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Minutes of the Nuclear Physics Forum meeting  
held at Daresbury Laboratory on 3rd July 2008 
Version 2.0 

 
 
Present:    R.-D. Herzberg (chairman), J. F. Smith (secretary), L. S. Barnby, C. J. Barton,  
  M. A. Bentley, A. J. Boston, P. A. Butler, P. Campbell, W. N. Catford, R. Chapman, 
  M. Chartier, D. M. Cullen, D. O’Donnell, B. R. Fulton, S. J. Freeman, D. T. Joss, 
  M. Labiche, A. M. Laird, X. Liang, I. H. Lazarus, R. C. Lemmon, I. J.D. MacGregor, 
  J. A. McGovern, P. J. Nolan, J. Ollier, R. D. Page, E. S. Paul, P. H. Regan, B. Seitz,  
  J. Simpson, A. G. Smith, and D. P. Watts. 
 
 
Number of attendees:  31 
Groups represented:   Daresbury, Edinburgh, Glasgow, Liverpool, Manchester, Surrey, UWS, York 
Groups not represented: Brighton. 
Members of NPGP Present: SJF 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Photograph of attendees taken by Douglas MacGregor (http://nuclear.paisley.ac.uk/npf/npf_photo_030708.jpg) 
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1. Apologies for absence 
 

N. I. Ashwood, J. Billowes, M. Freer, W. Gelletly, M. J. Taylor, C. Wheldon 
 
 
 
2. Minutes of the last meeting 
 
Noted: The minutes of the previous meeting (in Birmingham on 15th February 2008)  

were accepted to be accurate. However in the time since the last meeting many items 
have been superseded. 

 
  
 
3. Matters arising not covered elsewhere on the agenda 
 
Noted: Following discussion at the last meeting, the Chairman sent a letter to the IUS nuclear 

engineering inquiry on behalf of the Nuclear Physics Forum. The letter is appended to 
these minutes and is available at http://nuclear.paisley.ac.uk/npf/IUS-letter.pdf. 

 
 
 
4. Discussion of the STFC grants round 
 
 The discussion of the recent grants round started with statements from SJF (Chair of 

NPGP), PJN (Chair of the ad-hoc Nuclear-Physics Advisory Panel) and BRF (member 
of PPAN). A wide ranging discussion ensued. Some points are summarized below: 

 
 
 Statement from Sean Freeman (as chair of NPGP) 
  
 Several factors affected the recent grants round including the “fall-out” from the 

Programmatic Review and the CSR and corresponding 25% funding cuts. The CSR was 
announced after the recent Rolling and Standard Grants were submitted (in November 
2007) i.e. halfway through the assessment of grant applications. The 25% cut has been 
carried through to the recent grants round.  

 
 The funding decisions made by the NPGP were difficult. The feedback for the present 

grant round has not yet been sent out. The final allocation will be known following the 
Ten-Day Turnaround, which fixes the budget. The STFC is a “harsh environment” in 
terms of prioritization. The council wants top quality research and it is not possible for 
funds to be allocated to anything other than highly-ranked science programmes. The 
themes and grants were ranked according to science. The NPGP has to make 
recommendations to PPAN; any decisions have to be approved by PPAN and 
subsequently approved by the Executive. 
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 Statement from Paul Nolan (as chair of the ad-hoc Nuclear-Physics Advosory Panel) 
  
 Following publication of the results of the Programmatic Review, “ad-hoc” Advisory 

Panels were set up to analyze, digest and summarize the response of the community. 
The Nuclear Physics Advisory Panel was chaired by PJN. The other members of the 
panel are: WNC, John Durell, Peter Jones, Guenther Rosner, JS, and Phil Woods.  

 
  In total, 31 responses and comments were received from the nuclear-physics community 
  about the programmatic-review results.. The Advisory Panel prepared a report which 
  is available at http://www.stfc.ac.uk/STFCConsultation/sources/NPRep.pdf  
 
  In role as chair of the Advisory Panel, PJN attended PPAN meetings twice; the first 
  time to listen and understand the procedures, and the second time to present the case for 
  nuclear physics summarizing outcomes from the Advisory Panel meetings. A  
  presentation was made which complemented what was said in the report. 
   
 The point was also made that a high-enough level of funding must be allocated to the 

present (Rolling Grants) round in order that the community can continue. The ad-hoc 
Advisory Panel recommended that investment in projects (NuSTAR and PANDA) 
should be delayed to get the current level of investment right. 

  
 As chair of HOGS, PJN has written to the Wakeham committee, to highlight current 

issues and problems in UK nuclear physics.  
 
 A reply was received from Wakeham requesting more information on: (i) the relative 

level of funding compared to competitors (ii) what the UK community is presently 
working on; and (iii) our current KE programme. 

 
  
 Statement from Brian Fulton (Member of PPAN) 
  
 PPAN and the STFC office staff are aware of the present stress within the nuclear-

physics community due to the funding situation. There is a willingness to find ways to 
support the community, but everything has to be done within financial constraints. 

 
 Generally, there has been a change in approach to science funding; knowledge exchange 

is now a very important aspect of funded research. It is recognized that nuclear physics 
has strong connections with energy, medical, and security sectors. 

 
 The development of a mechanism to support general travel by unfunded academics is 

presently underway. It is likely that a travel fund will be set up because the problems 
within the community are recognized. 

 
 The STFC is setting up consultation panels. There will be a Nuclear Physics Advisory 

Panel formed which will be formed from members of the community and which will be 
charged with the task of developing a new strategy for nuclear physics. The strategy will 
enable the assessment of future grant applications to be made on the basis of science. 
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The formation of such Advisory Panels within STFC was intended right from the outset 
but their formation was overshadowed by the financial crisis.  

 
 
Criteria used to assess grants 
 
Noted: MC asked: what were the exact criteria that were used to evaluate the science? SJF 

replied that the programmes were scored according to criteria in the STFC Grants 
Handbook. 

 
 
Funds available for Standard Grants in November 2008 
 
Noted: PHR asked: what funds are left for the Standard Grants in 2008 and 2009? SJF stated 

that funds are available for five standard grants per year in the next two years assuming 
a level of £100k per grant per year (assuming one PDRA per grant).  

 
 (This amounts to a fund of £1.5M over the next two years.)  
 
 
Rating of applications in the recent Rolling Grants round 
 
Noted: PAB stated that the results of the Rolling Grants round will have a devastating effect 

UK nuclear physics and asked about the unfunded themes on the rolling grants: how 
were they rated? Were they all highly rated? 

 
 SJF stated that of 47 themes and Standard Grants submitted, all but 3, which were not 

included on technical issues, contained high-quality science, a high proportion of which 
was internationally leading. It was recognized that the community had not submitted 
“lots of rubbish proposals”.  

 
 
PDRA numbers 
 
Noted: A discussion ensued about the average number of PDRAs per academic in nuclear 

physics in comparsion to other areas of physics. No clear conclusion was drawn, 
however PJN stated that the average 5* rated physics academic (over all fields) has 1.6 
PDRAs. 

 
 
 
Rolling grants:  
 
Noted: The point was made by PJN, JS and WNC that what came out of the “Rolling Grants” 

round were not Rolling Grants but a type of responsive mode in a wrapper labelled 
“Rolling Grant”. The level of funding did not come as a surprise, but the community 
was sold a line of “rolling grants” by the STFC yet no-one in the community got a 
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rolling grant to underpin the science programme within their group. The resulting 
situation leaves some people within each group funded with the rest unfunded. This 
represents poor stewardship of UK nuclear physics. This sentiment was widely agreed 
by those present. 

 
 
Travel funds 
 
Noted: PJN stated that Travel Funds (discussed in the statement above) will be requested for  

(i) experiments (ii) conferences (iii) national meetings and (iv) presentation of new 
proposals. 

 
 JMcG raised the question of travel funds for theorists: theorists need money to travel to 

collaboration meetings etc. PJN stated that types of travel for theorists will need to be 
written into the case for a travel-fund to be set up. 

 
Action: JMcG to send details of travel necessary for theorists to PJN, for inclusion in the case to 

be put forward. 
 
 
 
 
Publicity of the plight of UK nuclear physics 
 
Noted: Discussion arose about the need to publicize the current plight in the UK. Would it be 

useful to make a high-profile public fuss about the funding situation, highlighting that 
40% of the UK nuclear-physics community members are not funded through rolling 
grants?  

 
 It was generally agreed that more publicity about the current situation is a good idea.  
 
 Points that were raised to be highlighted were 

� The funding of young researchers (under ~40) is very bad.  
� The historical level of nuclear-physics funding in the UK is poor in relation to 

competitors. Our funding is a factor of 10 lower than it should by, by comparison 
with our international competitors. 

� The science is internationally leading and highly rated. 
  
 It was also agreed that the case for nuclear physics is a positive one standing on its own 

merits. 
 
 The issues of stewardship of UK nuclear physics and KE are vital. The statements 

should give an illustrated story and point out the highlights, focusing on the important 
relationship of nuclear science to energy, medical and security areas. 

 
Action: PJN, PHR, and AJB to prepare two-page statements about KE in nuclear physics. To be 

collated by JS. 
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Noted: It was pointed out that with funding problems in the USA, a standard letter is produced 

which can be edited, printed, and sent to senators etc. Discussion arose as to whether we 
should produce a similar “standard letter” which could be sent to MPs. This was 
generally agreed to be a good idea. 

 
Action: PHR to draft a “standard letter” that can be sent to MPs. 
 
Action: The Chair to draft a letter to STFC Council. 
 
Action: PHR to draft a press release. 
 
Action: PHR to draft a summary of standard questions and answers for journalists. 
 
Agreed: It was agreed that PHR would act as the media contact. The Surrey group has 

established media connections. 
 
 
Staff overhead charges 
 
Noted: LSB raised the issue of overheads charged by universities on staff posts, asking the 

question: can overheads be standardized to stop universities from endlessly increasing 
overheads and making research less cost effective? 

 
 PJN stated that this is an ongoing for Heads of Departments, and that charges need to be 

capped. Each university has its own set of rules. 
 
 
Standard Grants  
 
Noted: SJF stated that the guidelines for the 2008 round of Standard Grants will be made 

available in August or September. 
 
 
Poor funding of young members of the community 
 
Noted: The following point was made: in the recent Rolling Grant round, a large fraction of the 

unfunded academics are aged 40 or under. Once hard numbers are available we have to 
analyze the outcomes in greater detail.  

 
Next HOGS meeting 
 
Noted: The next Heads of Groups (HOGS) meeting is scheduled for 15th October 2008. 
 
 
 
 



Minutes of the Nuclear Physics Forum meeting at Daresbury on 3rd July 2008              Page 7 of 9 

5. Start of discussions about future strategy 
 
Noted: The Chair raised the issue of the future strategy for UK nuclear physics. The community 

prepared a strategy document in March 2007. How do we move it forwards? Do we 
need to prioritize areas for ourselves? 

 
Noted: PJN pointed out that the STFC will soon appoint a Nuclear Physics Advisory Panel 

which will draw up the new nuclear-physics strategy. 
 
Noted: BRF stated that the timescales for setting up this committee are not known, but it is 

likely to happen within the next two months. The strategy should not just include 
science, but also operational issues such as the divide (in funds) between 
Rolling/Standard and Project Grants. STFC want more Project than Rolling/Standard 
Grants. 

 
Agreed: It was generally agreed that we as a community need to draw up the new strategy. The 

document produced will be used as a starting point for the STFC Advisory Panel (once 
that panel is in place). It would be useful to have something in place that can be 
discussed at the Cosener’s House meeting in September. Discussions should include the 
way that UK nuclear physics operates not just science issues. JS agreed to coordinate 
input into the new strategy document. 

 
Noted: The Chair will not be in attendance at the Cosener’s House meeting. 
 
Action: The Chair to appoint a deputy to represent NPF at Cosener’s House. 
 
 
 
6. Arrangements for the September Cosener’s House meeting 
 
Noted: The next Cosener’s House community meeting is scheduled for 10th and 11th 

September 2008.It is being organized by PJN and JS.  
 
 JS reported that so far 32 people have registered for the meeting. It will be attended by 

Katharine Schofield and Janet Seed.  
 
 It will include 

� A session on knowledge exchange 
� A “question and answer session” with Janet Seed, Katharine Schofield, BRF and 

SJF whereby the recent grants round will be discussed along with the feedback 
about the operations and procedures. 

� A reception, sponsored by Canberra. 
� A dinner at Cosener’s House on the evening on 10th September. Delegates are 

encouraged to attend the dinner. 
� A session about future strategy. 
� Presentations of physics themes. 
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 Details and online registration forms are available on the internet at 
 http://npg.dl.ac.uk/community08/. Registration is still open. 
 
 
 
7. Any other business 
 
Noted: The parliamentary select-committee report about the STFC is available at: 
 http://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/ius/ius_130308.cfm 
  
  
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
8. Date and venue of next meeting 
 
Agreed: A date for the next meeting was agreed: Wednesday 26th November 2008 
 at Daresbury Laboratory.  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copies of these minutes are available at http://nuclear.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 the West of Scotland, High Street, Paisley, PA1 2BE 
Email John.F.Smith@uws.ac.uk Tel: 0141 848 3652 Fax: 0141 848 3663 
Last updated: Wednesday, December 10, 2008 10:22:48 PM 
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APPENDIX  
Letter from the Chairman to IUS Nuclear Engineering Enquiry (11th March 2008) 
 

 
(A PDF version of this letter is available at http://nuclear.paisley.ac.uk/npf/IUS-letter.pdf) 


