[bookmark: br_vertr_concpt][image: UT_Logo_Black_NL]
Drienerlolaan 5
7522 NB Enschede

Postbus 217
7500 AE Enschede

www.utwente.nl

[image: UT_Logo_Black_NL]


	[bookmark: br_aan]To the Executive Board                      


DRAFT                                                                      

                                               

                                                     
	[bookmark: br_srt_bedrijf][bookmark: br_bedrijf]




	
	

	[bookmark: br_uwkenmerk][bookmark: t_uwkenmerk][bookmark: t_tel][bookmark: br_tel]
	
	
	

	[bookmark: br_kenmerk][bookmark: t_kenmerk][bookmark: t_fax][bookmark: br_fax]our reference
	UC 25 137
	telephone
	053 – 489 2027

	[bookmark: t_datum][bookmark: br_datum][bookmark: t_email][bookmark: br_email]date
	3 December 2025   
	e-mail
	g.w.m.oldeengberink@utwente.nl

	[bookmark: br_onderwerp][bookmark: t_onderwerp]subject
	Concept Budget 2026 - 2030




Dear Executive Board,   

The University Council received the concept Budget 2026-2030 and Concept Supplement 2026-2030 for its consent on the key features of the UT budget and the right of advice on the rest of the Concept Budget 2026-2030. 
After receiving the Concept Budget 2026-2030, the UC has had several meetings, as detailed below, with the Executive Board and the Finance department to discuss the Concept Budget 2026-2030. 

Based on the review of the Concept Budget 2026-2030 and Concept Supplement 2026-2030, the discussions held, and examining the additional information provided, the UC notes the following observations:
Overall, the EB introduces the Concept Budget 2026-2030 with the slogan: ”let’s get started” but the UC questions if the concept Budget 2026-2030 and the associated plans and actions provide a sufficient solid basis to be prepared for the future.   
In general terms, the UC observes (also in line with advice on earlier Concept Budgets and Kaderbrieven) that the Concept Budget 2026-2030:  
· makes links to many actions and plans that are insufficiently concrete and SMART formulated to show how these actions translate into the budget;  
· foresees savings in the multi-annual budget (in particular for the services), which in the way they are presented, it is doubtful whether these savings can actually be realized; 
· still misses a clear evidence of the progress on the Strategic Personnel Plans; 
· is largely business-as-usual with too little concrete structural measures and choices and still too much focus on so-called acute and efficiency measures.  
Specific points that attracted the council's serious attention included: 
· the involvement of participation in decisions around the so-called Interfaculty Units, with the FIP-AM and Design Lab as specific cases in this moment; 
· the substantial share of the budget and lack of transparency on the housing budget of both FIP-AM and the Design Lab;
· the costs of Software licences. 
Overall, the UC is of the opinion that we need to fully realize and be aware that on a structural basis Dutch universities are confronted with a perspective of shrinkage (due to demographics; internationalisation; shrinking government budgets, declining trust in science and academia). This issue needs also to be stronger addressed in the upcoming Institutional Plan. In the context of this Concept Budget 2026-2030, the UC considers that more structural measures and choices are still required to be reflected more concretely in the multi-annual budget. The UC doesn’t want to sketch a pessimistic future scenario; but would like to see (against this shrinking perspective) a realistic and more operationally sound financial basis for building a sustainable UT.  
Furthermore, the UC notes that it is sometimes unclear where certain numbers in the budget come from and whether they are logical or plausible. The UC urges the financial team to critically examine or challenge the assumptions underlying the numbers to provide a clear and well-substantiated basis for their inclusion in the budget.  
1. Plans for the coming period and concrete actions 2026 
In chapter 1, goals, focus points and concrete actions are laid down and investments are described. On closer examination, it consists merely of a list of ideas without timeline, responsibility and/or investment indicated. The UC is wary because these points are not formulated in a SMART way.
These are: 
1. coherent education portfolio with curricula that address the most important current demand for skills such as data science and AI; 
2. (further) development from existing building blocks of a UT-wide shared marketing strategy; 
3. further development of LLO and flexible learning pathways; 
4. updating the More than a degree concept around student experience; 
5. targeted (inter)national collaborations with our strategic partners. We do this building on our Vision on Learning & Teaching (VL&T); 
6. implement flexibilisation and management at the expense of our education; 
7. a better connection between the Bachelor's and Master's programmes and the impact domains for the benefit of a recognisable High Tech Human Touch profile of the university as a whole; 
8. further design of the Beethoven programme. This is done at UT level, but also with the regional partners Saxion, ROC, Twente Board and the business community and national context; 
9. continuation and strengthening of our strategic collaborations with VU Amsterdam and Zwolle region and our Global Academic Partners (University of Münster, Tecnológico de Monterrey and University of Waterloo). The ECIUN+ project is expected to be successfully completed in October 2026 and we are cooperating on the extension application;
10. High Tech Human Touch: integration of disciplines to contribute to solutions for major social issues; 
11. empowering our people: team success is central from recruitment, throughout the UT career. Researchers also provide education to strengthen the link between our core tasks, we recognize and value a wide range of (academic) excellence; 
12. sustainable financing by focusing on a net positive financing mix, allocating the right responsibilities at the right level, stimulating an entrepreneurial mindset and working with uniform spending rules and according to uniform processes for project acquisition; 
13. be responsible for the future: in a VUCA world, more and more issues are being raised around research and innovation, such as moral dilemmas, insight into risks and opportunities surrounding public-private partnerships, how to make Open Science the norm on the one hand and being alert to knowledge security on the other: 'as open as possible, as closed as necessary'; 
14. work according to a portfolio approach in which the impact domains form the starting point, in order to organize involvement and commitment of the internal community, to be able to respond to external needs and to arrive at a programmatic and integrated approach. This allows us to better decide where we want to use our limited resources to achieve our strategic goals and encourages a cross-faculty and cross-institute approach; 
15. translation of the concrete elaboration of the impact domains at faculty level and division of roles vs. institutes; This provides a framework for the faculties, institutes and other units to make choices about and organise their research and education; 
16. consolidation and implementation of funding strategy at faculty level; 
17. scouting and following up on new opportunities, such as in the field of defence, preparedness and resilience, within the Netherlands and explicitly together with our partners for a strong Europe; 
18. further developing a robust and diverse collaboration portfolio at regional, national and international level with a focus on alignment with the impact domains; 
19. implementation of the multi-year strategic infrastructure plan and database Infrastructure & Equipment; 
20. start of implementation proposal for harmonisation of faculties; 
21. elaboration/translation and implementation of scenarios Focus in Support; 
22. take hands-on further steps with the Strengthening Financial Function programme with the aim of timely and adequate financial information management, including reports and forecasts for good management information at all levels; 
23. further optimization of the P&C cycle in collaboration with faculties, including implementation of the Management Control Framework; 
24. Building Block Cluster 5: embedding continuous improvement of processes in the line organisation;
25. AI policies for responsible use by researchers and teachers; 
26. develop an Open Science strategy / statement; 
27. a leadership programme appropriate to the next phase building on the current programme;
28. further development and implementation of strategic personnel planning; 
29. further development of our health and safety and integral safety policy, including completing action points; 
30. further development of the Recognition & Rewards program/ Talent Map 3.0. 

For all these points it is generally unclear who is involved, what capacity it requires, what timeline is required and what costs are involved and how these costs are incorporated in the budget. The annual budget is the implementation of how to finance ongoing tasks, to fund new tasks and what will be discontinued. Therefore, the EB should indicate the concrete goals, how these plans will materialise or indicate which of them are regular tasks for which capacity is available.  
Chapter 1 indicates 6 investment items with a total of M€ 11.1. Five of these will be done after consent of the EB. The UC is of the opinion that for a few of these more tangible criteria have to be defined, explicitly for the investments in faculties (why are they otherwise not lumpsum) and the plans for “Werkdruk en Talentontwikkeling”.

2. Multi-annual budget 2026-2030 
The EB aims for a balanced budget 2026-2030, which on an overall basis is the case for 2026. However, this is not the case for the years 2027-2030, even more when the savings targets of M€ 3.0 are not accounted. 
a. The UT indicates to aim for a balanced budget and expects for the coming years additional, corrective measures.  
The faculties together and interfaculty units will show a positive budgeted result in 2026. This is made up of positive results at EEMCS, ET and BMS. Other faculties show a negative result. It is indicated that separate agreements have been made with these faculties in order to achieve a positive result in the foreseeable future. It is not clear for the UC what these agreements are, in addition to the re-organisation plans whose effects supposedly should have been incorporated in the budget already. The UC expects that these agreements are being shared with the decentral faculty Councils.
 
b. Savings target  
In the detailed concept budget 2026-2030; an annual savings target (Bezuinigingstaakstelling) of M€ 3.0 is included for the years 2026-2030. From page 13 and the Supplement Budget, we understand that this target must be achieved entirely by the Service departments and that at the same time no concrete savings (due to efficiency benefits) have been included in the 2026 budget and beyond.  

In the meantime we have understood from answers from the EB and Financial and Economic Affairs (FEZ) that a large part of these savings target (at least for 2026) refer to savings due to postponed vacancies, indirect taxes among other elements. The UC is of the opinion that if these savings are known, they should be included and presented explicitly in the foreseen income and costs. If these savings are not concretely known, they should not be presented as savings targets in the actual overview of income and costs; as this could provide an unrealistic and too optimistic picture. 

c. Financial predictions  
A budget hinges per definition on assumptions and predictions of the future. For that reason, it is important that it is that the rationale behind these predications is transparent and consistent. Income from government in terms of education, seems relatively optimistic, given the dwindling student numbers; second and third money stream income still seems relatively optimistic. Further it is difficult to understand for example that drastic reduction in fte's  for Researchers are foreseen (comparing MARAP8-2025 with the budget 2030 a reduction of almost 55% is foreseen (i.e. 335 fte to 153 fte)); while only a marginal decrease of PhD's of 1-2% (i.e. from 958 fte to 948 fte) is foreseen. If it is the case that these figures are the sum of the information provided by the individual units; the UC expects a critical view from central UT and, if required, adjustments in the predictions and budgets. 
 
3. Strategic Personnel Plans 
The topic of Strategic Personnel Plans is a recurring theme in discussions on the budget and spring memorandum. Previous concept budget and kaderbrief were consented to on the condition of the SPP being developed. The EB promised this would be finished in 2025. The UC was informed that this did not materialize. Subsequently this is one of the "concrete actions" for 2026. The fundamental question with SPP’s is not the knowledge on the situation of individual employees but that units are aware of how their current capacity matches current plans and how the capacity has to evolve to match future plans. It is still too often the case that staff capacity is reduced randomly, as a result of staff leaving the re-organisation; rather than based on deliberate choices and strategic thinking. For the UC it is vital that these SPP's are made at faculty and service level. Based on those results integration to a central level and possible generic measures are feasible. Presently we have to conclude that the central guidance, monitoring and possible enforcement is still below par and, given the results so far, the impression is given that SPP's are not taken too serious. 
 
4. Acute and efficiency measures 
The UC is concerned that still for a large part reference is made to acute and efficiency measures as a way forward towards a healthier and future-proof financial situation. This issue had been highlighted already by the UC more than two years ago. Savings are expected from the Harmonisation of Faculties (and its effect on the support organisation); from the Building Block cluster Effective support processes; and from Strengthening the Financial Function. 
However, concrete insight on what these savings will be, remain unclear; the effects are to be expected only at the medium and long-term; and these savings hinge mainly on efficiency benefits. Moreover the stretch in the organization is largely over for efficiency measures; and a number of acute measures are expected to be party abolished (e.g. travelling, student-assistants, staff recruitment) . 

5. Participation structure and budget of FIP-AM and DesignLab
The involvement of participation in decision-making regarding units such as Design Lab and FIP-AM places under faculties is lacking. This has led to the situation that it seems like free m2 are available for Design Lab (because no housing costs are in the budget, and it is not clear how the rent of €800,000 per year, is being paid) and virtually no paper trail documenting the business case that led to a positive decision on the creation of FIP-AM. 

To start with FIP-AM, as far as we now know, an annual commitment for €1.2 million for the next 10 years was made without providing any information to or involving any participation bodies regarding  housing. This means that a participation void exists at the UT that involves a significant financial commitment. In the last cycle the EB indicated that this void has now been bridged through the formal  responsibility of the UC with 
regard to plans and budget by the UC. However, a more systemic solution is still required. 

The positioning of units that serve multiple faculties such as Design Lab, Pre-U, Honours and TGS, to name a few, is part of the Building Blocks. The UC has already asked the EB several times in the past two years to clarify which participation bodies are involved in these units and what their roles are.
This issue has been raised since the earliest indications of problems with ATLAS. Clarity on this is fundamental, especially given that participation was not consulted prior to a major commitment as the case of FIP-AM. There is also a strong need among local participation bodies for such a clarification.  
Given the need for more clarity and objectivity regarding the management of FIP-AM and considering the agreements already made, the UC asks the EB to provide the SMART formulated action plan FIP-AM by April 1st, 2026. Given the substantial impact this plan has on the UT and on the budget, the UC also asks for consent on this action plan to ensure transparency and accountability. 
At this moment the UC cannot give consent to FIP-AM budget in its current form. The budget represents what can be implemented next year and yet there is no allocated funding for capacity or implementation. To put things in perspective, proceeding with FIP-AM under the present budgetary conditions is the equivalent of 12 staff members.
The UC finds it unacceptable to proceed without a clear and responsible framework. A concrete, SMART formulated action plan with UC consent is required by the UC before any further steps on FIP-AM.

6. Software licences 
Within the decentral units LISA has a rather large deficit. LISA administers software licences which show increasing of costs. Their role is to be critical on the licenses the UT has, but this unit should not be financially responsible for the increasing costs. The UC therefore asks the EB to make a distinction in the LISA budget between licence costs and their tasks. The licence costs and increase should be funded in a central manner with a clear procedure to evaluate the portfolio of central software licences. 
In view of the above the UC looks forward to a good discussion on these issues with the Executive Board in the next plenary meeting. This discussion is necessary to come to the decision of the UC. 
 


CONCEPT – DECISION: 
the University Council,   

has seen: 
· the intended decision dd. 3 November 2024 of the Executive Board (EB) to determine the concept Budget 2026-2030 (EB-OUT 6851), and the concept supplement 2026-2030 (EB OUT 6852); 

has heard:   
· the discussion with the director and policy staff from the Finance Department in a Technical meeting on Monday 24 November 2025 
· the integral committee meeting with the entire Executive Board on 26 November 2025; 

seen the commitments of the Executive Board:
1. to give where possible more insight in the plans mentioned in the first chapter in terms of the expected capacity they require, financial investment, expected revenue and timescale;  
2. on Multi-annual budget 
a. to share the agreements with decentral participation; 
b. to explicitly take the savings target already known in the budget; 
c. to use similar methods for determine the financial prediction based 
on expected fte. 
3. to be clear on how to use the Strategic Personnel Plan as a steering instrument and get it to work in all faculties and service departments; 
4. to clarify which acute measures are still in place;  
5. to clarify the participation structure and budget of FIP-AM and Design Lab: 
a. the UC asks the EB to formulate and share an action plan for FIP-AM, before 
April 1st, 2026 for consent and share the business case that supported the decision to start this; 
b. to clarify which are the participatory bodies corresponding to each interfaculty unit and their role until the Building Block Interfaculty unit sheds light on the desired situation and this has been implemented in the BBR; 
c. to specify the costs of housing of the Design Lab in the budget; 
6. to have a separate budgeting post for software licences used by the UT and separate this from the running costs of LISA. 

and decides:  
· the UC is looking forward to a constructive discussion in the plenary meeting on Wednesday 10 December 2025.

Yours sincerely,  
On behalf of the University Council,  

dr ir H. Wormeester  
Chair
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