
 
 

 
 

M I N U T E S 
CRE MEETING  

on the 11th of February 2020 
 

 
Location :    CT-3 
Time:     15:00  
Present: 
Committee:  Zohra Hayat (CRE chair) , Hans van den Berg (UC chair) , Yogi 

Hendlin, Jordie van der Burgt, Olaf Hornes, Jasper Klasen, 
Sebastiaan Kamp, Teun van den Akker, Ellora Sen 

Registry:   Machteld Harmsen (clergy), Loes Baltussen (minutes) 
Guests:    Elmer Smaling (Erasmus Magazine)      
   
 
 
1. Focal action points 
2. Meeting preparation 
 
3. Opening 
3.01 Opening & setting of the topic list. 
The meeting was opened at 15:15.  
 
3.02 Setting of the minutes of the previous meeting 
The minutes were set. 
 
3.03 Announcements 
No announcements were made.  
 
4. Topic List  
4.01 Planned increase cap MSc Finance & Investments RSM  
Guests: Gabi Helfert  
Mrs Helfert explained that they asked the Executive Board to increase the cap from 300 to 
340 students for the academic year of 2020-2021. The CRE committee wondered what the 
reason behind that increased cap is. Mrs Helfert explained the background and stated that 
they are always asked to provide an indication of the cap 1.5 years before program start. She 
stated that this had to be corrected and they applied for a cap of 300 seats without a split 
between internal and external students. Then, Finance & Investments Advanced was shut 
down, which created space for 40 more students. She stated that the current cohort is also 
at 338 students, as Finance & Investment Advanced students needed a place too.  
 
Mrs Helfert explained that they also had some of the HOKA money, which they spent on the 
inclusion of the RSM mission into the program. She explained that the program was so big 
that students did not have the feeling of a cohesive group. Therefore, they wanted to teach 
the program in smaller groups, also in the core courses. Mrs Helfert explained that this will 
now be organized as a workshop with 85 people and that there will be four groups. This will 
help the group to become more cohesive. Also, she stated that there be an introduction 
week that brings attention to building these groups.  
 



Mrs Helfert explained that the Executive Board already approved this plan. The CRE 
committee raised their concern about the number of students, which is also very high relative 
to other universities’ finance masters. Mrs Helfert explained that they will use the HOKA funds 
for extra professors to be able to start the smaller subgroups. Also, she stated that RSM is 
catering to the labour market and the interests of students and it is good to take as many 
students as we can.  
 
Mrs Helfert will forward the faculty council’s advice and if the CRE committee has any extra 
questions, they will send them to Mrs Helfert. (action) 
 
4.02 Representation for students of the ISS  
The University Council chair spoke to prof. dr. Engels about this matter. He stated that the 
Executive Board is in favour of opening up the position and let ISS figure out the practicalities. 
In the future, the University Council should rediscuss how they can make the council more 
accessible to ISS students.  
 
Another issue was raised on postmaster degree students. The University Council chair will 
check this issue with the legal department, as there are possible differences in the definition 
of a student as well as differences between the faculties and the BVs. After this, it can be put 
to a vote to the council (action).  
 
4.03 HOKA Financial update 
Guests: Bieneke Verheijke 
 
Mrs Verheijke explained that they promised that they would give the committee an update in 
February. However, she explained that this means that final figures of the end of the year 
cannot be discussed yet, so for next year they might shift it a month further. She explained 
that the main question was whether the faculties were able to spend most of the money. Mrs 
Verheijke added that the ministry gave us funds and the Executive Board upgraded this for 
faculties that needed extra budget for their plans.  
 
She explained that faculties did a very good job in the months that they had. Most faculties 
spent all the money of the ministry and a great deal of the requested money from the 
Executive Board. Mrs Verheijke added that there was some delay in the wellbeing project.  
 
The CRE committee asked how they ensure that the money goes to the right projects. Mrs 
Verheijke explained that in the bilateral conferences that start in May, there will be a visualized 
summary for the Executive Board, which directly shows whether the money has been spent 
and what the money has been spent on. Mrs Verheijke added that they need to show the 
output, which is, for example, new courses or extra tutoring. They also need to show the 
outcome, which entails whether the plans had any positive influence on students. That will 
be reported in September.  
 
The CRE committee also asked about money being lost if a faculty does not spend it due to 
a mistake. Mrs Verheijke explained that most faculties spent what they wanted to spend and 
that they can make propositions if they are in a special situation. She emphasized that 
faculties cannot get money for projects that they have not started yet.  
 
There were also some questions raised on the app. The CRE committee calculated that the 
PhD students would cost a total of half a million euros, which would be dedicated to 
research. This concerned some of the CRE committee members. Mrs Verheijke explained 
that it would benefit all students, which should be taken into account as well. Furthermore, 
she stated that it would be helpful that the people from this project visit the CRE committee 



to explain all the details. Mrs Verheijke stated that this university works evidence-based and 
they want to research whatever they do to see whether it works. However, some of the CRE 
committee members believed that sending out a survey to evaluate the app would also be a 
good option that will cost a lot less. Mrs Verheijke stated that she will let the Executive Board 
know that the CRE committee needs an update on the app and that they question the 
amount of money spent on research. Mrs Verheijke emphasized that it might be better to 
discuss these issues in the working group.  
 
The CRE committee also asked how they plan to use the evaluation information of the 
projects. Mrs Verheijke explained that faculties will implement a part each year and evaluate 
that part and will also discuss this with their participatory bodies to get more feedback. Then, 
this information will also be used for the new projects, just like the evaluation of the SVM 
projects was used for the HOKA projects.  
 
The CRE committee stated that they know they consented on the projects and understand 
that they cannot revoke it, but some members remain deeply worried about the spending of 
the money. One example was raised in the living room, which is often almost empty. Mrs 
Verheijke stated that they are always free to change their opinion, but it might be a HOKA 
working group discussion that needs to go to through the agreed channels.  
 
The CRE committee lastly asked if there are points in the project where projects can be 
dropped when they do not work. Mrs Verheijke explained that in the evaluation moment of 
2021, they can choose to change plans, continue the way they go or abort plans. New plans 
will be reconsented on by the University Council.  
 
4.04 HOKA Plan on theme 6: Innovative Space   
Guests: Farshida Zafar, Alex Whitcomb 
 
The CRE committee chair asked the guests to tell more about the topic. First, Mrs Zafar 
clarified their mission: they aim to deliver new educational models in order to bridge the gap 
between education and societal needs by co-creation, experimentation, and the evolvement 
of students and society. Then, she explained the pillars they work with. First, they want to use 
disruptive technologies, as technology is impacting education. Second, they want to create 
a positive societal impact. They want to be present in the city and work with partners there. 
Third, they aim to co-create and work together with students to design future education 
together. Fourth, they do their work evidence-based.  
 
Mrs Zafar also explained a current project, which is focused on the separation of organic 
waste in student housing. In this project, students are defining strategies on how to make this 
more functional and feasible. She explained that their students are obtaining hard and soft 
skills. She added that they are diving into student agencies, where students are learning 
through self-initiated activities and define their own learning objectives. In the end, students 
will look back at whether they achieved their goals and why.  
 
The CRE committee asked the guests to elaborate on the triple helix model. Mrs Zafar 
explained that this is a collaboration between private and public entities. She will make sure 
that it will be written out in a paper for the next meeting to explain this new way of working. 
Mrs Zafar stated that they are trying to work with external parties and that they need their 
investments as well. She elaborated on the types of parties by stating that they need to match 
their values, as they are exposing their students to these partners. Mrs Zafar explained that 
they have several ways of screening, which can be online, but also by inviting them in a 
personal setting to tap into their knowledge and values. The projects will also have various 
evaluation touchpoints and cycles where they can exit a relationship with a partner.  



 
The CRE committee remarked that creating positive societal impact looks like the project 
impact at the core. Mrs Verheijke explained that impact at the core is about impactful 
education and for example using realtime problems for PBL education. She explained that 
Erasmus X is about new ways of learning together, with a focus on student agencies. Mrs 
Verheijke explained that the projects will interfere and that Erasmus X will develop things that 
other projects need or can use. Therefore, the groups regularly meet.  
 
The CRE committee asked whether these initiatives are extracurricular. Mr Whitcomb 
explained that at the moment it is, but they are thinking about systems of micro-credentials 
or badges. He added that they are working on a disruptive educational system which cannot 
be embedded in the current structure, as that would be limiting.  
 
The CRE committee had a last remark on the fact that Erasmus X states that we cannot solely 
rely on academic knowledge and need more skills.  Some members of the CRE committee 
see these skills as academic teaching. Mrs Zafar explained that she sees that we are still 
teaching kids where we don’t even know where our knowledge is relevant. She stated that, 
therefore, we should go towards teaching competencies. Mrs Zafar agreed that these 
competencies are academic, but not all students are getting these skills in a structured way.  
 
Erasmus X will send a new version around the 13th of March and will keep in touch with the 
HOKA workgroup as well. (action) 
 
5.  Any other business  
One question was raised on issues with tutors, which is a question for the faculty council 
and not for the University Council.  
 
6.  Closing 
The meeting was closed at 17:15.  
 
Action By who? When? 
Send faculty council’s 
advice on increased CAP for 
MSc Finance & Investments 

Mrs Helfert  

Check the ISS postmaster 
students questions with the 
legal department & possibly 
put it to a vote in UC  

UC chair (Hans)  

Send update on Erasmus X Erasmus X  13th of March 
 
 
 


