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Minutes of the Nuclear Physics Forum meeting 
held at the University of Liverpool on 2nd March 2007 
 
Version 1.1 

 
Present:    R.-D. Herzberg (chairman), J. F. Smith (secretary), N. Ashwood, M. A. Bentley,  
  A. J. Boston, H. C. Boston, P. A. Butler, W. N. Catford, D. M. Cullen, D. G. Ireland* ,
  D. G. Jenkins, D. T. Joss, P. J. Nolan, R. D. Page, N. Pattabiraman, E. S. Paul, N. Singh,
  S. Rinta-Antila,  R. Wadsworth, P. M. Walker, and P. J. Woods. 
 
Groups represented:   Birmingham, Edinburgh, Glasgow, Liverpool, Manchester, Paisley, Surrey, York. 
Groups not represented: Brighton, Daresbury 
 
 
1. Apologies for absence 
 

L. Barnby, J. Billowes, M. Birse, A. M. Bruce, R. Chapman, S. J. Freeman,  
B. R. Fulton, W. Gelletly, M. Labiche, J. Ollier,  Zs. Podolyák, P. H. Regan,  
J. Simpson, M. J. Taylor, and D. Watts 

 
 
2. Minutes of the last meeting 
 
Noted: The minutes of the previous meeting were accepted to be accurate. 
 
 
3. Matters arising not covered elsewhere on the agenda 
 
Noted: There were no matters arising. 
 
 
4. Overview of the particle physics and astrophysics strategy documents 
 
Received:  The Chairman gave an overview of the astronomy and particle physics strategy 

documents. A summary of the main points made is given below. 
 
  The astronomy strategy document is available at: 
  http://www.pparc.ac.uk/ap/pols/AAP-Strategy-final.pdf 
  The last astronomy strategy document was written in 2003. The strategy documents are 
  written every 5 years (the next one is due in 2008). The document looks 15 years ahead. 
 
  The last astronomy strategy document changed from previous versions because the UK 
  joined the European Southern Observatory in 2002, which caused the strategy to be 
  refocused somewhat. The subscription for the ESO was £17.6M in 2005 and £32.9M in 
  2006. The total astronomy budget is between £35M and £38M. The ESO subscription 

                                                 
*  By telephone. 
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  gives access to different instruments which work towards the strategic goals, as well as 
  experimental, technical and computing support. 
 

For comparison: the CERN subscription was £75.7M in 2005 and £79M in 2006  
and particle physics receive about £22-24M in other grants. 

 
  The structure of the astronomy document is as follows. 
 

� Science questions are given first 
� The science questions are mapped to four research areas 
� The research areas are then mapped to instruments and facilities 
� The instruments and facilities are then cross-indexed back to the science 

questions.   
 

  In the past, PPARC have commissioned a team of people to write the strategy  
  documents; the documents are then distributed and discussed. The next astronomy 
  strategy-document “team” will be led by Mike Bode from John Moores University. 
 
  A strategy document for particle physics is difficult to track down. Theoretically it is 
  available on the PPARC web pages but the link does not work. 
 
  The particle physics strategy document is based on the Report of the “Particle Physics 
  Long Term Science Review” (2000) (which was compiled by Janet Seed) available at 
  http://www.pparc.ac.uk/Rs/Pp/Sp/PPLTSR.asp 
 
   The experimental part of the PPLTSR was based on, and followed up, the Cashmore 
  Report. The Cashmore report is defined within the PPLTSR as follows. 
 
  “The long-term goals for the particle physics programme were recently examined by the 
  Cashmore Panel. That Panel considered the experimental programme after the LHC 
  Construction era due to end in 2005/6. It identified a number of new directions beyond 
  the LHC, principally linked to lepton colliders and neutrino factories. These initiatives 
  will require considerable resources, even before 2005/6, if the UK is to be in a position 
  to lead in these areas while fully exploiting the investment in the LHC and other  
  programmes. It is also clear that there is a strong case for increased resources during 
  the LHC construction era to prepare for the exploitation of LHC, significantly but not 
  exclusively in computing, and to realize the full potential of the current programme - 
  LEP, HERA, BaBar, the Tevatron, neutrino and non-accelerator physics.” 
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  The Chairman summarized the “general rules” for the PPARC strategy documents (as 
  indicated in an appendix of the PPLTSR). The strategy document is expected to cover 
  the following areas. 

� Status of the subject in brief, and a statement of the areas of UK leadership 
� Three or four of the most urgent questions to be addressed 
� What is needed (in terms of resources, people, education etc.) 
� Strengths within the community 
� Areas of collaboration with industry 
� Impact on the quality of life 

  The documents are expected to focus on the key areas of the strategy, rather than the 
  breadth. The document should be focused with the big questions being made clear. 
 
 
5. General debate about nuclear-physics strategy document 
 
Addition: The “original” strategy document (distributed in advance of the Town Meeting) is 
  available here: http://nuclear1.paisley.ac.uk/npf/np-strategy-jan07.doc 
  
  The most recent version of the strategy document (distributed in advance of this  
  meeting) is available here: http://nuclear1.paisley.ac.uk/npf/Strategy-Draft-Feb26.doc 
 
Noted:   PJN stated that the strategy document needs to be sent to the STFC next week  
  (beginning 5th March) in order that they have a “reference point” by which to measure 
  the interim grant requests.  
 
  PJN pointed out the difficulty in clearly defining the nuclear-physics strategy within  
  such a short timescale (two months). The nuclear-physics document should not be 
  compared too closely with the astronomy document; the astronomers are ensconced in 
  the culture of producing strategy documents. Their documents have history and have 
  been through many iterations and through external reviewers. We are presently aiming 
  to produce a document which broadly conveys our priorities to get us through the  
  interim period. Our strategy document will not be as polished as the astronomy  
  document. 
 
Noted:  PAB summarized the changes to the strategy document that have been made since the 
  Town Meeting, about which agreement needs to be reached within the community. 
 

� The executive summary has been added 
� The focus is no longer on just one facility 
� Tables have been added at the end of the document 

 
  The ensuing discussion mostly focused on these three issues and is therefore  
  briefly summarized here under those sub-headings. 
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Executive summary 
 
Noted: The executive summary was seen as a good addition. Emphasis should be on Physics 

goals first.  The strong UK leadership in many areas should be emphasized more 
strongly.  

 
Focus on more than one facility 
 
Noted: Several views were expressed with arguments on both sides. A majority view emerged 

that the focus of the strategy should not just be on FAIR at any cost and that the breadth 
of the UK physics programme can not be catered for by a single facility. Both FAIR and 
EURISOL should be given as UK priorities, with SPIRAL2 and HIE-ISOLDE as the 
first phase of EURISOL. 

 
 A strong focus on the physics questions should be the predominant issue.  If we define 

the science, then the best facility to carry out that science should emerge naturally. At 
present we require support for existing programmes at a wide range of facilities, in the 
medium and long term a strong support of major European facilities such as FAIR and 
EURISOL is needed, flanked by activities at other laboratories, where this is appropriate 
to address the science issues. 

 
 No agreement was reached about the level of financial commitment to FAIR. We would 

like to provide instrumentation, but the German government would like a 4-5 % total 
involvement. The issue of running costs is also not resolved yet. Thus while the 
community endorses engagement in FAIR, it doesn’t do so at any cost, nor to the 
exclusion of everything else.   

 
 However, our intentions have to be clear from the document. The STFC have to be able 

to read the document and understand what we want (there may not be any nuclear 
physicists on the Strategy Committee). 
 

Addition of tables  
 
Noted:  PAB explained the rationale behind inclusion of the tables: the tables give information 
  about where the UK investment is made at present, and where we would want similar 
  investments to be made until 2012. (The strategy-document “cycle” is five years, so 
  present document covers the period from 2007 to 2012.)  
 

In the discussion it was noted that the criterion of “greater than £500k capital 
investment” was not obvious enough and should be reemphasized a bit more. 
Contrasting views on the usefulness of the tables were expressed.  

 
Noted:  PAB and PJW pointed out that the sole criterion used to create Table 1 was that the 
  facilities must have >£500k of UK capital-investment in order to be included, and all 
  facilities that meet this requirement should be included. 
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Noted:  It was pointed out by PJN that the items in italics in the left-hand column of Table 1 are 
  the proposed future projects. It was generally agreed that these future projects (including 
  FAIR) have got lost a bit in the table, and as it stands the table is dominated by the 
  existing projects. PJN will re-work the table, separating out the future projects and 
  facilities in order to emphasize their importance. 
 
Noted:  In response to a discussion of what should and should not be included in Table 1, the 
  Chairman asked the question: would any planned (>£500k) project grants (to be  
  submitted to the PPRP) not be covered by the facilities listed in Table 1 as it presently 
  stands? No responses were received. 
 
Noted:  PJN stated that he has received some comments from Günther Rosner regarding Table1.
  Specifically: expansion of the PANDA, JLAB, and MAMI items, and the inclusion of 
  DESY and MAX-LAB. WNC pointed out that the JLAB upgrade (inclusion from  
  Günther Rosner) should be included in Table 2, not Table 1. 
 
  After some discussion, it was suggested that the inclusion of MAX-LAB is not  
  warranted as it does not satisfy the >£500k capital-investment criterion. Further,  
  objections were raised about the inclusion of DESY as it will close soon. The validity of 
  these comments needs to be checked.  
 
Action: PJN to go through a further iteration of the tables with Günther Rosner. 
 
Other points made about the strategy document 
 
Noted:  PJN intends to add a paragraph to the strategy document, stating the importance and of 
  nuclear physics in a wider context, and how it is of use to the general population  
  (discussing nuclear skills, nuclear medicine, nuclear technology etc.) 
 
Action:  The Chairman will summarize and feedback the discussion of the strategy document to 
  the community and the HOGs group. 
 
 
6. The impending grants round in STFC 
 
Noted:  PJN stated that the STFC will probably issue a call for Rolling Grant applications in  
  mid-2007, with a deadline in late summer, and decisions in the autumn. Rolling Grants 
  will have duration of 5 years. 
 
  The rolling grants will include the present physics programme, academic FEC time, 
  PDRAs, small bits of equipment (under £500k) travel money, computing, consumables 
  
  PJN also gave his personal interpretation of how applications for large projects will 
  proceed, via the Project Peer Review Panel (PPRP). Project Grants will be for capital 
  investment for specific areas of physics, and can include PDRAs and project students. 
  For example, AGATA would be one project, and DSPEC would be another. The Project 
  Grants will have to be integrated, to an extent, with the Rolling Grant applications. 
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  The first part of the process would be to write a Statement of Intent, probably involving 
  a two-page case for support and a form to fill in. The deadline for the SOI will probably 
  be in about May 2007. Once the SOI has been approved, applicants will be invited to 
  submit a longer document with a deadline in the autumn. The next stage will be  
  assessment by a Visiting Panel, who will report to the PPRP. The PPRP will in-turn 
  make a recommendation to the Science Panel. The whole process will take about 18 
  months – which is not ideal for projects lasting 4 or 5 years. 
   

Janet Seed has contacted the HOGs group to point out that the project grants procedure 
is now open to the NP community. 

 
Noted:  PJN summarized the organization of the STFC, with regard to nuclear physics. We will 
  deal directly with the Nuclear-Physics Committee. Above that there will be the  
  Science Committee, which will consist of 4 particle physicists, 4 astronomers, and 2 
  nuclear physicists. Above the Science Committee, there will be a Strategy Committee; 
  the membership of the Strategy Committee is not clear, and there may not be any  
  nuclear physicists on that committee. We need to make sure that both the Science  
  Committee and the Strategy Committee fully understand the nuclear-physics strategy.  
 
  People from the nuclear-physics community can be seconded to work with the STFC for 
  3 years. Volunteers are needed. Details are on the internet at:   
  http://www.newrc.research-councils.ac.uk/STFCadvcall.aspx 
   
Noted:  MAB pointed out the advantages of sharing a pool of staff and expertise under the 
  present “platform” grant: we should continue this practice of sharing staff. The project 
  grants will be cross-institutional and people will be shared in the same way as they are at 
  present under the platform grant. 
 
Noted:   WNC made the point that the EPSRC “thresholds” which previously kept grants limited 
  in size, no longer exist. There are now no restrictions on the sizes of the Project Grants. 
 
Noted:  PAB raised the issue of coordination of Project Grants. The Project Grants will impact 
  on what goes into the Rolling Grants, and it is therefore vitally important that Project 
  Grants are coordinated in the community. The structure of the Rolling Grants and the 
  Project Grants should be discussed now, and we need to prepare Statements of Intent of 
  common projects. There are three ways that this could be done 

� Through the NPF 
� Through the HOGs group 
� “Casually” between ourselves 

   
Noted:  The Chairman stated that the casual approach is happening anyway, and that we  
  should arrange a dedicated extraordinary NPF meeting to discuss Project Grants that
  are planned. It was agreed that this meeting should take place at the IOP conference in 
  Surrey: at 18:30 on 4th April 2007 (see Section 9). 
 
Noted:  RW requested that the Chairman should circulate a list of the intended Project Grants in 
  advance of the NPF meeting in Surrey. 
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7. Loan-pool issues 
 
Noted:  Following a reminder from SJF on behalf of the Anglo-French Loan Pool, the Chairman 
  gave a reminder that Jurogam (at Jyväskylä) has running costs. There is presently a 
  backlog of payments extending back about 2 years. Please pay up if you owe running 
  costs. 
 
 
8. Any other business 
 
IOP Rutherford Medal 
 
Noted:  The Chairman pointed out that there have been some changes to the IOP Rutherford 
  Medal. It is no longer shared with particle physics. It is now an award for nuclear  
  physics only (or “nuclear physics and nuclear technology”). Ideally, the community 
  should make two or three nominations. Nominees must be UK nuclear physicists,  
  and the award is made every two years (even years – next in 2008). 
 
  Previous nuclear-physics Rutherford Medalists are as follows. 
 

2000 Bill Phillips 1976 Roger Blin-Stoyle 
1994 James Elliott 1974 Albert Litherland 
1982 David Brink 1972 Aage Bohr 

 
  More information is on the IOP web pages at: 
  http://www.iop.org/activity/awards/Senior_Awards/The_Rutherford_Medal_and_Prize/page_1789.html 
 
  For more information, contact DMC who is presently the Secretary and Treasurer of the 
  IOP Nuclear Physics Group (Dave.Cullen@Manchester.ac.uk).  
 
  Nominations involve filling in a few forms (available from DMC). Nominations can be 
  made through the IOP Nuclear Physics Group. Individual nominations can also be made 
  but it would be helpful to inform DMC if you nominate someone. 
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9. Date and time of next meeting 
 
Agreed: An extraordinary NPF meeting will be held at the IOP Nuclear Physics conference  
 in Surrey in order to discuss Project Grant Statements of Intent. This meeting will be 

held on Wednesday 4th April 2007 from ~18:30 to 19:30 (exact venue to be arranged 
by PMW).  

 
 This meeting is on the second day of the IOP conference, between the poster session  
 (which ends at ~18:15) and the conference dinner (which starts at 19:30).  
 
Agreed: The date and place of the next proper NPF meeting:  
 Friday 5th October 2007 at Brighton (venue to be confirmed with AMB). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Copies of these minutes are available at http://nuclear1.paisley.ac.uk/npf. 
If you have any comments or corrections to these minutes, please contact the NPF secretary, 
John F. Smith, Nuclear Physics Group, University of Paisley, High Street, Paisley, PA1 2BE 

Email John.F.Smith@Paisley.ac.uk Tel: 0141 848 3652 Fax: 0141 848 3663 
Last updated: Monday, March 12, 2007 2:24:42 PM 

 
 
 
 


