revised regulations use of internet and ICT-facilities (staff and students) 
The taskforce has planned a meeting for this point with the policy makers. The pertinent 
documents are being revised this week.  
 
02.03 Action Plan Psychological Work Pressure 
There was a meeting with Roos Schelvis to discuss the inventory on the Work Pressure 
approaches of the University. The taskforce indicated that they would like to see more top-
down approaches on Work Pressure. They explained that in the lower levels of the institution, 
awareness about work pressure is lacking. Roos Schelvis has met with Department Heads 
and Deans that do not acknowledge issues of work pressure. Currently, most of the strategies 
on work pressure are decentralized, which puts the responsibility on middle management 
teams to deal with work pressure. These teams could easily neglect major work pressure 
issues. To respond to this point, a member explained that it may be difficult to make EUR-
wide policies on this matter when faculties have different characteristics.  
 Some procedural questions were raised about the current status of the Action Plan on 
Work Pressure and the formalization of the work of the UC on this topic. The Action Plan which 
was presented to the council did not receive consent. However, this document is currently 
being used as a working document. The taskforce is monitoring and cooperating in improving 
it for a new action plan. To formalize this dynamic procedure and establish the working 
document as a roadmap, the Chair will meet with the policy-maker and the EB to establish this 
procedure.  
 Finally, there were some questions about the relation between the current Work 
Pressure procedures and two letters that were drafted by the UC last academic year to tackle 
Work Pressure. The first letter was sent to Roos Schelvis and was related to different aspects 
of Work Pressure that could improve in the University. In the current changes to the plan, the 
policy maker has tackled some of these issues. The second letter was meant to declare a 
“Work Pressure Emergency” in the University. This letter was overshadowed by the COVID-
19 Crisis. However, it may be relevant to declare a “Work Pressure Emergency” in the 
University now, especially following all the extra work that staff has gone through during the 
COVID-19 crisis.  

Action Points: The taskforce will work on drafting a letter on the Work Pressure 
Emergency alongside Ana. The Chair will meet with Roos Schelvis and the EB to 
formalize the current dynamic procedure for the Action Plan on Work Pressure.  
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02.04 Headlines budget EUR 
There has been a meeting to discuss the budget. Another meeting will take place next week 
for further discussions. In the UC Planner, all the information regarding the questions asked 
to Pieter Jellema about the budget have been shared. His answers will be provided soon. 
Additionally, in this platform members can find a presentation for the UC regarding the budget 
as well as all the documentation related to the topic. The consent for this budget is related to 
the main elements of the next year. However, the team is already paying attention to the long-
term results of the budget. It was planned to get a positive result for the perspectives of 2023. 
However, it seems that this will only be possible for 2024.  
 If everything goes according to plan, an advice letter will be drafted on the 8th of 
December. There were some remarks raised regarding the role of Faculty Councils in 
consenting to the Budget. Pieter Jellema communicated to the taskforce that the FCs had 
consented to the budget. However, some members of the UC that also belong to FCs 
explained that this is not the case in their faculty. 

Action Point: Ben will clarify with Pieter Jellema the Budget approval given by 
Faculty Councils.  
 
02.05 Highlights report August 2020 + COVID report 
The taskforce created a one-page summary of the results of the Deloitte Report. This summary 
can be found in the Planner. The result is 20 Million € more negative than it was expected. 
This negative result goes at the expense of the reserves. The budget for 2021 is also 
anticipated to be more negative than expected.  
 
02.06 Evaluation Electoral Pilot 
Practical Introduction 
The legal department drafted a plan for a new electoral system based on the input given by 
the UC. The plan only tackles the election system of the Student Body of the UC (not the 
Employee Body). The vote for this plan is legally not formal. However, the vote shows a strong 
intention of adapting the new system when the statutes are drafted. The Legal Department 
requires a vote of consent for this draft in order to write the statutes, which will then be 
consented in a different meeting. It is expected that a positive vote today would entail a positive 
vote after the draft of the statutes. If this proposal is rejected, then there will be a vote on the 
extension of the current electoral pilot for two more years. If this extension is also rejected, the 
old electoral system (faculty-based) will be implemented again by default.  
 
Content of the Drafted Plan 
Jochem Streefkerk, a representative from legal affairs, was invited to the meeting to explain 
the plan. For this plan, students can run as an individual or as a party. For the students running 
as an individual there’s the possibility of establishing list connections as “one-man-lists”. This 
point was included as there were remarks on possible disadvantages for people running as 
individuals versus parties. Any student is allowed to vote, and each student can only vote 
once. Votes are casted on a candidate (for instance, it is possible to vote for the person #7 on 
a party list).  

The drafted plan contains the essential aspects of the possible new electoral system. 
However, there are three choices that the UC would have to take in case this plan is adopted. 
Their choices are: (i) popular vote threshold, (ii) appropriation of the excess seats, and (iii) the 
percentage votes for one-man-lists. (i) Refers to the percentage threshold in the popular vote 
that is needed for candidates to get a seat regardless of the list system. This threshold can go 
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from 10% to 100%. In this case, a standoff between candidates would be decided by fate 
according to procedure. (ii) Refers to the appropriation of seats if a party has sufficient votes 
for more candidates than the ones presented in the list. Three options can be chosen in this 
scenario. First, the seat can remain vacant. Second, the remaining seat can be allocated 
through the system. And third, the seat could be allocated through the list-connection in case 
of one-man-lists. (iii) For one-man-lists, there could be a threshold of 100% or less to allocate 
a seat. For instance, if two people run in a one-man-list and they both have an 80% of the 
threshold, they could both be considered for a seat. This seat could be contested, or could be 
decided between the two candidates. The lower the threshold, it would become more likely for 
these scenarios to occur.  
 
Questions and Concerns from the UC  
Various concerns about this system were raised during the meeting. Firstly, it was debated 
whether this system would hamper diversity in the UC. The legal representative explained that 
inherently, the system would favour already established associations. However, rules for 
diversity in the plan could be included. Discussions for diversity in the electoral system also 
occur in the Dutch general elections. Secondly, there was a concern on the implementability 
of the plan. The legal representative indicated that this system would be fairly easy to 
implement and communicate to students. Lastly, there was a question on whether there could 
be a dominant one party in the system. There are no requirements on the minimum of the 
parties. If there’s only one party, elections would still take place. In this case, parties can be 
seen as an addition whilst individuals still run for the election.  
 
Voting Results 
24 votes were casted to pass the implementation of the plan. 3 of these votes were blank. 
Therefore, for a ⅔ majority, 14 votes in favour were needed. There were 12 votes in favour 
and 9 votes against. Therefore, this proposal does not pass.  
 Considering the results of this vote, there will be time in the next plenary meeting to 
discuss the reasons for the votes against. Members are also invited to discuss these reasons 
on the Teams chat. If there are no substantive reasons that could lead to adjustments to pass 
this proposal, the UC will hold a vote on extending the current electoral pilot.  
 
02.07 Whistleblower policy 
Introduction 
The Legal Affairs department is revisiting the regulations on reporting wrongdoings 
(Whistleblower Policy). This revision has been made in close proximity with the UC. Some 
questions have been received from the UC and the legal team has adjusted some points in 
the policy accordingly. The Legal representatives Angelo van Rijswijk and Mirjam Carp 
explained that the whistleblower’s policy is adequate according to the EUR holding 
regulations.  
 
Questions and Answers 

- In the current policy, it seems that the process for reporting to external sources is 
limited. The policy is more focused on handling complaints internally. Why does this 
occur? 

The legal representatives explained that at any stage of the procedure, whistleblowers can 
reach external sources (the house of the whistleblower). Next to this, the internal procedure 
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would still be in place. In case of a criminal case, there’s an obligation for the whistleblower to 
reach the pertinent authorities. These opportunities seem to cover all possible encounters. 
 UC members reacted by stating that other universities have several possibilities on 
reaching external stakeholders in the case of a complaint. This is particularly important for the 
whistleblowers that want to take the case somewhere else. In response, the legal 
representatives indicated that if whistleblowers go fully external on their complaints, it 
becomes difficult to have good internal research about what happened.  
 

- There seems to be a very lengthy timeline to deal with Whistleblower’s complaints. It 
can take up to one year to carry an investigation. Some of the complaints may need 
immediate action. Furthermore, the committee that carries the investigation can only 
provide the facts of the events, and cannot give advice on how to deal with them. This 
may be problematic as whistleblowers would expect to approach a committee to take 
action. How do you respond to these issues? 

The period for the complaint research procedure is of maximum one year. This is a deadline. 
It can take way less than that. However, actions can only be taken on the basis of research. 
Furthermore, the decision of giving the committee the right to give information on the facts and 
not on the advice is taken due to appeals. If the committee gave a report including its advice, 
this report could be appealed against. On the contrary, if the committee only gives a fact-
related report, then this report cannot be appealed against.  
 

- It seems that the legal protection of the whistleblower is not included in the case that 
the whistleblowers make a faulty or default report. Wouldn’t it be better to include a 
point explaining that this is the case only if the whistleblower makes the faulty report 
on purpose? 

Yes. This is what is meant in the document. Perhaps this point is lost in the English translation, 
but the legal team will revise this and make the necessary adjustments for it to be explicit.  
 

- Would it be a possibility to make a “toolbox” on how to file a report? 
A toolbox of options can be included. The legal team will make a “roadmap” explaining the 
internal procedures for a report, and an introduction on how the reports could take place 
externally.  
 

- It seems that the whistleblower’s protection is not included for those anonymous 
reports. Could this protection be included? 

The legal team explained that protecting anonymous whistleblowers is difficult as they are 
anonymous. There’s no way of knowing who they are. However, to respond to this issue, a 
UC member explained that prohibiting “Witch Hunts” from the university to its employees as it 
happened last year could be a way of protecting anonymous whistleblowers.  
 
Recommendation Points  

- EB and Whistleblower Compromise 
The current policy seems to ask for compromises from the Whistleblower. It asks the 
whistleblower to follow certain procedures and actions. However, there are no guidelines on 
what the EB must do in response. A clause on this point could be included 
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- Two Reports from the Committee involved 
To respond to the possible appeals on the advice given by the committee, it was suggested 
that the committee could deliver two reports. The first report could be solely fact-based (not 
appealable), and the second report could include the advice of the committee (which is 
appealable).  
 
Conclusion 
To conclude the discussion, the legal representatives thanked the UC for their input and 
advice. They invited UC members to approach them with concrete input if they believe that 
the policies do not protect the EUR community. The policy makers believe that the current 
document does protect the members of the community.  
 Advice from the UC will be given by the end of this cycle. The taskforce will formally 
write an advice letter which will be discussed on the 8th of December.  
 
02.08 HoKa Student Wellbeing 
Introduction 
To further clarify the projects of HoKa Student Wellbeing, the project team will provide pitches 
on their plans for the next plenary meeting. However, to introduce this topic, Jasper and Luca, 
who are the HoKa Workgroup Members in charge of this topic, explained their main concerns 
regarding the plans.  

- Student Living Room: for this point, there’s still a question on the rent of the living room 
in the new Polak building. Does the living room have to pay rent in the building? If so, 
will this rent be covered by HoKa Funds? Furthermore, there’s a question on how the 
living room will look in the future. Will it look the same as it does now, in the Tinbergen 
building?  

- Student Support Functions: One of the goals is to establish a shared vision by 
2021/2022. The workgroup would like to see in the document why this shared vision 
would take so long. 

- E-helpline project: the workgroup would like to know how students benefit from this 
plan at the moment. Additionally, they would like to know if there will be changes to 
this plan in the future.  

- Dissemination of the vision: Quite some money is dedicated to research to understand 
the impact of the project. There are questions on whether HoKa money should be 
directed towards research.  

- Demand for the interventions: Do students really want an app? Where is the demand-
analysis? 

- Concerns for KPIs: When reading the document, it is difficult to understand what 
constitutes success according to the plan.  

 
Questions and Answers 
To address the concerns of the UC, the HoKa Coordinator (Bieneke Verheijke) attended the 
meeting. She explained that she has given ample information to the council on the matter. She 
is fulfilling an intermediary role between the UC and the EB.  
 

- A member of the council explained that this HoKa Plan is not liked by themselves. 
Mainly, they lack the presence of Student Psychologists. Furthermore, they believe the 
app is too expensive. Finally, this plan does not consider the fundamental causes of 
stress for students, which are related to work pressure. 
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In response, the HoKa coordinator explained that to tackle these fundamental issues, study 
programs would need to be revised. She proposed to create a liaison with the UC to meet with 
the Learning and Innovation Officers of all faculties to have this discussion about work 
pressure. That way, the input of the UC could be taken into consideration for a root change.  
 

- A member explained that they do not see concrete answers in the Student Wellbeing 
Plan to improve the actual wellbeing of students. Why would the UC need to have the 
responsibility of visiting a different forum to improve the wellbeing of students? 

The HoKa Coordinator pointed out that the conversations that have occured in the UC are in 
the context of the Wellbeing Plan. However, she is offering a new platform to go beyond the 
portfolio of HoKa to improve the wellbeing of students.  
 

- Why is the funding for PhDs so high? Is research aligned with the purposes of HoKa? 
Procedurally, this point has been discussed with previous UCs. The integration of PhDs comes 
from remarks made by previous councils. According to the quality assurance policy, all the 
HoKa plans need to be evidence based. For this, research is needed. The interventions 
proposed in the Wellbeing plan come from the crucial aspect of evidence-based research.  
 
Internal discussion 
Following the Q&A with the HoKa Coordinator, some perspectives were shared internally 
among council members. A member indicated that the living room idea comprises too much 
money. They explained that spending almost half a million euros in a living room is not desired 
considering that study associations provide similar facilities and run on way lower costs. To 
respond to this point, another member highlighted that this idea may be positive for them, and 
that they do not belong to a student association which may difficulty the access to a similar 
facility.  
 Another critique explained that there may be way too much money focused on staff on 
this point. Students may not receive a lot of impact on this money. To reply to this remark, 
another member indicated that the money spent on staff could definitely reach students by the 
work of the staff. Finally, more remarks arose on the high price of the APP.  
 
Consequences of the decisions of the council 
There are some questions on what would happen after the council takes a vote on whether to 
give or not consent to this action plan. There is no certainty of what would happen if consent 
is not given. In this case, the project team and the PhDs may lose their job. However, the 
university may be able to pay them from their own money. Another possibility is that the EB 
cuts parts of the plan (e.g. the app), and continues with the rest of the plan. However, the 
remaining money may be allocated somewhere else. Furthermore, it is likely that the UC will 
not be able to draft new HoKa plans with this funding for the rest of the academic year, as the 
process is lengthy. An unlikely, yet possible scenario, is that the EB decides to still carry out 
these projects without the consent of the UC. In this case, there would be a dispute about it 
with the Supervisory Board. On the other hand, if consent is given, there would be room for 
addressing some of the main issues that concern the plan.  
 
02.09 Update/information/advice on budget for 2021 of ErasmusX 
The budget for ErasmusX was shared with the UC members for advice. There was some 
underspending on the budget, as some technologies became cheaper or available due to the 
COVID-19 circumstances. Corporate Planning was involved in the drafting of this budget with 
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ErasmusX. The UC did not have points of advice on the budget. They are positive towards it. 
The team of ErasmusX (Alexander Whitcomb and Farshida Zafar) indicated that they can be 
reached for any further questions via email or other platforms, such as Erasmus  Minecraft. 
 
02.10 COVID-19 Taskforce 
New taskforce members: John Piarelal, John van Wel, Albert Wagelmans, Marjan Gorgievski.  
At the moment, there’s a letter ready to be sent on behalf of the UC with input about the 
management of COVID-19. UC members have given their feedback regarding this letter. The 
core idea is that this letter expresses students’ concerns regarding the COVID-19 crisis. 
Another letter will be drafted in the future addressing the concerns of the employees (namely, 
work pressure).  
 Part of this letter contains an option for an extra round of resits for last-year students. 
A member pointed out that providing this possibility for students may have a direct impact in 
the work pressure of employees. However, members of the taskforce indicated that this is not 
a mandatory request but a possibility to decrease the stress of students. The idea is to have 
incremental requests about this point.  
 Another member inquired about the feedback they provided to the letter. They wanted 
to know if this feedback was or not included. Originally, it was not included. However, by the 
end of the meeting, their remarks were considered in the letter.  
 A final content-related question tackled the priorities of physical spaces. There is a 
discrepancy between the priorities of the taskforce in physical education in contrast with the 
priorities in the memo of the EB. The taskforce considers on-campus examinations to be the 
first priority, whilst this is not in the EB memo. The taskforce explained that indeed this is the 
case, and that it is natural that there are different priorities.  
 Considering the discussions on the inclusion of an extra round of resits for last-year 
students, the taskforce will send the letter on behalf of the UC without this part. The preamble 
of the letter clearly explains that the letter addresses the main concerns of students.  

Action point: the COVID-19 taskforce will send the letter to the EB. They will 
delete the fragment concerning the extra round of resits for last-year students. 
 
02.11 Incoming documents and letters 

1.  Global Address Lists 
This point was not discussed in the meeting.  
 
Other Business 

- Rejection of Proposals. 
A member of the council indicated that they do not understand why the voting did not pass in 
the Electoral System. They indicated that they perceive a divide in the staff/student bodies.  
 

- Effort HoKa Workgroup 
A member of the HoKa workgroup indicated that another member had commented negatively 
about the efforts of the HoKa workgroup via the chat. They consider this comment to be 
disrespectful, as the HoKa Workgroup puts a lot of effort in working towards the wellbeing of 
the EUR community.  
 

- Meeting Discussions 
One member indicated that they do not like the way in which discussions are being handled 
at the UC. They consider it normal for proposals to be rejected, as it is a democracy. They 
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would like to see a change in the fights that occur in the online discussions, as this did not 
happen last year.  
 

- Secret Santa 
Afrodita and Ana came up with a proposal to make a UC Secret Santa. This day is for sharing 
and bonding together as a unified group. This event will take place on December 8th.  
Action point: Send an email to Ana or Afrodita to join the Secret Santa. 
 
Closing 


