

PS SAT 11-09


Notes of the Second Physical Sciences Strategic Advisory Team Meeting held on Monday 19th January 2009 at Alexandra House, Wroughton, Swindon.
Present:

Stephen Blundell

Andrew Bourne

Katie Daniel

Dave Delpy (Chair)

Richard Denby

Andrew Fisher

Wendy Flavell

Nicola Goldberg (from 12.00)

John Harding

Andrew Harrison

Clive Hayter

Steve Howdle

Katherine Jarvis

Chris Jones

Peter Knowles

Fiona Meldrum

Matt Rosseinsky (from 11.00)

Stephanos Theodossiades

Sarah Thompson

Jon Williams
Apologies:
Mark Bunnage 

David Lathbury

Richard Templar

1. 
Welcome and Introductions

1.1 Dave Delpy welcomed everyone to the meeting, and all members reintroduced themselves and highlighted their expertise. Apologies were received from Dr Mark Bunnage, Dr David Lathbury and Prof Richard Templar.

2. 
Minutes and Actions arising from PS SAT Meeting 17 July 2008

2.1 The minutes from the last meeting were agreed.
2.2 The actions from the last meeting were reviewed, and Andrew Bourne updated members on the outstanding points. 
2.2.1 It was explained that the addition of an extra SAT member to cover the Atomic Physics remit would be considered at the next review of SAT members. 
2.2.2 The issue of new Signposting areas was felt to be important and would be a topic at the next SAT meeting. 
2.2.3 Dave Delpy explained that one of the purposes of the SAT was to inform EPRSC of issues and as such it was not felt that a closed session of the SAT was appropriate. 

2.3 The SAT was keen to discuss the recent changes in the First Grant scheme, and broadly agreed that the restrictions on the scheme were necessary.  The formula that is used for the allocation of DTA students was also raised and the SAT were informed that this was being looked into. 

2.4 To aid the involvement of the SAT with actual Physical Sciences Strategy members of the SAT felt that it would be most useful for them to be invited to have input into the agendas for future SAT Meetings. The SAT would also appreciate a working list of where previous items are at, and progress made to date, so as to avoid unnecessary requests for updates.

Action: Andrew to invite agenda items from SAT members in advance of the next meeting, and to create a working list of progress on SAT items.
3. 
Programme Plans for 2009/10 and 2010/11. 

3.1 The SAT was updated with the outcome of TOP and UP regarding the future plans. There was little controversy regarding the Physical Sciences budget at the two meetings.
3.2 The issue of the level of funding of Longer Larger Grants was discussed. The level was a clear target for the Programme but there may be an adjustment of funding between Platform and Programme grants. The SAT were keen to emphasise the results of the RAE demonstrated the level of spread of expertise across the UK.
3.3 Dave Delpy asked the panel to consider the impact on the Programme should the budget be cut by government in the current economic climate.  Government are keen to see the impact of its science funding to the UK, and the evidence for this.  It is important to get positive messages from the community to government whenever possible. 

4. 
Balance of People Support.
4.1 Andrew Bourne introduced this paper, highlighting that TOP and UP will be discussing people support in September 2009. The Physical Sciences team were keen to discover what the key issues in this area are. 

4.2 The SAT were split into two breakout groups, one of which discussed Undergraduate, Postgraduate and Postdoctoral level, the other discussed Early and Mid/Late Career Academics. The outputs are attached to these minutes (Annex 1). 
4.3 In summary, the view from members was that studentships portfolio was key to the Physical Sciences remit because of the basic underpinning skills and knowledge it provided individuals regardless of whether they went on to pursue research careers; fellowships worked well and the low success rates ensured that these awards went to the best individuals; First Grants were important, and the recent changes to the scheme were welcomed; different stage careers require different types of support, as may different discipline areas, with discipline hopping highlighted as helpful for mid career researchers.
Action: Andrew Bourne will present his draft plan to the SAT in June for discussion, and then this will go to Council in September. 

5. 
Chemical Sciences and Engineering Grand Challenges. 
5.1
Katie Daniel and Matt Rosseinsky summarised the progress to date of this initiative and the process which was undertaken to form the list of potential Grand Challenges.

5.2
The SAT felt that the Grand Challenge submissions contained some important and exciting areas for research by chemical scientists and engineers.  However, the challenges highlighted in some of the submissions, whilst significant and demanding, were not considered to fall squarely in the remit of EPSRC or the Physical Sciences programme.  Comments and recommendations on each of the submissions are detailed below.

5.3
The SAT recommended that the Physical Sciences programme take forward the following areas by commissioning networking activities:

i) Utilising CO2 in synthesis and transforming the chemicals industry

ii) ‘Dial-a-Molecule’ - 100% efficient synthesis

iii) Directed assembly of extended structures with targeted properties
iv) Systems Chemistry: Exploring the Chemical Roots of Biological Organisation

Summary of Comments and Recommendations

	1. New synthetic landscapes from CO2
2. Closing the carbon cycle

13. The non-petrochemical industry: A sustainable chemical economy based on renewable resources 

	Similarities and synergies between Grand Challenges 1, 2, and 13 were highlighted.
It was felt that each of these submissions articulated some very important challenges for society and the economy, as well as significant scientific challenges.  
	Recommendation:  Combine and commission network to produce roadmap and engage wider community.


	3. New Chemical Paradigm for Harnessing Light Energy

	The SAT concluded that this was a very important area and the submission highlighted the key challenges and innovations needed to drive it forward.  However, they felt that this was an area where the problems and challenges were already so well known that a network would not add value.  
	Recommendation: Discuss future funding in this area with the energy programme.  The key fundamental questions could be highlighted for funding through a large project/programme or signposting.


	4. 21st Century Science for Nuclear Energy Production and Nuclear Waste Management

	The submission did not adequately convey the key scientific challenges in this area, however, they did do a good job of benchmarking the challenge.  The SAT were not convinced of the necessity for taking this area forward as a Grand Challenge but did consider that a sub-initiative in chemistry, material properties, and surface science of Plutonium may be appropriate.
	Recommendation: Do not highlight as a Grand Challenge.

	5. ‘Dial-a-Molecule’ - 100% Efficient Synthesis

	The SAT felt that this submission did identify a truly Grand Challenge and some major scientific milestones and barriers to overcome.  However, a greater degree of focus on the key aims and avenues was recommended, along with more on the benefits of solving the challenge.
	Recommendation: Commission network to produce roadmap and engage wider community.



	6. Directed assembly of extended structures with targeted properties

	The scientific challenges in this area were clear and it was agreed the main aim was worthy of a Grand Challenge.  Links to 5 and 10 were highlighted and discussions between these areas recommended.  More emphasis should be given to what impact overcoming the challenge would have.
	Recommendation: Commission network to produce roadmap and engage wider community.



	7. Exploiting Molecular Understanding for Personalised Intervention in Health & Disease

8. EPSRC Grand Challenge: In Vivo Molecular Monitoring and Surveillance

9. Provision of regenerative medicine therapies through molecules and materials

	The SAT felt that whilst these are important areas, they not ones which the EPSRC or even the UK can tackle alone.  Coordination across Research Councils, the EU and internationally would be needed.  There was little emphasis on any particular diseases in the documents.  There were strong overlaps between 7, 8 and 9.
	Recommendation: Not an area for EPSRC to take the lead but could pursue through the Healthcare programme.  Cross-Research Council approaches are needed to tackle these issues.


	10. Systems Chemistry: Exploring the Chemical Roots of Biological Organisation

	This area was thought to have a good focus and the seeds of a Grand Challenge with its core in Physical Sciences.  It could also contribute to the issues surrounding the origin of life.  Overlaps with 11 were discussed, as well as funding for systems biology initiatives through BBSRC/EPSRC.
	Recommendation: Commission network to produce roadmap and engage wider community.



	11.  Achieving Artificial Life

	The SAT felt that this Grand Challenge submission was very ambitious but did not have a good focus.  The detail provided was vague and it was difficult to see the specific role for EPSRC in such a cross-disciplinary area.
	Recommendation: Not an area for EPSRC to take forward.  Encourage those interested to interact with 10 due to some overlaps.


	12. WATERFALL (Water for All)

	The chemical challenges were not well articulate in this submission.  The issue of water for all is a very important one but does not fit well in this initiative.  Some overlap with the nanotechnology programme’s Grand Challenge 3.
	Recommendation: Not an area to take forward as a Grand Challenge.




6. 
Physical Sciences Panel Structure
6.1 Nicola Goldberg introduced this item, presenting the proposed panel structure to the SAT.  The panel was in favour of the ‘parallel themed/multi-panel’ but were not satisfied that the suggested panel titles were appropriate.  It was felt that the split may not be clear, or that it would create new gaps for proposals to fall in.

6.2 The SAT were keen to point out that the differences between reviewing culture may be problematic when combining different communities, but felt that with improved guidance as to the use of grades in panel meeting this may be avoided/minimised.
6.3 The SAT recommended that the sub-panels be kept as Physics, Chemistry and Physical Sciences aspects of Materials initially so that the community could understand the new method used before the panel remits were altered.

6.4 The SAT liked the role of the roving panel member, but it was felt that it would be hard to both rove between panels and speak/prioritize at the same time.

6.5 It was felt that by having published panel dates and real deadlines this would improve the process. The SAT agreed that they would be willing to act as Chairs for the first round of the new panel process.

Action: Andrew to consider the advice of the SAT and decide upon a new panel structure for PS.

7. 
Strategic Packages

7.1 Clive Hayter presented this item on offering strategic packages to universities (see presentation attached at Annex 2).

7.2 The SAT raised the following issues for discussion/consideration:
· Whether it was the role of EPSRC to pick who the world leaders are, and who is best placed to set the visions.

· There would need to be a big enough pot of money to be of any real use, and so leveraging university funds would be necessary.

· There could be issues over the transparency of the process – it would need to be clear that the result was not decided before the process took place.

· Concerns of perturbing the quality spread as detailed in the RAE. 

Action: SAT members to pass any further comments on to Clive Hayter.

8. 
Update on International Review of Chemistry and RCUK Review of UK Physics.

8.1 Andrew Bourne presented this item.  It was felt that it was important that there should be continuity from the last review of Chemistry, and as such there are some panel members who were involved in the last review.  The universities to be visited were the Top 20 by EPSRC funding, and then an additional open consultation was available to the whole community.

Action: Andrew Bourne to ensure the data document is passed to the SAT when it is ready.

8.2 The findings of the Review will be presented on the 12 June 2009. The SAT were informed that the RSC have been involved throughout, on the steering committee, in identifying suitable panel members, and that they will also be submitting an input to the review consultation.

8.3 Following the Review of UK Physics a cross council action plan is being drawn up, and a review of nuclear physics is planned.

9. 
SATs Conference Outcomes – Future Research Themes. 

9.1
The SAT was asked to discuss the output from the recent SATs Conference, and to suggest themes which require a Physical Sciences (PS) input.  The themes may lead to future grand challenges/mission areas. There was question as to the confidence in the list, and the lack of focus to some of the areas. 

9.2 The themes were discussed in turn, and the results summarised below:

· Theme 1 was agreed to be a PS lead.
· Theme 2 was felt to need a PS presence, but not lead.

· Theme 5 was agreed to need a PS presence, but with a DE/ICT lead.

· Theme 15 was felt to need a PS presence, but not lead.

· Theme 16 was agreed to need a PS presence, but with a PES lead.

9.3 The SAT raised a concern that some other ideas had been missed, and that this was only a fraction of the output from the meeting.

Action: Andrew to gather and circulate an unfiltered list of ideas from the SATs conference. 

Action: Andrew to investigate overlaps with grand challenges identified internationally. 

10. 
Pioneers 09

10.1
The SAT were reminded of the upcoming Pioneers 09 event, and were asked to invite/inform colleagues as appropriate. The attendance of SAT members at the event will help to give broader context to the presentations, and an overview of the areas.

Action: SAT to invite/inform colleagues of the Pioneers 09 event.

11. 
Physical Sciences Portfolio Reviews
11.1 The SAT were informed that the Portfolio Reviews were being prepared within EPSRC and will be sent to the SAT for comment. The SAT felt that it would be useful to see a list of the way in which PS is divided to know what Portfolio Reviews will be created.

Action: Andrew to circulate list of the planned Physical Sciences  themes to the SAT.
12. 
Review of Mid-Range Facilities.

12.1 The SAT were presented with the paper PS SAT 10-09 for information. 

Action: Comments from the SAT to be fed back to EPSRC to ensure that the needs of the community are met.

13. 
Any Other Business.

13.1 The date of the next meeting would be June 2009.

Action: EPSRC to canvass for dates.
Summary of Actions:

	Action
	Date
	Paragraph
	Responsibility
	Status

	SAT Member to cover Atomic Physics
	17 July 08
	
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete

	Consider synthesis and development of new materials as a future signpost
	
	
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete

	Invite agenda items from SAT members in advance of the next meeting, and to create a working list of progress on SAT items.
	19 Jan 09
	2.4
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete

	Present draft plan on People Support to the SAT in June for discussion.
	
	4.3
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete

	Consider the advice of the SAT and decide upon a new panel structure for PS.
	
	6.5
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete

	Pass further comments on Strategic Packages to Clive Hayter.
	
	7.2
	SAT Members
	Complete

	Pass International Review of Chemistry data document to the SAT.
	
	8.1
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete

	Circulate an unfiltered list of ideas from the SATs conference. 
	
	9.3
	Andrew Bourne
	In Hand

	Investigate overlaps with grand challenges identified internationally.
	
	9.3
	Andrew Bourne
	In Hand

	Invite/inform colleagues of the Pioneers 09 event.
	
	10.1
	SAT Members
	Complete

	Circulate list of the planned Physical Sciences themes to the SAT.
	
	11.1
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete

	Feed comments on the paper PS SAT 10-09 to EPSRC.
	
	12.1
	SAT Members
	Complete

	EPSRC to canvass for dates.
	
	13.1
	Andrew Bourne
	Complete


SUMMARY OF OUTPUT FROM BREAKOUT GROUPS ON 

BALANCE OF PEOPLE SUPPORT

UNDERGRADUATE
-
Summer bursaries – help bring people into interdisciplinary areas – very positive ( cost effective

-
No oversupply

-
Materials degree wider than PS – strong engineering aspects and design

-
Not enough flow of information from EPSRC about options for PhD etc

-
IOM3, IOP, RSC – accreditation bodies

-
Down to academics and professional bodies.  Not role EPSRC.  Main thing summer bursaries

?
Royal Society – figures/data

POSTGRADUATE
-
Industry requesting more well trained PhDs for the chemical industry (pharma)

-
Wrong time to cut back on PhD funding ( supply of people from downturn in other sectors

-
Studentship drought (( quality of DTC good) in areas outside of DTCs ( care that this doesn’t kill opportunity elsewhere ( no obvious gap

-
Most of best research comes out of (EPSRC 12 – 60 in total) PhDs ( Physical Sciences

-
Economic way of using money

-
UK traditional 3+3 – does this still count


( PhD on paper less impressive


( continuing flow internationally very important

Project students eligibility

How much research income leads to a DTA studentship?

POSTDOCTORAL
PDRFs
-
suitable for many individuals in many disciplines



-
other fellowship schemes out there



-
can be on research grants instead

Lack of positives – due to less funding

Royal Society source of numbers and quality

Very good quality of people coming through

Leverhume etc other sources

EARLY CAREER
(
Attrition between PhD P’Doc and next step



- Global competition for UK candidates



- “Quality” of UK PhD

(
Recruitment – EU (history of high quality imports ( retention) ( 1st Grant




↓





Not growth, due to ( retirement



↓



Look at RAE stats on early career (17-19%)

· Welcome change to first grant

Policy
(
Need to consider the needs of different disciplines

(
PDRF can play a valuable, career-enhancing role

(
Where do PhDs go?  If there were PDRFs available, might this position change

(
Consider balance of number versus impact
(
Consider balance of strong PDRF versus decent CAF app

International Dimension ( When is this appropriate

Demand – What is the user need 10-15 years in the future?

(
Need evidence (CBI?  Learned Societies?  Institutions, etc)



Who else?  AWE (largest employer of UK Physical Scientists)

PhD+ - Are community aware of this?

( Maximising potential of students (10% of PhDs £50k)

RA1A versus RA1B
Graduate RAs versus Project Students ( which is appropriate?

( 
Research or training/education 

( 
Should project student numbers continue to grow??


- eg growing new area ( Community request them as they believe they are appropriate ( all down to Cost implications
Fellowships
~7% success rate is healthy (Royal Society ~5.3%)




(
Need academic positions to follow-on to

Support for
(
Demographics ( what is at risk?

specific areas
(
Portfolio reviews might inform

Mid/Late Careers



(
Time to think if good





Discipline Hopping can help
Changing Research Direction
(
Other options needed for full change of direction

-
Balance of universities versus research council responsibilities eg school funded sabbaticals.

-
How does a researcher apply themselves (eg to GCs).  If they are outside the area (need to enable)

-  Mid careers


( hard within current approach


( more money into responsive mode


( focus within large grants to bring on the mid careers researchers ( next leaders
Nice to have but fine as is








