
Meeting report 
 

The meeting was scheduled by the project responsible early before taking place. This way I had 
time to read the final form of the project and to prepare the participation. The meeting took place in 
York, 29th – 30th of November 2012, at the Ron Cooke Hub Building, Heslington East Campus, 
University of York. 
 
After the registration and the formal welcome meeting (John Robinson – Provice Chancellor for 
Teaching and Learning, I participated to University of York) I participated to both the Project 
Technical Overview an to the Project Financial Overview managed by Tony Word. During these 
meetings the key aspects of the project were presented in detail.  
 
From the host institution, the University of York, Sarah Leach made a presentation of the 
ERASMUS program results, evolution and perspective; respectively Penn Snowden presented the 
results that they obtained regarding the subject of Disabled Students in Higher Education. Many of 
the results presented were above our expectation and interesting discussions followed on these 
subjects.  
 
The Global Technical Challenges was the main subject for a plenary meeting. Interesting 
discussion, thoughts on our scope and exchange of useful information related to the program 
development followed a general presentation. 
 
I presented to all my colleagues (see the attached slides) my vision regarding the WP5 Policy, 
underlining the main objectives, the terms and deliverables. 
 
A Google group’s communication way was established, including a calendar of activities. 
 
As WP5 Policy leader I participated to a special planning meeting. We were six people to this 
meeting: Management & Exploitation of Results  (P1 – Tony Ward), Quality Management and 
Project Evaluation (P29 – Helene Fremont - Bordeaux), Global Challenges (P12 – Marian-Silviu 
Poboroniuc – Gheorghe Asachi, Romania), Widening Participation & Student Support (P34 – 
Tatjana Weltzer - Maribor), Policy (P7 – Dorian Cojocaru – University of Craiova), Dissemination 
of Results (P8 – Lenka Lohtska – Czech Technical University).  
 
Tony Ward asked for workpackage leaders to answer to the following generic questions: Where are 
we now? Where do we want to be? How do we get there? We presented our vision regarding the 
project as an all and focusing to our own workpackage. We concentrated to the following 
management subjects: better defining final objectives and deliverable content, the links between the 
workpackages, the way to obtain a detailed action plan, how to distribute the responsibilities, how 
to establish the terms for each action. A special talk concerned the quality assurance for the project. 
It was underlined the importance of working between meetings and of reliable communication 
between all participants. We established how to organize the following separate meetings of each 
workpackages. We identified the future important tasks and by consequence we proposed a 
schedule for the future meetings of workpackage leaders. 
 
The firs day of the meeting ended with a social event. 
 
I used the rest of the day and the early beginning of next day to prepare my presentation for the 
WP5 workpage meeting. 
  



The second day of the meeting started with a plenary session regarding  the initial workpackage 
plans and continued with workpackage groups meetings concerning discuss activities and action 
plans for   WP 2, 3, 4, 5. 
 
During the meeting for the organizing of the WP5 Policy we started by identifying the 
representatives of the participants with important involvement into the workpackage. I was aided 
mainly by Bahar Karaoglan from Ege University International Computer Institute Turkey and by 
Dorin Popescu from the University of Craiova, Romania. After debates we decided to split the 
problem of working policies into two levels: national and institutional. By consequences, we 
established the key persons, one for each country, responsible for the survey regarding the national 
level policies. We discuss by groups of people or individually with each person of this group being 
present to the meeting. The main problem we discussed was the type and structure of the 
questionnaires from WP5.1. We had two main proposals: more questionnaires concerning different 
subjects and level to apply the policies (bachelor, master, doctoral, continuing educations) or a less 
number of more complex questionnaires. We identified the next steps to follow in the frame of 
WP5.1. The terms we fixed are in a way not strictly and that item must be solved in the next future 
by dialogue. Two observers for the quality management task were nominated. 
 
I was participating next to a plenary meeting concerning feedback on workpackage meetings. I used 
the time before this meeting to prepare a short report (see the corresponding slides) regarding the 
meeting for the WP5. I presented to all my colleagues the results of meeting regarding the 
organization of the WP5 Policy, underlining the aspects concerning the main objectives, the terms 
and deliverables.  
 
The second day ended with the closing plenary and general questions concerning specific aspects of 
the project development, including financial ones. 
 
Occlusion: The meeting was well organized and useful in the end. The team of the project is now 
better acquainted regarding the objectives of the project. The groups of peoples were assigned to 
specific workpackages. Plans and terms were established.   
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