PERFORM kick-off meeting, Minutes


PERFORM KICK-OFF MEETING MINUTES

Barcelona 16th-18th November 2015

Monday 16th November 2015, 9:30h to 18:30h

Participants:

1. Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona (UAB): Isabel Ruiz Mallén, María Heras, Fulvia Ferri.

2. The Big Van Theory (TBVT): Helena González, Oriol Marimon.

3. University of Bristol (UoB): Mireia Bes, Sarah Eagle, Jon James, Kate Miller.

4. Science Made Simple (SMS): David Price, Wendy Sadler.

5. University of Warwick (UoW): Eric Jensen.

6. L'Atelier des Jours à Venir (AJA): Livio Sasco-Riboli, Claire Ribrault.

7. Les Atomes Crochus (LAC):  Bérenice Collet,  Meriem Fresson.

8. United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO):  Casimiro Vizzini.

9. Europaische Gesellschaft für Wissenschaftsveranstaltungen (EUSEA): Leonardo Alfonsi.

10. Universitat Oberta de Catalunya (UOC): Karla Berrens,  Carmina García Solana.

9.30h Presentation of participants

Participants introduce each other through an informal dynamic.

9.45h Presentation of PERFORM project and partners and of financial issues, by Isabel Ruiz Mallen and Fulvia Ferri (UAB)

UoW raises the issue about the obligation of notifying 45 days in advance for disseminating the project results, since it is very short time. The coordinator clarifies that it is an obligation in the article 29 of the Grant Agreement and announces that it will be discussed in the General Assembly (GenA) and Steering Committee (SC).

10.20h Presentation of WP1 by Isabel Ruiz Mallen (UAB)

Partners ask for deciding the dates for the consortium meeting in advance. The dates for the first meeting in Bristol will be decided during the GenA.

AJA highlights the need to discuss the Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) concept to arrive at a common understanding among project members before implementing any activity. It is agreed there will be a brainstorming about what RRI means for the Consortium before lunch.

11.35h Presentation of WP2 by Oriol and Helena (TBVT)

TBVT clarifies the intention to do workshops with science museum facilitation, which will be pursued only in the Spanish case study.

TBVT needs to decide whether the ideas for the “PERformance-based Science Education Innovative Activities” (PERSEIA's) topics will come from the students through focus groups or participatory workshops/working groups. UoW highlights that a formal training in social research methods is needed to implement focus groups. Also, the consortium discusses the difficulties and challenges of implementing this kind of approach: how to include in PERSEIAs what students want? Further discussion will take place later in the day.

UNESCO reminds about the importance of including the UNESCO network of associated schools (ASPnet) in the list of selected schools for each case study.

LAC and UoW warns that time schedule for Task 2.1 is unrealistic, need to redefine it later in the day.

LAC warns about potential challenges in motivating teachers and early career researchers (ERC).

12.25h Presentation WP3 by Kate and Mireia (UoB)

Partners raise their concerns and doubts regarding the overlap between WP2 and WP3 in terms of activities’ schedule, teachers and ECR involvement. UoB underlines the importance of the interrelation of the two WPs. Further discussion on both WPs will take place later in the day.

13.00h Brainstorming of what RRI means to the Consortium

Each participant writes down what RRI means in a post-it. These contributions will be used for constructing a common understanding of the RRI concept among consortium members.

14.45h Case studies presentations – Spain (Barcelona, TBVT), France (Paris, LAC) and UK (Bristol, SMS)

Discussion on the criteria to choose the schools. The coordinator encourages case studies coordinators (CSC) to reach an agreement on such criteria in the WP2 working group in the afternoon.

15.45h Work in groups on WP2 and WP3

WP2 working group focuses the discussion on Task 2.1. It is decided that two focus groups/participatory workshops with the same students will be conducted in each school to select the societal challenge and RRI topic to be included in the PERSEIAs (2 sessions of 2 hours). Further discussion needed to decide the number of students and how to select them, as well as how to guide the focus groups/participatory workshops discussion.

Participants in WP3 working group discuss about the topic of the training, which role will play each partner in such training, and the links with WP2. It is decided the focus will be on how to communicate science through reflexivity with the aim of changing the  perception about science and research. AJA is concerned about its limited budget to develop ECR and teachers’ trainings on reflexivity in each case study. Potential strategies to overcome such limitation start being discussed.

17.40h Global discussion

WP2 leader summarises the topics discussed on Task 2.1 in the working group. UoW raises the need of ensuring there is no bias in the process of choosing PERSEIAs topics through the initial focus groups/participatory workshops. UAB adds that the process should be recorded and TBVT should clearly explain how data are analysed to avoid such bias. UoB underlines the importance of listening to young people first, instead of covering all societal challenges and RRI topics. The Consortium discusses about the challenges concerning the integration of the topics chosen by the students into the PERSEIAs developed by the science communicators in Task 2.1, and the methodological appropriateness of developing participatory workshops rather than focus groups. LAC outlines the importance of setting the dates for implementing the focus groups and PERSEIAs. The need of involving the same students in the participatory process in Task 2.2 is also highlighted.

WP3 leader outlines the trainings they will organise and how the link with WP2 will be fostered, which is working with teachers of the same four schools involved in Task 2.1 and 2.2. AJA claims that they do not have enough person/month to pursue the work the Consortium asks to them. Partners discuss the different possibilities to solve the issue. UoB underlines the importance of accreditation in different countries (e.g. the training for teachers and ECR). The Consortium also discusses about the selection process of ECR, their involvement, and the importance of reflexivity in trainings.
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9.30h Work in groups on WP2 and WP3

WP2 working group clarifies the criteria for selecting the four schools in each case study. The first criteria is the socio-economic situation (two low income and two medium income schools) and the second criteria is the previous work or familiarity with schools to ensure their participation along the three years of the project. LAC argues that selecting schools with different educational models in Paris could be a good opportunity to explore the impact of the PERSEIAs within such diversity but still thinking if it is a good option or not. 

Regarding the schedule of Task 2.1 activities, TBVT asks CSC for deciding the four schools by 15th December. UNESCO will send the list of UNESCO network of associated schools (ASPnet) to each CSC in order to select the 10-16 schools involved as an audience in the implementation of the PERSEIAs implemented by science communicators. Focus groups will be executed before the Knowledge sharing workshop in Bristol (April 2016). 

WP3 working group discussion on the number of trainings to be conducted is challenging. AJA states its budget limitation for training ECR and teachers on reflexivity in all case studies with only 6 person/months allocated in WP3. The Consortium discusses the options to support AJA in such activity: possibility to transfer budget or person/months to AJA, employing an expert in Bristol to do the training who previously follows AJA training. There is also a discussion on the challenges of involving teachers and ECR in the training in the French case study and the comparability among countries. UNESCO can help in contacting teachers in the French case study.

10.30h Presentation of WP4 by María Heras (UAB) and Eric Jensen (UoW)

SMS and UoW discuss which social media can be used for the social media analysis. UoW suggests twitter and Facebook, while SMS states that Instagram is more appropriate for UK, since it is more used by young people. EUSEA agrees.

SMS asks for a list of requirements to inform the teachers about their students and themselves involvement (e.g., interviews) and ethical issues about how the data will be used. The UAB will send this information to CSC by next week. 

The Consortium discusses about the best means to record data for the analysis. Audio recording is considered less invasive than video. At the same time, video is a better option to record performances, in the second part of the project. If transcriptions are needed, UAB will be in charge of it.

11.30h  Presentation of WP5 by Casimiro Vizzini (UNESCO)

AJA states that there is already a lot of research done on Task 5.1, and hence there is no need to do further research. UNESCO replies that this research need to be reviewed and further analysed.

SMS asks for the possibility to make students perform in UNESCO's events. UNESCO agrees. The Consortium asks UNESCO for a list of future events. The participation of PERFORM in these events will depend on the role of UNESCO in the organisation of the event. The Consortium asks for the impact of these events and UNESCO answers that they have a system of evaluation and that impact on government is generally high (e.g. World science report), but it is unsure about educational reports in particular. However, international network is good for teachers and researchers.

UNESCO can put some budget to support students’ travel expenses to the final conference in Paris.

11.50h  Presentation of WP6 by Leonardo Alfonsi (EUSEA)

The Consortium discusses about which kind of website PERFORM needs: an intranet or report website. EUSEA suggests a web as an end report, since it is needed to find a balance between a huge machine that does not work and a final report. UAB raises attention to the intranet as a tool for internal communication. The link between the intranet and the website will be discussed in the working group in the afternoon.

Discussion on domain and logo. EUSEA takes charge of creating a logo and setting the domain. UNESCO states that UNESCO's logo can be used for all activities since it is a project partner.

SMS argues that it is urgent to have a webpage with the description of the project to give it as a reference to the schools to introduce themselves.

Issues debated during the discussion on the webpage:

1. Creation of a YouTube channel for videos (some partners have budget for recording).

2. Possibility to have a blog to follow social media interaction among the students in the website.

3. Look at the experience of I’m a scientist, get me out of here!, Famelab or sciencelab.

4. Necessity of creating different sections for different stakeholders within the webpage (e.g. to have a specific section for policy-makers, link to Scientix)

5. Website as a research portal, which includes external reports available for researchers for consultation.

14.40h Work in groups among WPs

Partners participate in three rounds of discussion organised by groups according to the WP in which they were more involved.

16.10h Global discussion

UoB highlights the urgency of planning the next month, coordinating Tasks 2.1 and 3.1. 

AJA explains the necessity to present science in a different way, which is a more realistic and participatory.

Initial agreements between WP2 and WP3 to be reviewed the next day:

· WP2 will wait until January 2017 to implement the participatory process with ECR of Task 2.2 in order to adjust to WP3 calendar (but Task 2.2 design will start on Sept. 2016). A maximum of 8 ECR will be involved in each country.

· Two rounds of WP3 trainings: first round: toolkit design, second round: toolkit implementation. 

· WP3 ECR first training in October 2017: 4-8 participants from each country, all together; allocation still unknown; 5 day-workshop. Second training: AJA in Paris, TBVT in BCN, UoB in Bristol. UoB and AJA will review this proposal and UoB will prepare in the next weeks a proposal taking into account the discussions and agreements (it could be with different possibilities).

· UoB will send a template asking partners about the expertise they can bring to the knowledge sharing workshop (KSW).

· AJA will design their workshop on reflexivity and contact universities before the KSW.

17.30h General Assembly

Participants:
UAB: Isabel Ruiz Mallén


TBVT: Helena González


UoB: Mireia Bes


SMS: Wendy Sadler



UoW: Eric Jensen



LAC: Meriem Fresson



AJA: Claire Ribrault



UNESCO: Casimiro Vizzini



EUSEA: Leonardo Alfonsi

Order of the day:

1. Change of the coordinator.

2. Results dissemination.

3. Suggestions for Advisory Board members.

4. Others

1. Necessity to sign again the CA since there is a change in the coordinator.

UAB explains that the Consortium needs to sign the CA again or an amendment for two reasons: 1. the change of coordinator; 2. the dates changed since timetable was mentioned for the project start in October, while the project started in November.

2. Obligation to inform partners before dissemination

EUSEA raises the issue about being 45 days a short time to give notice to partners about the dissemination of PERFORM, e.g. when participating to a talk at last minute. UAB explains that this is a rule of the GA and cannot be changed. UAB makes clear that the rule does not apply to the general dissemination of the project, but of its results. All partners agree with this rule.

The GenA also decides that when a partner would like to present results that has not directly produced, the partners involved in the WP that produced them need to be recognised.

UoW suggest on using a management software instead of the intranet. EUSEA clarifies that these are different tools and the UAB also clarifies that the Consortium will use an intranet according to the PERFORM's needs. The GenA decides to use Drive as a tool to exchange and share materials until the intranet will be set up.

UAB will send an email list with all the participants to the Consortium to facilitate communication.

3. Advisory Board members

UoW and UNESCO question the interest of experts to participate in the Advisory Board (AB) for free. UAB argues that they will be invited to the final conference in Paris and that it would be awkward if the AB is paid by the project to make an evaluation on the same project. Partners will suggest in the following weeks and in the SC potential candidates for the AB.

4. Other issues

The knowledge exchange meeting in Bristol will ideally last 5 days. It will be held in April 2016.

The intermediate meeting in Bristol will take place in April 2017, with the exception of Easter holidays (8th-17th April 2017). The meeting will be scheduled during the KSW (one year before).

UAB will sent the inform consent template included in the GA to the CSC. UoW raises the issue of the importance of asking also to the students to sign the inform consent even if it is not required legally. UAB explains that it is stated in the GA that the students will be informed that they can decline to participate in the project or withdraw from it at any moment without need of further explanations event if their parents signed the consent form

Wednesday 18th November 2015, 9:30h to 16:30h

Participants:

1. Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona (UAB): Isabel Ruiz Mallén, María Heras, Fulvia Ferri, Veronica Colombo.

2. The Big Van Theory (TBVT): Helena González, Oriol Marimon.

3. University of Bristol (UoB): Mireia Bes, Sarah Eagle, Jon James, Kate Miller.

4. Science Made Simple (SMS): David Price, Wendy Sadler.

5. University of Warwick (UoW): Eric Jensen.

6. L'Atelier des Jours à Venir (AJA): Livio Sasco-Riboli, Claire Ribrault.

7. Les Atomes Crochus (LAC):  Bérenice Collet, Meriem Fresson.

8. United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO):  Casimiro Vizzini.

9. Europaische Gesellschaft für Wissenschaftsveranstaltungen (EUSEA): Leonardo Alfonsi.

10. Universitat Oberta de Catalunya: Carmina García Solana.

9.30h Working in groups in WP2-WP4 and WP3-WP4

WP2-WP4 working group focuses on discussing how Task 2.2 will be developed and how to establish the links with WP3 training and WP4 assessment.

WP3-WP4 working group focuses on scheduling the trainings and envisioning trainings evaluation.

10.30h Scheduling: participative dynamics to create a common calendar

Participants work in constructing a common schedule for WPs activities.

12.30h General discussion on the calendar

WP2 activities related to Task 2.1 are agreed among CSC. There are still doubts on how to implement Task 2.2 in the four schools: a parallel or a sequential process (to split the 4 schools in 2 and 2).
WP3 leader and AJA agree that AJA will implement a first training on reflexivity in France (Bidart) with ECR and science communicators (TBVT, SMS, LAC) as observers (first round) in October 2016. AJA will also deliver one training in Bristol and one training in Barcelona with SMS and TBVT attending and starting to take active roles. TBVT and SMS will replicate the training (second round) in Barcelona and in Bristol, respectively, and AJA will do it in France (Bidart). 

WP3 leaders and AJA also decided that AJA will be able to deliver only 1 day per country and will not take responsibility in the recruitment of the teachers nor in the organisation of the training. 

Regarding WP4, UAB and UoW and the CSC agree with the preparation and implementation details of the corresponding activities. There is an extra task for UAB and UoW: preparing a short survey for testing the PERSEIAs in the 10-16 schools (spring 2016).
WP4 will periodically share insights with WP5 to see how to inform related tasks and whether they fit in any events.

13.10h Acknowledgements and goodbye

The Consortium is happy with the schedule achieved and is committed to work on the tasks agreed during this meeting.

14.30h Steering Committee

Participants:
WP1: Isabel Ruiz Mallén (UAB).


WP2: Oriol Marimon (TBVT).


WP3: Mireia Bes (Bristol).


WP4: María Heras (UAB).



WP5: Casimiro Vizzini (UNESCO).



WP6: Leonardo Alfonsi (EUSEA).

Observer: Verónica (EU advisor at the UAB).

Order of the day:

1. General procedure for changes

2. Confidentiality

3. Rights on authorship

4. Members of the advisory board

1. General procedure for changes

UAB explains that WP leaders are responsible for deliverables and other outcomes related with their WPs. Moreover, they have to check the need for amendments, which is usually the case only for very important and structural changes.

The EU advisor at the UAB states that it is already possible to introduce some of the changes in the current amendment. The SC agrees that there are not major issues to be included into the amendment. Moreover WP3 will meet with the coordinator to review possible changes in WP3 at the end of the week (according to the needs detected during the kick-off discussions).

2. Confidentiality

The Steering Committee agrees on the following confidentiality criteria about PERFORM proposal: the proposal is shareable within the same institution, but not shareable with other institutions. The Advisory Board will have access to it with a previous disclosure agreement. An initial WP description will be sent only.

3. Rights on authorship

UoB shares its concern regarding confidentiality and authorship.

→ Access to background: each partner can decide what backgrounds to share. It is also defined in the CA article 9.1.

→ Results: results are owned by the party/ies that generates them. The SC agrees that leaders from the task have the ownership of the results and will decide who is included as authors in outcomes of the task according to their criteria:

· Joint authorship responds to task leader criteria.

· This point will be added in the CA.

4. Members of the advisory board

Round of proposals:

· Diego Golombek (TBVT): biologist, expert in science communication, theatre and science spectacles, ignobel winner. Argentina.

· Sindi Hayat (UNESCO): biologist, policy connections. Arabia Saudi.

· Alan Alda (EUSEA): center for science communication, artist. EEUU.

· Emily Dawson (UoB): public engagement, informal education. Kings College.

· MJ McNaughton (UAB): Expert in drama in education and the educational system, Glasgow

· RRI field, brainstorming: Renee Von Schomberg (Eusea), Roger Strand (UAB), Jack Stillgoe (UoB).

· Someone from the world science forum (UNESCO).
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