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Wednesday, November 25tth – Open Session

Agenda Item 1. Welcome and logistical information

The meeting was hosted by ECORD Council chair, Nigel Wardell, at the headquarters of the Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche (CNR) in Rome.

Giuseppe Cavarretta, Director of the Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences  at CNR welcomed the participants to Rome. He indicated that recognising the significant involvement of the Italian scientific community in IODP, the Italian funding organisations are keen to seek funds for continuing participation in ECORD, despite the financial crisis. He indicated that contacts are being made at the Ministry of Research and Education level, so that the Direction of International Programs could take charge of the funding of ECORD.

Nigel Wardell signalled that ECORD Council counted with new representatives and invited participants to present themselves. C. Mevel presented apologies from Jean-Pierre Henriet (Belgium), Josef Stuefer (The Netherlands), Guido Lüniger (Germany) and Øyvind Pettersen (Norway). She informed the Council that she has lost contact with Iceland. 
Council Chair, N. Wardell asked if there were any modification for the agenda. With no modifications the agenda was approved.

Agenda Item 2. Approval of the Lisbon meeting minutes (N. Wardell)

C. Mevel informed Council that Øyvind Pettersen has indicated that Are Carlson was still the Norwegian representative to ECORD at the Lisbon meeting. Therefore, Pettersen required that the minutes be modified accordingly.

ECORD Council motion 09-02-1

ECORD Council approves with one minor modification the minutes of its Lisbon meeting (ECORD Council meeting #15). The Norwegian representative at the 15th Council meeting was still Are Carlson.

K. Verbruggen moved, S. Leigh seconded, all in favour.

Agenda Item 3. Lisbon meeting Actions (N. Wardell)

N. Wardell reviewed the actions passed by the Council at its last meeting in Lisbon.

· ACTION EMA: To invite Dr. Niall McDonough, Executive Secretary of the Marine Board, to the next ECORD Council meeting and to include an agenda item for his report. Done.

· ACTION EMA: To include in the agenda for the next ECORD Council an item on the Aurora Borealis vessel and the possibility of using it as an MSP in the new drilling programme after 2013. Done. 

· ACTION EMA: To start negotiating with the Lead Agencies to modify the POC/SOC ratio in the ECORD contribution to IODP. Done.
· ACTION EMA: To inform the Lead Agencies that there might be a shortfall in the ECORD SOC contribution in 2010. Done.
· ACTION ESSAC Chair and Jean Pierre Henriet: To organise the participation of ECORD at the special session in Education and Marine Science at the EurOcean Conference 2010. In progress.
· ACTION EMA and Executive: To prepare a proposal on a collaboration scheme with ESF after 2013. The proposal should be presented at the next ECORD Council meeting. In progress. Further developments were discussed in Agenda Items 11 and 16.
· ACTION EMA: To poll the members of ECORD Council to fix the dates on the third week of November 2009 for the next ECORD Council to be held in Rome. Done.
Agenda Item 4. New council vice chair to be elected; composition of the executive (C. Mével)
Mireille Perrin was elected incoming vice-chair as of 01 April 2010 and José Sánchez as member of the Executive. 

ECORD Council motion 09-02-2 

ECORD Council elects Mireille Perrin as incoming Vice-Chair to replace Guido Lüniger as of 01 April 2010. 

N. Wardell moved, J. Sánchez seconded, all in favour with one abstention (M. Perrin).

ECORD Council motion 09-02-3 

ECORD Council elects José Sánchez as member of the Executive to replace Reinhard Belocky when he steps down as of 01 April 2010. 

M-S Seidenkrantz moved, K. Verbruggen seconded, all in favour with one abstention (J. Sánchez).

The ECORD Executive as of 1 April 2010 will consist of G. Lüniger (Chair), N. Wardell (vice-Chair), M. Perrin (vice-Chair), C. Mevel (EMA), J. Sánchez (Spain) and M. Webb (United Kingdom).

Agenda Item 5. Board of Governors report (J. Ludden)

(see http://www.iodp.org/bog/#5)

John Ludden reported on the meeting of the IODP-MI Board of Governors held last June in Washington D.C. The composition of the Board has changed, a new Chair Brian Taylor (University of Hawai) has been appointed. In the European slate of Governors Daniel Prieur (European Institute for Marine Studies) has been replaced by Gerold Wefer from the University of Bremen. The meeting focused on the transition from two IODP-MI Offices into a single IODP management office located in Tokyo, Japan.  The BoG approved several changes in the By-laws to facilitate the consolidation and relocation of the managing office. The Board approved the Program Plan for FY2010 and asked SASEC to come up with a 3-year plan (FY11-FY13) for the rest of the programme. J. Ludden reminded Council that the next BoG meeting will be the last of his term. He suggested Council to appoint his replacement and if possible to nominate an ECORD BoG alternate member. C. Mevel indicated that she attends all the BoG meetings as an observer.

ACTION EMA and Executive: To look at the list of current ECORD IODP-MI members and make a suggestion for the replacement of J. Ludden as ECORD Governor in 2010. The name of the new ECORD Governor should be submitted by E-mail to the Council for approval.

Agenda Item 6. SASEC report (N.Arndt)

(see http://www.iodp.org/sasec and presentation at )

Nicholas Arndt reported on the last SASEC meeting held in Washington D.C. in June 2009. Main points of this meeting were:

· Evaluation of the current BoG/SASEC/SPC structure. The recommendation of replacing SASEC with a new body charged only with planning and review was discussed but no conclusions were made. C. Mevel and D. Evans coincided with N. Arnd’s appreciation of the meeting. 

· Proposal handling system for post-2013. A report of the SASEC subcommittee established to assess models for the proposal evaluation process for the post-renewal phase of IODP, was presented and discussed. Arndt indicated that a final report will be prepared for the next SASEC meeting.
· New Science Plan. This item was discussed under agendum 19.
C. Mevel pointed out that different groups (IODP Council, IWG+, SASEC) are carrying on the same discussions regarding the structure of the future program. N. Arndt replied that SASEC is represented as an observer at IWG+ and actively participated in the INVEST meeting, thereafter the messages will be passed out.

Addressing the New Science Plan, Ian Ridley (NSF) insisted that it cannot be a continuation of the current programme. Arndt cautioned that the request of societal need made by the funding agencies could not be in the interest of best science. Ridley reaffirmed that the New Science Plan should be broad enough to include all aspects. Friberg noted that the IODP community should expand to become more inclusive to other scientific communities. The New Science Plan should be open to new concepts, new people and new perspectives. Ludden pointed out that IODP is driven by the technology it uses and that it heavily weights the decisions to be taken.

Agenda Item 7. IODP Council report (C. Mével)
(see the minutes of IODP Council meeting presented in the Agenda Book and presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html )

Catherine Mevel reported on the June 2009 IODP Council meeting held in Washington D.C. She presented the IODP Program Plan Budgets from 2004-2009. The Program Plan has increased from 37.9 $M in 2004 to 210.8 $M in 2009. The Program Plan budget has increased significantly since 2008 with the CHIKYU coming into operations. Catherine Mevel reported that the NSF received a substantial “one shot” budget increase as its share of the American Reinvest and Recovery Act funds.  In 2010, 25 $M will go to drilling operations and site surveys. The contract for the JR is signed until 2013, with an option for renewal at good financial conditions. However the USIO needs to find commercial work to be able to fund 8 months of IODP cruises till 2013. M. Talwani’s initiative  to constitute a consortium of energy companies (the Ocean Drilling Consortium) that would utilize the JR for an average of 5 months per year outside of IODP did not succeed.  Other avenues are explored by the USIO. The Consortium for Ocean Leadership has appointed Brad Clement as the IODP Director at TAMU. The JR is implementing its fourth expedition following the refit. The Chikyu has drilled for the first time in riser mode for IODP but the budget for FY10 is not yet known (Fiscal Year start in April in Japan) and therefore the Chikyu schedule is not yet finalized. 

Ludden asked if the IODP-MI has come up with a full program up to 2012. Suyehiro responded that it has been prepared as a multiple scenario and not a fixed schedule.

Agenda Item 8. IODP-MI report (K. Suyehiro)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

Dr. Kiyoshi Suyehiro, President of IODP-MI, indicated that 2009 has been a successful year for IODP. For the first time the three platforms have been working simultaneously for the programme delivering exiting science and opportunities. Suyehiro informed on the consolidation of the IODP-MI offices: the Tokyo Office will start operating from late December, the closures of the Washington D.C. and Sapporo offices are expected for the end of December 2009 and mid February 2010 respectively. The IODP Lead Agencies have asked for the Second Triennium Review of IODP-MI (FY07-09). The review will focus on the effectiveness of the IODP science planning process, SAS functionality, relationships between the SAS, IODP-MI and the Implementing Organizations. Specifically, the effectiveness of the evaluation and ranking of IODP proposals in terms of addressing IODP scientific goals. The committee is already in place and the review is expected for spring 2010. Finally Suyehiro listed the challenges that the Central Management Office is facing, including the delivery of IODP science, serving IODP members, bridging to the next program, maintaining and developing IODP values.

C. Mevel indicated that ECORD was not consulted when defining the terms of reference for the Second Triennium review and that she has not seen them. Suyehiro indicated that they were defined by the LAs and reviewed by the BoG. Ludden pointed out that ECORD should be effectively treated as a LA and thereafter consulted in such matters. Ridley indicated that he acknowledged the ECORD position and that he will pass the message to the LAs.

Agenda Item 9. NSF report (Ian Ridley)

Ian Ridley reported that NSF has requested the U.S. National Academy of Science to conduct an evaluation on the scientific contributions of scientific ocean drilling from DSDP to IODP and on the outline of the post-2013 science plan. He indicated that the outcome of this evaluation will be essential for the approval of the new programme. 

Several Council members indicated the need of an evaluation from the European side, to review the scientific achievements of ECORD as part of IODP. ECORD Council continued this discussion the following day.

Ridley indicated that NSF is looking carefully into the definition of the structure for the new drilling programme. Two models for the architecture of the programme were presented. The first proposes equal financial contributions and a strong central management office and the second a federation of platform providers with a central coordination office. ECORD Council favours the second model where each operator covers their own operating costs and contributes $2-3M p.a. to a central ‘management’ office for ‘common’ activities such as proposal evaluation, core repositories etc. However, ECORD Council recognizes that in such model, the rights of all partners need to be clarified.

Agenda Item 10. MEXT report (S. Shibata)
(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html )

Shingo Shibata from MEXT reported that in FY09 CHIKYU operated five months for IODP and that the first riser drilling expedition was successfully completed. He indicated that after October 2010, CHIKYU will be probably used for non-IODP work. From April 2010 the CHIKYU will undergo a mandatory revision inspection. It is expected to be back in operation for IODP in summer 2010.  Shibata indicated that the change in Japanese government has determined new funding policies for science and warned that budget for drilling operations could be affected in the following years. 

Y. Kawabata from CDEX presented a report on IODP NantroSEIZE Expedition 319 and 322. He summarized the scientific and technological achievements of these expeditions.

Agenda Item 11. EMA report (C. Mevel)
(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

Catherine Mevel reported on the funding situation of ECORD. In FY09, ECORD paid 16.8 $M (3 P.U.) in SOCs to IODP. For FY10 the Addendum to the MoU with the LAs is not yet signed. EMA, following Council guidance, is asking to modify the money flow within IODP in order to pay the SOCs directly to ESO and deduct them to its contribution to NSF. C. Mevel reminded Council that after the completion of the NJSS Expedition and the GBREC Expedition a shortfall was anticipated for FY10. 

C. Mevel informed the Council on outreach activities. EMA released Newsletter # 13 to be distributed at the AGU Fall meeting in San Francisco. The electronic version of the Vienna Workshop report on the Future of European Scientific Drilling is available for download at the ECORD website (http://www.ecord.org/pub/Workshop_Beyond2013.pdf). A 2010 ECORD Calendar has been prepared and distributed. EMA provided support to several national activities and meetings: GeoITALIA, Rimini-Italy, September 2009; ASF, Rennes-France, October 2009; IFREMER 25th Anniversary, Paris-France, October 2009; etc. Finally, EMA presented a summary of all outreach resources available to member countries.

EMA will organize the IODP booth at the 2010 EGU meeting in Vienna. A joint IODP-ICDP booth is planned, as well as the traditional IODP-ICDP Townhall meeting

The European Commission has accepted the final ECORD-net report and ECORD-Net partners will receive the last payment very soon. 

C. Mével presented the general ECORD budget situation. It is anticipated that ECORD will be able to implement two MSP expeditions after the GBREC before the end of the programme. More about the budget was discussed the next day, during the closed session, under agendum 23. 

Agenda Item 12. ESO report (D. Evans)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

Dan Evans gave an update on ESO MSP activities. The New Jersey Shallow Shelf Expedition completed operations on July 17th. The onshore science party in Bremen started on November 6th and is currently ongoing. D. Evans described the outreach activities associated with this expedition, including coverage from several US news channels, a well attended media conference and promotional material. He presented a video prepared by an IODP film crew onboard the drilling platform. Regarding the operations, Evans indicated that drilling, as expected, proved to be very challenging. However, the core recovery was generally good around 80% and little time was lost.

D. Evans informed Council that the platform provider for the Great Barrier Reef Environmental Changes Expedition had insurmountable problems with the vessel “Bluestone Topaz” which was to be mobilised for the GBREC. The company has proposed a brand new vessel, the “Greatship Maya” to fulfil its obligation to ESO. The new ship has a greater capability, better DP and is faster. However, this will result in a delay for the start of the expedition. The mobilisation is now anticipated to take place in Townsville on January 18th. The expedition is expected to last for 45 days. The onshore science party will start on July 6th 2010, in Bremen.

Agenda Item 13. ESSAC report (R. Stein)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

Rüdiger Stein reported on ESSAC activities. The moving of the ESSAC Office from Aix-en-Provence to Bremerhaven went smoothly. The new team is in place and working. Jeannette Lezius has been appointed as the new science coordinator. The three subcommittees of ESSAC have been reorganised.  Stein informed Council that ESSAC has expressed willingness to nominate Carlota Escutia from Spain, as ESSAC vice-Chair to become the ESSAC Chair from October 1, 2011. The ESSAC office would then move to Spain. However, this can be done only if Carlota is a member of ESSAC. He urged the Spanish ECORD Office to decide on the replacement of M. Comas and to consider appointing C. Escutia. 

R. Stein informed Council that 47 % of the new proposals submitted to IODP at the October 1st 2009 deadline were ECORD leaded. ECORD leads 41% of current active proposals.

ESSAC has sent out on November 5th three call for applications for scientific participants on the Juan de Fuca Hydrogeology II, South Pacific Gyre Microbiology, and the Louisville Seamount Chain expeditions. R. Stein summarized the current situation regarding quotas and staffing. Some countries are still severely underquota. However, he indicated that at least 20 expeditions will take place before the end of the programme and this will allow the problem to be resolved. The problem of Italy being overquota was discussed the following day under agendum 23.
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Regarding SAS panels nominations, ECORD Council endorses ESSAC nominations for SSEP (Science Steering and Evaluation Panel). The next day ECORD Council passed the following motion:
ECORD Council motion 09-02-4

ECORD Council endorses ESSAC nominations for SSEP (Science Steering and Evaluation Panel):

Tim Ferdelman (Germany), replacing Kai-Uwe Hinrichs (Germany), from November 2010

Jürgen Koepke (Germany), replacing Achim Kopf (Germany), from November 2010

F. Barriga moved, K. Verbruggen seconded, all in favour.

R. Stein informed Council that the two summer Schools that ECORD supported in 2009 (Urbino Summer School in Paleoclimatology and Bremen Summer School ‘Geodynamics of Mid Ocean Ridges’) were very successful. To help pay for their participation, 15 students from 7 countries were selected to receive a scholarship among 64 valid applications from 15 ECORD countries. In 2010, ECORD will support three summer schools in Germany, Italy and Canada, all focussing on paleoclimates. A call for scholarships will be sent out in January. The call for organizing an ECORD Summer Schools in 2011 has been out since November 23rd. 

31 institutions from 16 ECORD and non-ECORD countries applied to host one of the three new ECORD Distinguished Lecturers: Peter Clift, Achim Kopf and Jonh Parkes. This second phase will be active until June 2010. Following this success, the call for nominating the new lecturers for the 2010-2011 round has been sent out on November 20th with a deadline in March 2010. Decision on lecturers will be made at the next ESSAC meeting in May 2010.

ECORD Grants initiative: the first call will be out in early December 2009. These are merit-based awards for outstanding graduate students to conduct research related to IODP. The objectives of this initiative are to enlarge the use of data collected by the successive ocean drilling programs, and to attract more young scientists to IODP.

ESSAC has been very active in the preparation of the INVEST Conference held in September 2009 in Bremen, Germany. ESSAC promoted the publication of a White Paper summarizing the outcome of the ECORD-ESF workshop “ Beyond 2013: The Future of European Scientific Drilling” held in Vienna during the last European Geophysical Union meeting, April 2009. This White Paper is available for downloading at the ECORD website: http://www.ecord.org/pub/Workshop_Beyond2013.pdf.

R. Stein informed Council that the EuroFORUM 2010: “Achievements and perspectives in scientific ocean and continental drilling” will take place during the EGU 2010 meeting in Vienna. A call for oral and poster contributions will be sent out soon.

Agenda Item 14. ECORD Industry liaison panel report (S. Leigh.)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

S. Leigh reported on the first meeting of the newly created “ECORD Industry Liaison Panel. She indicated that the financial crisis has deeply affected the industry’s interest to get involved in financial partnership with science and academia. There has not been any big step forward in the constitution of a truly European panel, it is still very UK oriented. At their last meeting, the participants decided that they should focus on one specific topic and suggested that drilling in the Arctic could be an excellent candidate. 

Friberg indicated that ICDP is a good example that when the scientific targets are well defined it is possible to get funds from industry. Catherine Mevel supported the idea on focussing on the Arctic. D. Evans indicated that IODP timing is very difficult to manage for industry besides the fact that IODP policies for data handling could be not adequate for industry. Stein said that two keynotes from industry were presented at the Artic Workshop (Bremerhaven, November 2008), the main message was “Think science first and put it into exploitation”. Ludden pointed out that industry is interested in using IODP from time to time but not in a long-term collaboration. Ridley signalled that oil industry is more interested in technology rather than in the science. The following day ECORD Council passed the following motion:

ECORD Council motion 09-02-5
ECORD Council thanks S. Leigh for initiating the ECORD ILP. ECORD Council encourages her to focus the work of the panel on the Arctic Ocean.

K. Verbruggen moved, A. de Vernal seconded, all in favour with one abstention (S. Leigh).

Agenda Item 15. Status of the DS3F Project (C. Mevel)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html )

The EC funded DS3F (Deep Seafloor and Sub Seafloor Frontier) project has been signed. Under this coordination action (1 M€ over 30 months) led by Achim Kopf (University of Bremen), workshops will be organized to produce a road map for the deep sea frontier initiative, to better integrate drilling with other activities investigating the deep sea.  The official commencement date of the project is January 01, 2010.

Agenda Item 16. Relations with ESF. Future of existing ESF-run programmes (Magellan, EUROMARCS)(P. Egerton)

(see  presentation a thttp://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html )

Dr. Paul Egerton, Executive Director of the European Polar Board, presented different instruments developed by ESF, which could be useful for ECORD development. In particular he introduced a new instrument developed by the EC, the European Research Infrastructure Consortium. An ERIC is a legal entity based on EU law, which is reserved for the purpose of establishing and operating a research infrastructure. Egerton suggested the possibility of integrating ECORD and the Aurora Borealis in such a consortium. Egerton listed other possible ways of collaboration between ESF and ECORD: (1) ESF could help to establish high level contacts with the EC; (2) ESF could help to establish contact with Russia; (3) ESF could help to establish contact with South-Eastern European ministries and funding agencies; (4) Active collaboration with the Marine and Polar Boards; and (5) To continue the successful Magellan workshop series.

Addressing existing collaboration between ECORD and ESF, ECORD Council considered that the Magellan workshop series has been very successful in building the ocean drilling scientific community at the ECORD level and developing drilling proposals. Some ECORD Council members indicated that currently the role of ECORD is not being acknowledged enough by ESF, considering that ECORD member countries initiated the programme. Beneficiaries should be instructed to use the ECORD logo on all documents related to Magellan workshops. B. Wolff-Boenisch mentioned that ECORD is the main user of these workshops but not the only one. It was noted that most members of the Magellan workshop steering committee are ESSAC members. Other Council members advocated for the Magellan workshops to become the privileged space to concentrate the scientific community to produce new proposals. The next day ECORD Council passed the following motion:

ECORD Council consensus 09-02-1  

ECORD Council considers that the Magellan workshop series has been very successful in building the ocean drilling scientific community at the ECORD level and developing drilling proposals. ECORD asks to be more visible in this program by asking ESF to use the ECORD logo on all related documents.

ECORD Council tasks EMA and the ECORD Executive to investigate with ESF how this program could be extended to facilitate the development of new proposals for the next phase of ocean drilling.

ACTION EMA + ECORD Executive: To investigate with ESF how the Magellan Workshop Series could be extended to facilitate the development of new proposals for the next phase of ocean drilling.

Agenda Item 17. Presentation of the Marine Board (N. McDonough)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html )

Dr. Niall McDonough, Executive Scientific Secretary of the Marine Board, presented a general overview of the Marine Board, its structure, main objectives and high-level marine policy activities. ECORD Council thanked Dr. Niall McDonough for participating at its meeting and strongly support the work of the Marine Board. ECORD Council is conscious of the influential position of the Marine Board in the definition of the European marine policies. ECORD Council is keen to find new ways to interact with the Marine Board and to engage in the priorities that are set.  

ACTION EMA: To continue the dialogue with the Marine Board and investigate how ocean drilling/DSF concept could be incorporated into the planned “Navigating the Future” position paper.

Agenda Item 18. Aurora Borealis: an MSP for the new programme? (B. Wolff-Boenisch)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

Dr. Bonnie Wolff-Boenisch, ERICON Aurora Borealis Executive Manager, reported on the status of the ERICON Project. She presented some proposals on how to use the AB as an MSP. 

ECORD Council deeply discussed this agendum, several questions were raised on: (1) the running costs and maintenance of the vessel; (2) proposal handling system; (3) interaction between ECORD and AB; and (4) general funding for the programme. 

Regarding point (1), B. Wolff-Boenisch presented the estimated construction costs for the AB (≈790 M€) and the average yearly running costs (≈ 35M€). These costs were considered low by the Council. C. Mevel clarified that the running costs of the AB do not include the costs for science. Council members questioned the capability of funding agencies to finance simultaneously several related scientific programmes. The scientific community is highly interested in drilling in the Arctic; currently they are at least 10 related proposals in the system. But the scientific objectives of IODP are not limited to a certain geographical area. Egerton urged the drilling program to accelerate the evaluation process. Stein indicated that from the 10 proposals that are in the system, 3 are almost ready to go but site surveys are needed. ECORD Council continued the discussion the next day and requested the following tasks:

ACTION S. Leigh + M. Friberg + EMA: To draft a statement on the position of the ECORD Council regarding the Aurora Borealis vessel. The draft should be submitted to the Council by email for its approval.

The following consensus was approved by Email after the meeting : 

ECORD Consensus 09-02-5

"ECORD recognize the importance of access to Arctic seafloor drilling capabilities and that the Aurora Borealis enhances access to the Arctic Ocean for scientific studies.

Within IODP, ECORD provide Mission Specific Platforms (MSP) for seafloor drilling in various areas, including the Arctic. If built, the Aurora Borealis will be a very interesting MSP option for drilling in ice-covered area. Given a shown long term interest from the scientific community and depending on the financial circumstances ECORD could consider a longer term contribution to the operation of the Aurora Borealis. Any future ECORD engagement in the Aurora Borealis will be in line with the IODP program concept, i.e. projects to be supported are selected through peer-review and equal access for all partners in the program.

ECORD will continue to share its experiences in sea floor drilling and assist in the development of the Aurora Borealis concept as partner in ERICON during the ESFRI Preparatory Phase".

ACTION M. Friberg: To prepare a presentation of the ERIC scheme and the potential benefits for ECORD at the next ECORD Council meeting. 

ACTION M. Friberg + EMA + ESO: To investigate the possibility of including ECORD in the ESFRI list for FP8. 

Agenda Item 19. Report on the INVEST and the Science Plan Writing Committee (R. Stein/N. Arndt) (see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html )

N. Arndt indicated that 600 scientists from all over the world attended the meeting. Discussions ranged from well established research fields to new ones, such as: the co-evolution of life and the planet; processes in the Earth’s core and mantle; climate change; new approaches to capture and store the greenhouse gas carbon dioxide (CO2) in the Earth’s crust; potential predictability of geohazards such as volcanic eruptions, earthquakes and tsunamis. INVEST intended to provide an opportunity for participants to directly impact the scope of science for the new programme, and to promote new and emerging fields of science.  The New Science Plan will be based on the outcome of INVEST, and will be written by scientific community representatives selected shortly after INVEST.

As was mentioned in agendum 6, a SASEC INVEST subcommittee was formed with the task of nominating potential members for the “Science Plan Writing Committee” (SPWC). SASEC members were consulted on these nominations and a potential member list has been recommended to IWG+ for approval. Several Council members noted that the constitution of the committee was climate, fluids and deep biosphere oriented. Concerns were expressed that funding agencies are pushing into environmental issues that are considered of societal relevance, while subjects regarding the crust, tectonics and natural resources are being relegated. The discussion continued the next day and the following consensus was passed:

ECORD Council consensus 09-02-2 

ECORD Council supports the proposed composition of the Science Plan Writing Committee and the proposed Chair. ECORD is pleased that this composition is oriented towards climate, fluids and the deep biosphere. However ECORD Council asks that in the science plan, topics such as geodynamics, natural resources and geohazards are also given due emphasis.

Agenda Item 20. Report on International Working Group+ activities (C. Mevel)

(see  presentation a thttp://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html )

C. Mevel reminded Council that at the January 2009 IODP Council meeting the IWG+ was established to discuss the future of the programme post-2013. Up to now, two meetings have already happened and two more are planned (IWG+ #3: Seoul-Korea, January 2010; IWG+ #4: Tokyo-Japan, June 2010). She indicated that she is co-chairing the group since C. Franklin stepped down after the first meeting. Members of IWG+ are representatives from all funding agencies currently participating in IODP or interested in participating in the future programme. ECORD Council is represented in IWG+ by Guido Lüniger (Germany), Mireille Perrin (France), Mike Webb (UK), Fernando Barriga (Portugal), Jose-Jamon Sanchez-Quintana (Spain), Anne De Vernal (Canada) and Catherine Mevel. Representatives from the IOs, and SASEC participate as observers.

IWG+ will frame a new multinational programme architecture. Two possible models proposed by MEXT and NSF respectively are being discussed (see agendum 9). Model 1: “Equal contribution” model : ECORD is requested to contribute at the same level as NSF and MEXT, i.e. ~50 M$ to get the same rights; and Model 2: “International science partnership” model in which all three major platform providers are equal partners, regardless of their financial contribution.  Recognizing the fiscal reality that ECORD cannot afford equal financial contribution to the new programme and the scientific contribution of ECORD scientists to IODP, ECORD Council passed the following consensus the next day:

ECORD Council consensus 09-02-4  

ECORD Council favours model 2 for the architecture of the new drilling programme where each operator covers their own operating costs and contributes $2-3M p.a. to a central ‘management’ agency for ‘common’ activities such as proposal evaluation, core depositories etc. However, ECORD Council recognizes that in such model, the rights of all partners need to be clarified.

C. Mevel signalled the need of an interim structure to prepare for the next phase. To start operations in 2014, the IOs need to start scoping the expeditions two years in advance. Moreover, the Chikyu requires more lead-time to implement riser drilling proposals. Therefore the next riser programme to be implemented needs to be identified as soon as possible, and be included in the new science plan. Council members raised the issue that possibly MSPs also needs a separate system to deal with proposals.

C. Mevel presented the timeline prepared by IWG+ for renewal. ECORD Council identified key steps for member countries. They also discussed the need for an independent evaluation of the ECORD scientific achievements from the European point of view. This issue was concluded the following day under agendum 25. 

Agenda items 21 to 28 were discussed in closed session
CLOSED SESSION

Agenda Item 21. Discussion on the future of ocean drilling in Europe (C. Mevel)

C. Mevel indicated that this discussion should be considered as introductory to the session to be held the following day. Several important issues were highlighted:

1. Future of ECORD. ECORD was created to participate in IODP as a single member to maximize the role of Europe in the programme, to strengthen the ocean drilling scientific community in Europe and to provide access to MSPs to the international scientific community. Is this concept still valid? 

2. Evaluation of the scientific accomplishments of IODP. Is the National Academy of Science sufficient for ECORD? Do we require an evaluation at the ECORD level? Who can conduct such evaluation?

3. ECORD structure and MoU.

4. Relations with the AB project.

5. ECORD timeline for renewal

6. New programme architecture.

Thursday November 26

CLOSED SESSION

ECORD Council reviewed the motions, consensus and action item from the previous day. 

Agenda Item 22. ESO Budget (D. Evans)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

D. Evans presented the FY09 ESO accounts. Expenditure in the NJSS Expedition ($ 9 921 565) has been smaller than originally expected ($ 11 000 000). The savings correspond to demobilisation costs not paid to the contractor because the platform found work in the same area after the completion of the NJSS Expedition. The BGS balance at the end of 2009 is $ 4 731 807.

The ECORD Council accepted the BGS accounts for 2009.

ECORD Council motion 09-02-6
ECORD Council approves the financial statement for FY09 presented by the ECORD Science Operator.

M.Perrin moved, F. Barriga seconded, all in favour with one abstention (S. Leigh).

D. Evans presented a financial projection for FY10, when the GBREC Expedition will take place. The estimated expenditure for FY10 is $ 9 788 050 with a positive carry over for FY11 of $ 2 285 563 minus travel expenses of $ 337 984.

Regarding future MSPs, D. Evans indicated that currently they are only two MSP proposals at OTF: (1) Hawaiian Drowned Reefs; and (2) New England Hydrogeology. ESO has initiated planning the first one for FY11; the second one is in OTF “Holding Bin”, awaiting for site survey. 

Evans mentioned that out of 17 proposals reviewed by SSEP at its November 2009 meeting, 6 required MSPs.

ECORD Council has expressed its intention to carry one expedition per year until the end of the programme. D. Evans indicated that it is not feasible under current conditions when ECORD withhold less than one P.U. each year. It is more realistic to propose to implement only two MSP expeditions after the GBREC. Hopefully this objective could be attainable under the current agreement with the LAs.  However, costs uncertainties over vessel costs could heavily impact this estimation.

1. The following projects have the potential to be included in the FY11-FY13 plan : Hawaiian Drowned Reefs

2. Part of New England Hydrogeology

3. Baltic Sea

4. Nice Airport

The last two proposals will be ranked by SPC at its meeting in March 2010. What will be actually implemented will depend on site survey readiness, platform costs, permitting, ranking….

Finally D. Evans presented a possible financial scenario to implement both Hawaii and the Baltic Sea : 
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This would require modifying the SOC/POC ratio both in FY11 and FY13. 

C. Mevel reminded Council that she has already informed the LAs of the possibility of reducing ECORD’s SOCs contribution to IODP in FY11, to use the money as POCs. NSF has indicated that the MoU signed between ECORD and the LAs is not binding but no response has come from Japan. The ECORD Executive was consulted and decided to go ahead with the reduction. The Executive is aware of the possible risk that the LAs could decide to reduce ECORD’s rights. D. Evans was consulted on the cost for the New England Hydrogeology Expedition. He indicated that it is extremely expensive and could be probably twice as expensive as the Hawaii Expedition. Evaluating fiscal realities, ECORD Council considered privileging the less expensive proposals.

Agenda Item 23. ECORD Budget (C. Mevel)

(see  presentation at http://www.ecord.org/c/access-council.html)

C. Mevel presented to the Council the ECORD Budget situation for FY09 and previsions for FY10. In FY09, several contributions from ECORD country members are still unpaid. 
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The particular cases of Iceland and Italy were addressed. Council members indicated that Iceland situation is very delicate and unpaid contributions are understandable. Council members hoped that the ECORD Net money could help the Icelandic representatives to participate at the Council meetings. 

The financial participation of Italy in ECORD has decreased over the last three years passing from $250 000 in FY06 to $190 000 in FY09. Efforts have been made at the national level to create a consortium and raise additional money from the Ministry. However, this has not yet been finalized. Italy has many applicants to sail and the financial contribution does not reflect the weight of its scientific community. As a consequence, Italy is largely overquota for cruise participation (+5). At its last meeting in Lisbon, ECORD Council asked ESSAC to stop nominating Italian scientists for sailing. However, a new issue was raised this fall. The CRISP A proposal was scheduled on the JR in FY11. The PI of the proposal is an Italian scientist who can potentially be invited as co-chief on the expedition. Council members considering the exceptional situation of this scientist decided to support her efforts and passed the following motion:

ECORD Council motion 09-02-8
ECORD Council recognizes the scientific benefit of having the P.I. of the proposal as a co-chief. Therefore ECORD Council supports the nomination of Paola Vannucchi as co-chief for CRISP-A, although Italy is currently significantly over quota.

M-S. Seidenkrantz moved, A. de Vernal seconded, all in favour with one abstention (N. Wardell).

ACTION EMA: To inform the USIO of the Council’s support to nominate Paola Vannucchi as co-chief for CRISP-A expedition. 

C. Mevel presented the provisional budget for FY10 and the budget summary from 2004 to 2009:
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C. Mevel noted that overall, between FY04 and FY09, there is a deficit of $ 1M in relation with the MoU signed with the Lead Agencies. The deficit is due to the fact that not all smaller countries were able to raise their contributions by 60% in FY08 when the Chikyu came into operations. 

Pointing to Table 4, C. Mevel indicated that at the end of FY10, after completion of the off-shore and on-shore party of the GBREC Expedition, ECORD should have a positive balance of  $1 947 579.
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C. Mevel indicated that the financial situation of ECORD is directly affected by the fluctuations of the exchange rate between Euros and Dollars. To illustrate her affirmation she presented table 6 which shows the ECORD balance at the end of FY09 and the exchange rate used to paid the different invoices. 
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Table 7 shows how the FY09 ECORD balance in Dollars could change under two different scenarios for the exchange rate:

Table 7
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After considering the global financial situation of ECORD, the Council adopted ESO’s guidance to conduct two more MSPs expeditions before the end of the programme. The following motion was passed:

ECORD Council motion 09-02-7
ECORD Council reaffirms its aim to implement two MSP expeditions after the GBREC and before the end of the programme. In FY10 and FY11, ECORD Council will favour contribution to the Platform Operation Costs over the payment of the Science Operation Costs to IODP.

A. de Vernal moved, K. Verbruggen seconded, all in favour.

ACTION EMA: To inform the LAs and IODP-MI of a possible shortfall in the 3 P.U. in SOCs in FY11.

The possibility of a new shortfall in the ECORD SOCs contribution for FY13 was envisaged, but no decision was made. There is still too much uncertainty on the true costs. 

Agenda Item 24. Discussion on the future of ocean drilling in Europe (C. Mevel)

ECORD Council continued the discussion on the future of scientific ocean drilling, post 2013. To help member countries in their decision, ECORD Council decided to conduct an independent evaluation of the ECORD scientific achievements using ocean drilling and of future prospects in a new programme of sub seafloor exploration. ECORD Council tasked its Executive to define the terms of reference and timeline for this review. EMA is in charge of finding an independent European institution that will conduct the evaluation.

ECORD Council consensus 09-02-3 

ECORD Council recognizes the need for an independent evaluation of the ECORD scientific achievements using ocean drilling and of future prospects in a new programme of sub seafloor exploration.

ACTION ECORD Executive: To define the terms of reference and timeline for an independent evaluation of the ECORD scientific achievements using ocean drilling and of future prospects in a new programme of sub seafloor exploration.

ACTION EMA: To ask NWO if they are willing to conduct the evaluation of ECORD scientific achievements using ocean drilling. In the case of a negative answer, EMA should return to Council by E-mail for further guidance.

 Bearing in mind the evaluation, ECORD Council considered essential that the results of the Tahiti MSP expedition are published before the IODP scientific accomplishments are reviewed. ECORD Council was concerned that the results and synthesis have not been published within the expected timescale.  ECORD Council passed the following motion:

ECORD Council motion 09-02-9
ECORD Council considers it essential that the results of the Tahiti MSP expedition are published before the IODP scientific accomplishments are reviewed. ECORD Council is concerned that the results and synthesis have not been published within the expected timescale.

K. Verbruggen moved, A. de Vernal seconded, all in favour.

Action EMA: To pass this motion to the co-chiefs of the Tahiti expedition

Agenda Item 25. The future of ECORD, post-2013: actions to be taken (C. Mevel)

With the purpose of establishing a European timeline for renewal, in agreement with the IWG+ timeline, ECORD member countries willing to participate in the new programme will be requested to submit an expression of interest, by the end of 2011. Signing members will constitute the programme planning committee. EMA and the ECORD Executive are responsible for preparing this expression of interest.

ECORD Council motion 09-02-10
ECORD member countries willing to continue to participate in ocean drilling activities within the new programme are invited to sign an expression of interest, before the end of 2011. Signing members will constitute the programme planning committee.

M. Friberg moved, S. Leigh seconded, all in favour.

ACTION EMA and Executive: To prepare the text for the “Expression of Interest” to be signed by ECORD member countries willing to continue participate in ocean drilling activities within the new programme.

C. Mével reminded Council that ESO and EMA have been appointed for the 10 years of IODP. Action is required for the next phase. Should the current ESO (BGS+ partners) and EMA (INSU-CNRS) continue or should there be a new bid ? The discussion did not lead to a conclusion. However, as a first step, the following action was decided : 

ACTION ECORD Chair: To ask BGS and INSU-CNRS if they are willing to continue managing ESO and EMA respectively within the new phase of the drilling programme.

ACTION EMA: To find out the requirements under European law for ECORD to designate European Institutions to host and administer the ECORD Managing Agency and the ECORD Science Operator.

C. Mevel insisted that the current ECORD MoU should be revisited, to check whether changes are required. Council members indicated that a new MoU is needed for the next programme, however it is too early to discuss it. It was acknowledged that the results of the evaluation, the expression of interest and the definition of the new science plan will certainly frame the new MoU. 

Agenda Item 26. Preparation for IWG+ meeting, January 2010 (C. Mevel)

The delegation will be composed of A. De Vernal, G. Lüniger, F. Barriga, J.Sanchez-Quintana, M. Perrin and C. Mével. 

These individuals were tasked to present the ECORD position in terms of program architecture, projected MSP operations (1 MSP expedition per year), content of the new science plan (consensus 09-2-2), as well as the timeline decided for the renewal of ECORD. 

Agenda Item 27. Next ECORD Council meeting (N. Wardell)

N. Wardell indicated that usually the chair hosts the Council meeting, therefore the new meeting should be in Germany. In the absence of the German representative, Council tasked EMA to consult G. Lüniger on the possibility of having the next meeting in Germany. It was agreed to hold the meeting during the week of 31st May to 4th June.

ACTION EMA: To poll the members of ECORD Council to fix the dates during the week of 31st May to 4th June 2010, for the next ECORD Council. To check with the future chair, Guido Lüniger, if it is possible to held the meeting in Bonn.  

Agenda Item 28. AOB (N. Wardell)

Robert Gatliff, Head of Marine Geosciences at the British Geological Service, announced the retirement of Dan Evans after the end of the offshore part of GBREC. He informed Council that the ESO organisation will be modified. He will become the ESO chair and will be assisted by Dave MacInroy who has a long experience with ESO as Staff Scientist at three MSP expeditions. ECORD Council thanked Dan Evans for his accomplishments as the ECORD Science Operator Manager and passed the following motion:

ECORD Council motion 09-02-15
ECORD Council thanks Dan Evans for his accomplishments as the ECORD Science Operator Manager. He played a major role in setting up ESO and in implementing the first three very successful MSP expeditions. He largely contributed to make ECORD a key player (if not a Lead Agency) in IODP.

ECORD Council wishes him well when he retires after the offshore part of the Great Barrier Reef Expedition.

After so much time dedicated to his participation in meetings all over the planet, he will hopefully enjoyed all the more the golf courses of his native Wales

N. Wardell moved, M. Perrin seconded, all in favour.

C. Mevel thanked Nigel Wardell and the CNR for hosting the meeting.

Next meeting, Germany, June 2010
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