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The workshop started at 10:00 hrs at Skinnarilan Hovi, close to the conference site for ESCAPE-13 in Lappeenranta (Finland), under the chairmanship of Professor Rafiql Gani (RG), chairman of the CAPE Working Party (CAPE-WP). The chairman welcomed the members of CAPE-WP present in the meeting. 

The chairman introduced the aim and scope of the meeting according to the pre-circulated proposal. The main goal is to continue and conclude discussions initiated the previous year, where the purpose, the targetted public and the deliverables were analysed. Not much was said about the success criteria, and this is intended to be one of issues of the current meeting. 

In order to launch the discussion, some ideas are presented in a table, that summarises the previous discussions :


What is the purpose?

DB recalls that priorities have been identified at the previous meeting. Dissemination of new technical developments and identification of new challenges were ranked as first priorities, while building links between research teams is a secondary purpose. 

RG wonders what is the best way to communicate the results of the current workshop to the CAPE community and to the outside world. The audience agrees that a synthesis document should be prepared and posted on the CAPE WP web site, and also distributed in printed form at various meetings. SP suggests also to send it to the Scientific committee of the EFCE and to include it in the EFCE newsletter. 

DB volunteers to edit this synthesis document, and GH will provide assistance. The document should not be too long (1-2 pages at most), and could be included in ESCAPE 14 proceedings. 

RG sees the web site as being the easiest way to provide links to the users of the CAPE technologies: DURS (Developpers, Users, Resources providers and Society). TP wonders whether this would be a way to initiate a dialog with other communities, or just a window to show what we do?

MP insists on the importance of quoting industrial applications, and also unsatisfied needs, and thus challenges for future research. RG insist on being attractive, to promote interest of good students and attract them into research programs. SP mentions a change of focus in the names of University departments in Italy : they tend to change their names from “Chemical engineering” to “Process engineering”. RG is surprised that “Product enginnering” is seldom mentioned. MP notes that the scope of CAPE methods is quite broad, extending from science to technology, and having links with computer science, control, mechanical engineering, etc.

What do we produce?

TP wishes to clarify the question “What do we produce?”: are we talking about the CAPE community, or about the Working Party ? 

MP would like to promote some reflection on the best way to “define challenges”: do we need to produce position papers, or white papers? AK mentions some documents published by the European Union: Strengthening the Research Area, New Instruments, etc. He thinks we should produce documents trying to shape the policy of governments and institutions. MP recognises this is what CEFIC tries to do, by issuing documents sent to politicians. 

TP thinks we should broaden the accessibility to our documents: how many copies of ESCAPE proceedings are distributed besides the participants ? RG says that Elsevier claims a subscription in the order of 1200 (the exact number will be provided later – RG) copies for CCE. Nearly half may be subscribing also to the supplements and receive the proceedings, which are also available in bookstores or through distributors like Amazon.com. MP mentions that less and less industries subscribe to books or journals, they tend to use electronic tools for locating documents, and then order copies of selected papers.  JMLL would favour web publication of papers, to seek a wide dissemination. He mentions TRISC Journal, with free access on the web.  SP notes this has been done for all full papers presented at ESCAPE 10. However the problem of copyright owned by the publisher has to be addressed. MP mentions the Web of Science, which provides access on demand to many publications. RG regrets that our proceedings are not listed in the Web of Science, but might be abstracted somewhere else. Can’t we insist and ask Elsevier to provide a better access? (Since the meeting, RG has raised this issue with Elsevier, who are looking to address this).

PV is worried by the trend in reducing the length of papers published in proceedings: they are too short to be meaningful. Publishing papers on CDs would allow diffusion of longer paper at a reasonable cost. KH suggests that a web page might provide access to PhD thesis, diploma work, research reports or extended version of any papers; the documents would reside on the servers administered by the authors or their institution, only links would be centralised. GH is worried by such a solution, that does not provide long term archival service: links tend to become broken after a few years, and many documents might become unreachable. PV is also worried by the low impact factor of such a solution: why to spend much effort producing a full length paper if it is not properly distributed?

Who is it for?

SBJ thinks we should increase the awareness of our chemist colleagues about CAPE issues: we probably have developed techniques that would help many of them. 

AK recalls most of us were initially fascinated by computers, now the hardware is not attractive any more, we tend to focus more on the problems to be solved. 

RG summarises by saying we need to highlight the system approach in solving problems. 

SS agrees that even if  “computer” is no more the most important concept in CAPE, we do not need to change the name of the Working Party, but we should make clear that we deal with PSE. 

TP insists we should not loose sight of the various components of our community: technology developers, software providers, end users, but also resourcers (= money providers, like EU)

Success criteria?

It is agreed that this part of the discussion should remain for internal use, and not included in the synthesis document to be published. 

DB mentions that we can hardly talk about the success of the CAPE community at large, but only refer to the activities of our WP. Meaningful indications would be the attendance to meetings (including the number of delegates from industry and the percentage of non-authors), the number of published papers, the degree of networking (papers published in collaboration by people from several institutions).

Some criteria are subjective, and difficult to measure.

SP wonders whether it would be possible to compare the visibility and success of several WPs.

The occurrence of CAPE related papers in “generalist” chemical engineering journals is mentioned as an indication of our impact on the community. However some journals, like Chemical Engineering Science, publish little about CAPE (except on control and process synthesis). TP warns that if we spread in many journals, we might also loose visibility : we can recognise we have a limited number of specialised journals, even if some (like AIChE and ICE Research) have created sections where PSE appears as a specific topic. 

CAPE Forum

Discussion starts about the future of CAPE Forum,. This series of meeting started in 1992, and was deliberately kept informal and low cost. However the number of participants tends to decrease. It is suggested to encourage countries that might hesitate to organise a big event like ESCAPE to volunteer for CAPE Forum. 

TP remembers that initially, the Forum involved few presentations, but a lot of discussions. He insists it should not become a “mini ESCAPE”, the meeting should remain informal and provide a forum for free discussion of open projects. 

AK favours meeting that involve the younger researchers. GH mentions he expect to see people presenting problems at CAPE Forum, and solutions at ESCAPE. MP warns that a good content need to be proposed if people are to be attracted. 

VP suggests we could create a virtual forum on the Internet (software developed by UCLA is available). However the actual gathering and presence of participants is recognised as being important to promote good discussions. 

TP mentions that web conferences are very good to analyse well defined problems and to gather a criticall mass of experts to focus on solving a problem. However his experience in trying to launch a discussion on the CAPE.NET web site was deceiving: traffic and interactions were almost non existent. 

MP recommends using the Forum as a way to promote EU projects: sometimes the industry does not hear about them before they start. 

DB mentions however that EU project are becoming bigger and bigger, and they tend to organise their own internal workshops. 

The general feeling is that countries where ESCAPE has not yet been organised should be encouraged to host CAPE Forum in the future. The next Forum will be organised by the Hungarian delegates in Veszprem. 

RG asks DB to summarise the discussions before closing the meeting.

A synthesis document will be prepared to address the workshop conclusions. DB, RG and GH will write a draft to be circulated. The goal is to distribute the final text at ESCAPE 14. 

CAPE Forum will be organised in Hungary in 2004: it should promote networking, and welcome more participants from “new states”. Discussion of EU projects might be a extra theme to explore. 

The meeting is closed at 12:15.

Draft minutes prepared by Georges Heyen

What is the purpose?





Training/Updating skills


Networking


Informal Communication


Visibility of Commercial Organisations


Promoting technical developments


Academic/Industrial contact


Demonstrating how computer can help


Potential to improve process engineering practice


Influencing R&D and utilisation


Recruitment	- professional moves


- students


Professional development


Promoting good practice and wider practice


Support of enthusiasts





Who is it for?





Professionals	- CAPE Professionals  


       (operating companies and vendors)


- CAPE novices


Academics


Students – PG & UG


Technical Press


Commercial organisations


Wider community (benefiting from better processing)


Government – EC, National Organisations …











Success criteria?





Financial (of Conferences and other WP activities)


Respectable attendance at conferences


Technical reports completed (rare)


Better informed and targeted R&D


Promoting innovation in research


Promoting innovation in implementation


Promoting best practice


Influencing EC R&D Programmes


Visibility of WP activities in EFChE


Promoting student networking


Encouraging more and better students to work in CAPE


Widening scope


Wider involvement from outside the obvious CAPE world


Promoting more CAPE courses – UG, PG and post-experience


Commercial sponsorship of our activities





What do we produce?





Conferences and Workshops - ESCAPE


  & contribute to ECCE, PSE, World Congress


Courses


Newsletters


Technical reports


Web site and links


Committee meetings


Conference contributions


Support /advice to EFChE Bureaucracy


Reports on CAPE R&D Policy?
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