Minutes, SC 
13 April 2018, 12 am CET
Participants:
Arnd, Magnus, Klaus, Marion, Nora, Sharon, Suzana, Francesca, Gisela

1. Adoption of the altered agenda.
2. Final results
a) final events and publication contributions
· final conference: is thought to be for a bigger audience and each WP, each CCP is meant to present their results. Francesca reported:
It should involve all the people having participated in TRACES, 2 half-days: 1st day: CCPs with lecture performances; before that a keynote and an apperitive
The second part is a more academic conference with the opening of the exhibition and where the Wps present their academic outcome.
It is going to be at two different locations: The CCPs are at the MUDEC and the academic conference at POLIMI. The question was rised whether Leone Contini and UNIKUM should presented their work as well (to be discussed with Francesca)

Klaus stresses, that the presentions should not only include descriptions of the work but that the conclusions are crucial.

	The keynote on the first day: Michael Rothberg was asked, but has not answered yet.

· Companion/Suzanas catalogue/Arnds publication: during the last Companion skype it was promised to give clear information on what the CCPs are expected to deliver, so that it is also clear for them which contents are the same, which differ.
Companion: The info is included in concept #2. Additionally, CCPs will be addressed again separately through pings and e-mails. Suzana has sent her requirements for the catalogue and Arnd has already fixed the contents.

b) FOCUS: Working on overall TRACES concepts and terms 
According to the advice of the reviewers, we need to further develop our key-terms for different audiences and we need to shape them out of the local experiences.

Gisi suggests to develop the concepts as cross-project results.

Sharon proposes to answer the questions we had in the beginning. What have we learned? The project coordinator should provide questions to WPs to work on.
Nora has the idea to work with concepts: not just to unify but also juxtapose. She wants to narrow down the discussion and juxtapose experiences. For instance with “Communities of heritage”. Suggests to work on less points.
Arnd states that Sharon's lead document is very useful and could be a starting point for debate by a leading scholar. It offers three useful levels: descriptive, analytical and experimental. 
We could then work with contentiousness in audiences, exhibitions.
Marion proposes to mix Arnds and Noras suggestion and to use the lead document to bring out relevant, possibly contradictory experiences and concepts.
Sharon advises not to encourage people to add comments, but better to work on something individually - small essays rather than comments.
There is a general agreement that we need to work on results, including the companion, but the process is not clear yet. 
Nora has the impression that we repeat the same exercise twice, once for companion, once for final report. Make sure one flows into the other. She suggests that people who have responsibility in the production of the companion should coordinate contributions. 
People who have responsibility in the production of the companion should coordinate contributions. - concept process posterior, afterwards. 
Proposal for WP leaders to take responsibility on a specific concept. 
Suzana states that regarding taking responsibility she did not find a concept that refers to WP1 and wants to suggest another concept: Participatory art, or artistic research. 
Marion has the opposite problem: all concepts can be found in her research.
For Klaus answering questions, having different positions is good. Not to have a purely abstract debate: the concepts are interesting for us in relation to our research. Sharons idea is to have different persons responsible to collect experiences and approaches. Proposal to have organisers, who look for contributors and have an open approach to the main concepts, for which different persons may be responsible. Klaus could do the co-production or agonistic approach. 
This person approaches WPs and CCPs to comment on concepts. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]But how to represent the results of the collecting? Additional publication? Final Report? Companion? Marion emphasizes that requirements of the grant agreement (final report, deliverables including companion) should have priority.
Gisi states that we have to find people who are responsible first.
Nora proposes another meeting to clarify the process. Gisi will write down the minutes and ideas on process of “result-seeking” and organising another brief meeting (maybe for about half an hour). This next meeting will take place on basis of a written proposal on responsibilities.



    3.  Further points
· European Year of Cultural Heritage (EYCH): Use of the label? 
https://3.basecamp.com/3355652/buckets/777928/messages/921188701
Gisi asks everybody to use the label.

· Ethical Advisory Board: is going to Skype every 3 months: any suggestions for the next topic? 
Minutes from the last Skype can be found here: https://3.basecamp.com/3355652/buckets/777928/uploads/979863075  
No suggestions.

· Overview on upcoming activities (see also schedule)
Upcoming activities have been entered on the BC schedule. Please add aditional activities in case they have not been mentioned before in the communication and dissemination plan.
· Brief report on the progress of the companion
Almost everything has already been addressed before.
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