
 Dear Supervisory Board of the University,

Lijst Calimero was founded 16 years ago with a clear and simple vision: to be the 
student party in the University Council that strongly advocates for the quality of 
education. In doing so, we have consistently stressed that a high degree of 
student wellbeing, small-scale education and inclusivity of all University students 
are essential to ensuring that the quality of education in our institution remains 
at a high level. These three pillars are the product of our work; they reflect our 
extensive consultations with student organisations, our contact with fellow 
students, and our personal experience as students in this University.

In achieving these goals, we believe that our role in the Council must be a 
balance between constructive and critical, such that we work with the Board as 
much and as sincerely as possible, whilst also not hesitating to stand up when 
we believe that the Board must do better. We are disappointed to state that the 
2021 Institutional Budget of the University fell into the category of the latter. The 
budget did not, in our opinion, reflect what we, as student representatives, seek 
to represent in our three pillars. This was heavily compounded by the fact that 
budgetary decisions had already been made without our consultation, turning an 
issue of finance into a much more serious one where fundamental principles of 
governance were not respected. Not consulting us puts considerable constraints 
on our ability to co-govern with the Board and blatantly disregards the opinions 
of students and staff. For the reasons we outline below, this episode fell far 
below what we would consider to be an acceptable standard of good 
governance, transparency, and due care for the positions and concerns raised by 
Council.

It is essential that both the Executive and Supervisory Board be aware of the 
process by which the negative advice was arrived at. All 24 student and staff 
members of the Council convened prior to the budget to discuss its contents, 
share our opinions, and consult each other on our voting preferences. There was 
clear and complete unanimity among all members that the budget was  
substandard and unacceptable in many crucial areas.
 - Generally, Council members did not believe the budget was an accurate  
reflection of the positions and points raised throughout the year by    
the Council.
 - There was an extensive amount of budgetary items which fell just below 
the threshold of €500k (the threshold for consent) but which    
seemingly should have been bundled together, thus excluding the    
Council’s consent on matters which we believed was legitimately our    
concern (see in minutes, the comments made by Ms Vermue and    
Ms Linke under point 6 of the agenda)
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 - There was a total absence of supporting documentation for six out of  
the seven points which required our consent (see budget, consent    
points 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 on pg. 15). This was especially troubling with    
regards to the Dean of Entrepreneurship, a project amounting to    
more than €700k, as the Board has been consistently asked over the past   
two years for documentation that explains in detail and evaluates this    
position. We saw the lack of documentation here as a very clear example   
of poor governance and disregard for the Council’s right to be given    
documentation.
 - The Council was unanimous in that we were not properly consulted on 
the vast majority of financial decisions made that did not require our    
consent, but nevertheless required our advice. Indeed the Board admits   
to this in the minutes (see the point made by Mr Biemans following the   
second suspension of the Council (exact minute points are not currently   
available to reference))
  - The Executive board defaulted on commitments that all University   
Council documents that, at the very least, required our consent    
or advice would be translated into English. None of the 40    
documents were translated for the University Council in December, amounting 
to 644 pages of untranslated text, including the budget. Astonishingly, despite a  
detailed letter  to the Board on December 6th which outlined three concrete oc-
casions where the Board committed to ensuring documents requiring our  
consent/advice translated, the Board claimed during the Council meeting that 
such concrete commitments never existed (see in minutes, the comments made 
by Mr Raftery and Ms Kussmaul under point 11 of the agenda). This is a serious 
issue in terms of the University’s ability to ensure inclusive participation.
 - Despite the University’s student population growing by more than 10%, 
there was no increase in funding for academic staff. Thus, there would be an   
inevitable increase in staff work pressure as well as a decline in student-staff   
ratio (of which the UG already ranks as one of the worst of all research  
universities nationally). Thus signaled a clear decline in the quality of education 
to Lijst Calimero.
 - Despite the coronavirus pandemic and the mental health crisis that has 
ensued, the Board did not increase spending for psychological or wellbeing  
services at the University. Lijst Calimero has consistently underscored that an 
absence of funding will come at the detriment of students’ ability to perform and 
the quality of education that staff can provide. Indeed, the  Ukrant  reported in the 
week leading up to the budget that the UG was utterly failing to provide sufficient 
resources to these students. Nevertheless, the board stated that they do not  
believe this to be their responsibility despite the fact that there is a clear two-way 
link between student welfare and academic performance.

The Council was, therefore, unanimous in that consent points 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 
be removed and brought back in January with proper supporting documentation. 
Nevertheless, there was, at that time, only one Council member out of 24 who 
openly stated that they would give negative advice on the budget as a whole - all 
other Council members, including Lijst Calimero, had intended to advise   
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positively. However, following the Committee sessions on Thursday December 
3rd, we did not gain the confidence that the Board was sincerely incorporating 
our feedback into the budget or respecting our right to have documentation on 
matters which require our consent. A decision was, therefore, made at a break-
fast between faction chairpersons prior to the Council meeting on December 
10th to highlight this discontent to the Board by organising our votes strategi-
cally. This was then further agreed during a suspension of the Council, when all 
factions discussed voting strategy. The intention was that the Council would, as a 
whole, advise positively on the budget, but that Lijst Calimero would advise nega-
tively such that the vote passed with a small majority. We reiterate that Lijst Cali-
mero did not, at this time, have any intention to see the budget receive negative 
advice as whole, but it was rather a strategic vote agreed to reflect the Council’s 
discontent.

Following the suspension, these points were put to Mr Biemans, with the explicit 
request that the six consent points listed above be deferred to January. However, 
Mr Biemans stated that it would be irresponsible of the Council to vote against 
or postpone this as these projects would be delayed. In essence, this pointed the 
blame at Council, despite the many requests we have made for documentation 
that would allow us to vote on them and Board’s consistent default on delivering 
them. Mr Biemans was also frank about the fact that decisions, such as the Van 
Rijn distribution, were already in motion despite the lack of any prior consulta-
tion or approval of the Council. We were, therefore, essentially asked to vote on 
financial decisions which had already been made. This came as a complete shock 
to the Council and demonstrated to us that the Executive Board did not fully res-
pect the Council’s role in co-governance on this matter. This is indeed heavily re-
flected in the minutes too, where Council members who initially intended to ad-
vise positively, suddenly felt compelled to change their vote (see for instance, the 
reaction of Mr Van der Pol in the minutes under point 6 of the agenda). Following 
another suspension, members of other factions decided that they too would 
change their vote to either a negative advice or a vote blanco. We were therefore 
also placed in a position where we could not, in good conscience and in view of 
our fundamental principles, change our vote at that point.

We have not lost confidence in the Board and we wish to work earnestly and 
constructively with Mr Biemans and the rest of his colleagues in the College to 
ensure that the discussions next week in the Lijm Commissie are productive. 
We will also make an active effort to reconcile with the Board on a personal and 
professional level to ensure that our work together for the rest of this year is 
as cordial, considerate, and cooperative as possible. However, we equally hope 
that this vote serves as a reminder to the Board that our consultation as Council 
members is not optional or at the Board’s convenience, it is our statutory right 
and duty as elected representatives of this University.

Signed,
The 16th Faction of Lijst Calimero
Rozemarijn Gierkink Freddy Cawthorne-Nugent Eoin Raftery
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Signed,
The 16th Faction of Lijst Calimero
Rozemarijn Gierkink 
Freddy Cawthorne-Nugent 
Eoin Raftery
Lisa van der Panne
Naila Loudini
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