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Background
1. In April 2008 the Physical Sciences programme was formed as a result of the restructuring at EPSRC. The programme inherited three responsive mode peer review panels: Chemistry, Physics and Materials.  The Materials panel’s remit crossed four new programmes: Physical Sciences, Information and Communications Technology (ICT), Materials, Mechanical and Medical Engineering (M3E) and Process, Environment and Sustainability (PES). There are currently 17 of these responsive mode panels per year.
2. In September, as part of developing the future Physical Sciences programme strategy 2009-2011 it was felt that the existing panel structure should be reviewed to ensure it best meets the needs of the newly formed Programme. The goals for any revised panel structure are as follows:

· To embed the Physical Sciences programme within EPSRC and externally
· To find a home for interdisciplinary proposals which currently can fall between panels and to encourage multidisciplinary research
· To allow tensioning of proposals between the different areas of the programme
· To simplify budgeting between panels
· To reduce the frequency of panels as they are currently a strain on the resource of the team
· Less panels could result in more user representation
· Less panels means less burden on peer review
3. It should also be noted that:
· The Materials panel cannot continue in its current form as neither the Engineering nor the ICT programmes will have need for it in the long term, while the budgeting within the current process is very complicated.
The Process
4. The following table summarises the timeline and activities to review the Physical Sciences Panel Structure:

	

Timescale
	Actions

	Sept 08
	Team away day to generate panel options

	Nov 08
	EPSRC staff consultation

	Nov 08
	Meeting with sub-set of Physical Sciences SAT

	Dec 08 -Jan 09
	Prepare SAT paper on final option

	Jan 09
	Physical Sciences SAT to make recommendation to Head of Programme

	Jan 09
	Decision by Head of Programme

	Feb 09 onwards 
	Decision communicated to the Physical Sciences Community

	Feb – Jun 09
	Implementation of panel structure planned

	July 09
	First set of new panels convened


Options Generation

5. In September at a Physical Sciences programme away day the team were tasked with generating panel options where any panel option had to:
· Contribute to embedding the Physical Sciences programme within EPSRC and externally
· Try to make sure that interdisciplinary proposals didn’t fall between panels
· Enable tensioning between different areas of the programme

· Encourage multidisciplinary research
6. This produced 6 panel structure options:
· Single panel with a schematic sub-option
· Themed panels
· Fundamental panel and Applied/Strategic panel
· Applicant career stage panels
· Single discipline panels and multidisciplinary panel
· Transformative research panel and health of discipline panel
7. The applicant career stage panels were discounted at this stage as being impractical.  Full details of all the other panel options can be found in Annex 1.
Staff Consultation
8. In November the 5 options were displayed to EPSRC staff for comment.  All their comments on each panel option can be found in Annex 2.
Meeting with sub-set of the Physical Sciences SAT
9. A cross-section of the SAT was assembled including Andrew Harrison, Sarah Thompson, Stephen Blundell and Richard Dendy.  The group were presented with all the panel options and the EPSRC staff comments.  They were asked to:
· Discuss each panel option and answer:
· Why do you like it/dislike it?
· How does it fit with the drivers/objectives of changing the panel structure?
· What would the academic communities’ reaction be?
· Would you be happy chairing/being a member of the panel?
· Rank options in order of preference with clear reasoning
10. Following discussions the group favoured the approach of creating an alternative model using elements of all the models presented.  This has been worked up after the meeting by EPSRC to the following option for discussion at the full SAT meeting.
The Parallel Themed/Multi Panel Option
11. The panel would be a single panel for processing purposes but would in reality be a series of sub-panels all meeting on the same day at the same location.  The panel would meet once a quarter.  In theory the dates of the parallel themed/multi-panel could be published well in advance, ensuring potential panel members could reserve those dates, permitting a quicker assembly of panel which could be targeted towards the proposals at the panel at shorter notice.  We aim to have a maximum of 60 proposals per sub-panel with an EPSRC convenor at each sub-panel.
12. There are three possible methods of running this with increasing levels of complexity:
· 3 or 4 panels – Chemistry(x2), Physics and Physical Sciences Materials
· 3 or 4 panels – the scope of each of the above panels is changed to better reflect the overlaps between the three sub-areas in the programme. Suggested panel titles are (see Annex 3 for full details):
· Structure and Properties
· Light and Matter
· Molecules, Reactions and Interactions
· Applied Physical Sciences
· Thematic and dynamic depending on the proposals submitted that quarter
13. On the meeting day there would be roving panel members in order for them to get a feel for the relative quality across the panels.  The reality of how this would work on the day still needs to be worked out but in principle they should attend a complete session (assuming four sessions in the day).  The roving panel members could help identify proposals which might fit better at one of the other panels.  They could also make a judgement on whether more reviewers were needed on a proposal or conversely say to the panel that they did have enough information.  This could help resolve the issue of multi-disciplinary proposals falling between the cracks. 
14. On the second day the panel chairs and the roving panel members would meet to decide the relative quality across the panels.  One method for making this decision easier would be to have a very clear definition of the ranking scale i.e. a 10 means …. and a 9 means ….  These could be related to excitement of research as well as quality; the current review of Peer Review within EPSRC may provide some guidance on how this might be done.
15. Signposting would still be used with the proposal going to the most appropriate panel and being ranked on a separate signposting list.
16. For the third method suggested by the sub-SAT group, the three core discipline panel chairs would come together well in advance of the panel and look at the proposals for that panel round, clustering them into sub-themes. Additional panel chairs for these themes and full panel membership can then be chosen.
17. On reflection, this third method whilst having benefits was not felt to be viable for the following reasons:
· In different financial quarters the same proposal could go to two different panels and this would be very inconsistent.  This would be at odds with our transparency principle of peer review
· The process of the chairs deciding the panel make-up might not be transparent and would be very dependent on who the chairs were in a particular panel round
· How would you decide that there is suddenly a critical mass which warrants the use of a particular sub-panel?  Certain areas/disciplines might appear to be favoured over others simply due to numbers of grants
· This would introduce another processing step, complicating the process
· There is a risk of not being able to secure the correct panel member expertise due to asking them so close to the panel date
· It might not be seen as fair by the rest of the EPSRC community
18. The sub-set of the SAT also suggested that the PI might be able to choose which panel their proposal goes to.  This was again not felt to be workable because it wouldn’t be seen as fair to the rest of the EPSRC community. It would also be logistically difficult to manage and potentially cause a delay in processing.
Recommendation
19. The second method of complexity is favoured: Three to four sub-panels with the following suggested remits: Structure and Properties, Light and Matter, Molecules, Reactions and Interactions, and Applied Physical Sciences. This meets the goals of reforming the panel structure to embed a Physical Sciences Programme identity reinforced by holding the sub-panels simultaneously. 
20. Multidisciplinary proposals would be helped by the new remits of the sub-panels, by the roving panel members and by the ability to move a proposal between panels on the day. 
21. Tensioning of proposals would take place on the second day during the meeting of the chairs and roving panel members. Roving panel members could also be asked to sit on the following quarter’s panels to ensure continuity. Budgeting between panels would be simplified by the fact that they all occur simultaneously. The frequency of panels would be reduced to once a quarter and would require team effort to be more focussed within a shorter period of time. 
22. Another potential benefit of this option would be the networking opportunities during the day for the whole of the Physical Sciences community.
Timescales
23. A decision will be made by the Head of Programme in January based on the further advice received from the SAT.  Implementation will be planned and the decision communicated to the Physical Sciences community from February onwards with the first of the new panels taking place from July 2009 onwards.
ACTION

Members are invited to:

· Discuss the panel option presented and identify any risks associated with its implementation
· Provide advice to the Head the Programme on the best remit for the sub-panels

· As a potential panel member provide views on the role of a roving panel member

· Confirm that you would be happy to chair such a panel if requested

Attached

Annex 1 – Panel options generated at team away day

Annex 2 – Staff view of each of the panel options

Annex 3 – Suggested Panel themes for the Parallel Physical Sciences Panel
Panel options generated at team away day
1.
Single panel (with possible separation of schemes)
Benefits:

1)
It will contribute to embedding the Physical Sciences programme within EPSRC and Externally
2)
Interdisciplinary proposals won’t fall between panels

3)
It will enable tensioning between different areas of the programme

4)
Doesn’t encourage or discourage multidisciplinary research
How:

6 meetings per year

· 120 proposals over 2 days

· 15 panel members

· 2 PMs + HoP + 1GPT

· Dedicated support of PM for panel meeting

· Pre-score/actively manage dynamics e.g. pace/context

· Sift more/Need to reduce numbers of proposals going to panel

Pluses:

· Embeds the PS programme/ Clear PS programme with a PS panel

· Single home for all proposals

· Potentially have multidisciplinary proposals/ Good for multidisciplinary proposals/ One community = one funding pot – forces them to work across boundaries

· Reduce to 6 meetings per year 23 days/Efficient management

· Tensioning would happen!

· Faster processing time

· Budgeting would be easier

· HoP can attend panels

· Quick, simple/ Simple to understand/ Easier to manage across the board

· Definitely PS/Absorb materials panel - No arguments over which panel

Risks:

· Community could hate it/ Would take a lot of selling

· Reviewing culture different across disciplines which will effect rank ordered lists (based on refs comments)

· Breadth wide/ More generalists panels

· Breadth of experience needs to be greater

· Numbers of proposals/ Too many proposals per panel

· Management by PMs

· Physical space in room for all the panel members needed

· One area could dominate until re-balances/It would benefit physics

· Lose interdisciplinary proposals

· Too many panels!/ Potentially still lots of panels

· Grade inflation may result

· Lots of conflicts

· Arguments over sifting - Arguments on panel

· Clash of cultures/ Different communities may not work well together – may protect their own area

Comments

· Need to promote ground rules of operation

Sub-Option
SCHEMATIC

E.g. First grants/Programme grants/platform grants/RM/Equipment

Benefits:
· Focus on First Grants, Programme grants and equipment vs. investigator led

· Different cut for panel members

· Match programme targets e.g. 10% First Grants 30% Programme Grants

Pluses:
· Comparing best with best and like with like

· “Fairer” for first grants

· Allows balancing of funding by HoP only by scheme

Risks:
· Panel members would not see cross section of proposals

· Externally – appear EPSRC driven rather than science driven

· Renewing culture

· Frequency of panels different e.g. 3 x FGs/Equipment, 2 x PGs, 6-8 x investigator led panels

· Difficult to balance between schemes

· Is very similar to single panel – just adding in 3 extra panels? Is this different enough?

· Disconnect between first grants and equipment

2.
Theme panels

Benefits:

1) Would help to embed the Physical Science programme within the new 
2) Physical Science structure (avoiding the Chem/Phys/Mats silos)

3) Would encourage multidisciplinary proposals

4) Would encourage lots of overlap in research topics between 
5) chem/phys/mats

6) Anomalous Materials panels gone

7) Panel better empathise with remit & engage the community

How:

In this scenario the panel structure would reflect themes.  

For example:

· Synthesis -----Theoretical ------ Characterisation

· Synthesis -----Characterisation/Theory

· Experimental ----- Applied

This is not an exhaustive list!

Pluses:
· Would promote tensioning of proposals between themes (but would it 
work across Physical Sciences?)

· Budgeting should not be a problem depending on timing and number of 
panels

· This approach worked well when championed in Engineering

Risks:

· Would tend to make experimentalists work with theory and vice versa

· Panel frequency would need to be changed, with possibility of out-of-
balance panels
· A new culture would have to be created and nurtured in the community 
to reflect this change

· Which themes? – we would need to ensure we pick the correct ones

· Would this approach just create different silos?

· Could be perceived by the community as the same as present 
chem/phys/mats panels, and is in fact very similar in structure
· Some proposals could not fit to chosen themes and ‘fall between the 
cracks’

· Some topics would tend to become a ‘forced fit’

· More complex and less transparent than single panels

· Theory/Experimental panels would look a lot like physics

3.
Fundamental panel and applied/strategic panel

Benefits:

1)
It will contribute to embedding the Physical Sciences programme within EPSRC and externally 

2)
Interdisciplinary proposals won’t fall between panels

3)
It will enable tensioning between different areas of the programme

4) It could encourage multidisciplinary research as both panels cover the entire remit

How:
· 4 sets of panels per year

· Need to decide the criteria for which panel a proposal should go to – could ask the investigator to choose.

· Need to analyse current portfolio to look at potential balance between the two

· A criterion for Programme grants would be the need to have obtained funding from both panels.

Pluses:

· Helps to deliver the vision of the Physical Sciences Programme

· Emphasises the need for user involvement

· Reinforces the fact that we still support fundamental sciences

· We can demonstrate strategic priorities by the funding allocated

· There is no focus on chemistry, physics, materials separately

· Could show communities that they need to shift their balance of research?

Risks:
· Are there enough applied proposals in the physical sciences programme remit?

· The judgement of which panel a proposal should go to could be difficult

· Will the panels be difficult to understand externally?

· The reviewing culture will need to adapt to the new panels

· Success rates would need to be managed. If it is too low at the fundamental panel this could cause problems with the community

· Is this still too many panels?

· May discourage proposals at interface.
4.
Core discipline panels (physics, chemistry…) and multi-disciplinary panel
Benefits:

1)
It will contribute to embedding the Physical Sciences programme within EPSRC and externally 

2)
Inter-disciplinary proposals won’t fall between panels

3)
It will enable tensioning between different areas of the programme (and between core discipline and multi-disciplinary research)

5) It would encourage multi-disciplinary research as there is a panel to cover this

How:

· New definition and description of panels

· The panels could be:

· Core Physics (i.e. just physics) (~2-3 panels/year)

· Core Chemistry (i.e. just chemistry) (~ 3 panels/year)

· Core Materials? 

· Multidisciplinary Physical Sciences (~ 3 panels/year).   This panel could include things like Physics-LSI signpost as well as proposals that have a combination of say physics and chemistry, or physics and materials

· Need to decide the criteria for which panel a proposal should go to – could ask the investigator to choose

· Analyse portfolio to check how many proposals we would expect for each panel

Pluses:

· Emphasises that “core” disciplines are still being funded and we still value these

· The “Core” panels will find the best proposals from the core areas

· Reinforces the fact that we still support fundamental sciences

· Can balance funding between different panels

· Shows that we are supporting multidisciplinary research

· Multi-disciplinary panel will help get rid of proposals falling between gaps and could help remove disciplinary boundaries

Risks:

· Lots of panels

· Discrimination – when is it “core” and when is it “multidisciplinary”

· Lots of time to set up

· Clash of cultures?

· How do we work out which panel it goes to?
· When does a multidisciplinary subject become a single subject in its own right?  E.g. Bioinformatics, chemical biology, biochemistry
5.
Transformative panel and health of discipline panel

Benefits:
1) It will contribute to embedding the Physical Sciences programme within EPSRC and externally 

2) Interdisciplinary proposals won’t fall between panels

3) It will enable tensioning between different areas of the programme

4) It could encourage multidisciplinary research as both panels cover the entire remit
How:

· The titles need to reflect the remits of the 2 panels i.e. transformative – high risk, high reward research; health of discipline – core science which is needed to maintain the health of discipline

· 4 sets of panels per year

· Could decide on the assessment panel after referee reports received – office decision based on referees reports, applicants request and proposal.

· Introduce batch meetings before panels to ensure consistency across team

· The phasing of the panel remits to the community would be key

· A criteria for Programme grants would be the need to have obtained funding from the transformative panel

· First Grants would be assessed at the health of discipline panel

Pluses:

· Emphasises the need for health of discipline and ambitious research in the portfolio

· Allows us to balance funding between panels

· Different expectations of panel members

· Reflects the reality of research

· Would reflect EPSRC desire to encourage transformative research

Risks:

· Clash of cultures as all PS tensioned together

· Potential disagreements with applicants about where their proposals are considered

· Balance of funding between the two panels would need to be carefully managed - if success rate of transformative panel is much higher than other panels then community may feel that we are against underpinning research

· Can research be transformative and contribute to the health of discipline?

· Could be difficult to decide where a proposal would go

Staff view of each of the panel options

Single panel
	PLUSES

	RISKS

	Quite simple! As long as you have good reviews, a very general panel would easily highlight weaker areas.
	Two day meetings difficulty with panel members.

	More generalist panels avoid risk of re-refereeing.
	Two day meeting –ordering could be harder for the panel. Have to remember 120 proposals!

	Needs to be considered along with demand management. Need a steer from the Executive Management Group (EMG).
	Physics is always outstanding and hence would all rise to the top of the list, until the Chemists realise of course….

	It’s the obvious thing to do.
	Panels can be broad up to a limit before scientists start to question what value they can add on proposals they don’t understand. Is it too broad?

	Best option if you can manage it.
	What if Chemists are stricter than Physicists?

	Opportunity to learn the lessons of ICT and Materials when they merged their panels.
	Gulp! Hard work

	Eight meetings a year may overcome the minuses.
	Recipe for grade inflation

	Worked for Materials!
	What about signposting?

	Let’s try some new peer review processes!
	Exhausting panel.

	Get more users involved!
	120 proposals in two days is hard going.

	It works for ICT with a diverse community! Try it! (two identical comments)
	Panel members’ only read proposals they are speakers on.

	Easy to manage operationally (with SSC).
	Long panel meetings (two days) equals difficulty to ensure consistent treatment of all proposals.

	Would encourage multi-disciplinarily.
	Competing disciplines in panel meeting.

	No gaps for proposals to fall into.
	How will this be communicated and sold to the community?

	May be easier to implement demand management.
	Demand management?

	I don’t think Equipment should be a separate scheme – only encourages people to ask for things, HEFCE should be funding.
	Reviewer culture- grade inflation

	This is best option – all others based on too artificial boundaries. But need to adopt process to new approach- new referee forms; deliberately non-specialist panel members.
	Why take on a fight with major cultural groups when we don’t need to?


Core discipline panels and multidiscipline panel
	PLUSES


	RISKS

	Easy to sell externally x2 comments.
	Not a good idea for PI to decide panel.

	PM/convenor will be more involved in funding decisions – would have to advise Hop relative merit.
	Woolley, not so clearly defined.

	Allows disciplines to keep identity/culture.
	Would not embed PS as one panel.

	Only way of making sure that multidisciplinary stuff is funded.
	Processing times would not be met.

	A gentle change for the community.
	Doesn’t assist financial tensioning across Mat/Phy/Chem panels as proposals are still being reviewed in silos.

	A good way of dealing with multidisciplinary proposals whilst not neglecting core proposals.
	2-3 panels a year not enough.

	Good for community to understand.
	2-3 panels a year will not meet published processing targets.

	Good to have an explicit multidisciplinary – easier to ensure coverage of disciplines and safe environment for assessment.
	Not sure that separating ‘Chemical Biology’ from other synthetic chemistry is a good move.

	Least change for the community and GPT.
	What is core materials?

	What’s the difference between Materials and Chemistry? E.g. a lot could be either inorganic chemistry or materials.
	Allows applicants to continue to pretend that they don’t believe. Have to explain why they should be given funding; ‘Its core research therefore must be funded’.

	Reinforced message that we still support blue skies research.
	Not very different from the current situation…. Is this a problem?

	Narrower panel easier to compare proposals with similar reviews.
	Boring!

	Would definitely be the path of least resistance with the community – discipline base
	Need guidelines is 70% Physics, 30% Chemistry multidiscipline? How about 85% Physics 15% Chemistry?

	Materials is multidisciplinary – may not need both panels.
	Doesn’t change community culture.

	As suggested on a previous, let the PI decide which panel?
	Silos reinforced.

	Would offer a clean vision to the community – most acceptable.
	Demarcation could be an issue. Higher success rate for multidisciplinary panel?

	Least risky.
	Least likely to give the programme cohesion we want.


Themes
	PLUSES


	RISKS

	Materials panels easily axed.
	What happens to broader proposals covering multiple themes?

	Fits with EPSRC strategic direction – moving away from disciplines.
	Need a lot of work to define themes – could cut the remit in many different ways.

	Naturally inter-disciplinary.
	What if something doesn’t fit into the themes?

	Clumping of ‘like’ methodology with ‘like’.
	Many more risks than pluses for this one.

	Would reinforce university move to creating inter-disciplinary ‘Physical Science’ departments.
	Potentially very broad scope of expertise needed at panels. Not quite how it was in engineering, they weren’t as distinct.

	Would be good at breaking ‘backwards looking’ discipline silos.
	What happens to the odd proposals that don’t fit?

	
	It feels like this structure fits more with existing disciplines rather than EPSRC’s strategic priorities.

	
	Would this disadvantage proposals that cut across synthesis – theory – characteristics.

	
	Need to group RTS carefully? Or if more general themes then they need defining.

	
	Messy.

	
	May discourage research between the gaps.

	
	Problems with putting different communities together.


Fundamental vs. applied/strategic
	PLUSES


	RISKS

	Good way of getting some focus on ‘economic impact’.
	Could encourage applications in fundamental research but still a lot of projects could ‘fall into the gap’ between the two.

	Could have different methods of peer review for the two types, e.g. move users on the panel.
	How will the two fit with current reviewing forms?

	Useful to give greater emphasis to problem-led research, but very asymmetric split!
	Hard to decide which is applied and fundamental.

	Easier to measure relative economic impact, better decisions.
	Fundamental panel will immediately end up with high end scores, applied with lower. How will HoP justify/work out balance of funding at each? Do we actually believe reviewers?

	Could ensure support for some applied work.
	We usually place emphasis in assessment basic science – is this no longer the case with ‘applied/strategic’?

	Might be a good way of constraining funding in mature fundamental areas.
	Fundamental research should still consider how it fits with Programme Strategy and exploitation desires. Theorists and applied researchers already sit in silos, this may reinforce them.

	Might grow some applied areas where the UK has a really big impact.
	There isn’t tensioning across the whole programme.


Transformative vs. health of discipline
	PLUSES


	RISKS

	It’s a model that could be rolled out across other programmes.
	Like the idea but how do you define/measure transformative?

	Good way of forcing people to think about their objectives!
	How would you define transformative research?

	Provides a safe environment for assessment of transformative risky ideas.
	Complicated.

	Thinking outside the box.
	Four set per year, will processing targets be met? And length of meetings.

	Could guarantee a certain level of funding for transformative – good for reporting – possibly even good in itself.
	Surely health of discipline should also be transformative?

	That it identifies transformative research.
	How will you decide which proposal goes to which panel?

	Might genuinely shift the balance in the portfolio in favour of transformative  research.
	14 panels into 8, how will demand management be incorporated? Will be very important?

	No discipline boundaries, handle interdisciplinary research.
	Another step in process to decide on assessment panel after refs reports received.

	Would give the opportunity to try different types of peer review for the different panels.
	Health of discipline does imply fair shares for all.

	In theory it ensures we find both kinds of research – keeps community ‘happy’.
	No such thing as ‘underpinning research’, only research which can’t be justified in any other terms. UK does not and cannot underpin the health of a discipline on its own therefore a silly category.

	
	What defines ‘transformative’ or ‘health of discipline’? Whoever they are, are they trustworthy?

	
	Proposed distinction is too artificial. Any research that is transformative is good for health of discipline.

	
	Selling it to the community could be very difficult.

	
	Would SSC struggle if proposal not assigned to panel prior to assessment.

	
	Transformative is likely to be mainly by ‘special mechanisms’ all responsive applicants should contain element of TR.

	
	How will the two fit with current reviewing forms?

	
	Would the current reviewer forms assess transformative research?

	
	Ignores known behaviour of elements of P.S community. All physics is world leading and exciting dammit!

	
	Community will get canny and try to place their proposal where they think the best success rate is.

	
	Community perception will be negative.

	
	Need a broad range of panel members.

	
	Surely health of discipline should also be transformative?

	
	Does not tension grants


Suggested Panel themes for the Parallel Physical Sciences Panel

A) STRUCTURE AND PROPERTIES

Includes: Structure, Physical Properties, Surfaces/Coatings, Particles, Nanostructure

In rough cut of one quarters worth of grants = 70.

Grant Title Examples

· Simulation of spin label EPR spectra of complex molecular systems directly from Molecular Dynamics trajectories

· Polydisperse soft matter: bulk phase equilibria, wetting behaviour, and phase separation dynamics

· Low-temperature transport through single magnetic molecules

· Smart Materials: Molecularly Imprinted Polymers (MIPs) as Novel Surfaces for Protein Crystallisation

· Studying Sub-Picosecond Photo-Magnetic Switching with Nanometer Resolution

· The synthesis and properties of layered oxypnictides – potential new high temperature superconducting materials

· Graphene acoustodynamics

· Cooling of Internal Molecular States

· Characterisation of Metal Nanoclusters and Catalytic Mechanisms by Microwave Spectroscopy

· Fabricating and understanding the electronic properties of low dimensional interfaces; true nanocontacts to nanostructures

· Coherent Spintronic Magnetism in the Femtosecond Domain

· Bandgap Metal Clusters

· Nitride aerogels for catalysis

· Non-precious metal doped polymer-carbon nanotube composite coatings for dimensionally stable anodes for electrowinning processes

· Structure-property Relationships in Peptide Hydrogels

· A molecular route to Modelling Deformation and Interfacial Fracture of Thermoset Polymers

· Photo-initiated Indium Nitride Quantum Dots from Single-Component Precursors

Split by department
	Department
	Number

	School of Chemical and Environmental Engineering
	2

	Chemical Sciences and Pharmacy
	2

	Physics
	21

	Dept/Sch of Chemistry
	28

	Div of Surgery Oncology Rep Bio and Anae
	1

	London Centre for Nanotechnology
	1

	Sch of Engineering and Phys Sci
	2

	School of Physical Sciences
	3

	Mathematics
	1

	School of Engineering
	3

	Materials
	2

	Computer Science
	1

	Mechanical Engineering
	1

	School of Applied Sciences
	1

	Institute of Particle Science and Engineering
	1


B) LIGHT AND MATTER

Includes: Matter, Atoms, Phenomena, Light

In rough cut of one quarters worth of grants = 44.

Grant Title Examples

· Propagation of ballistic quasiparticles in turbulent He3: flow visualization of quantum turbulence

· Halogenated Organic Lanthanide Materials for optical amplifiers and lasers

· Stark shifting the barrier to reaction: Control through using a strong laser field to shape the potential energy surfaces

· Perspectives of dark energy exploitation in a superconducting environment

· Ab initio Rydberg Dynamics of H2O

· Functional Slow Plasmonics

· Quantum Interference in a single quantum dot

· Quantum and atom optics in photonic microcells (Fibre based atomic clocks, quantum devices and laser cooling)

Split by Department

	Department
	Number

	Sch of Mathematical Sciences
	1

	Mathematics and Statistics
	1

	Physics
	23

	Chemistry
	8

	Applied Maths and Theoretical Physics
	1

	Electronic Engineering
	1

	School of Mathematics and Physics
	2

	Chemical Sciences and Pharmacy
	1

	Sch of Engineering and Physical Science
	1

	Electronics
	1

	Electronic Engineering and Physics
	1

	Sch of Applied Sciences
	1

	Sch of Science and Technology
	1

	Sch of chemical and environmental engineering
	1


C) MOLECULES, REACTIONS + INTERACTIONS

Includes: Interactions, Molecules and Reactions

In rough cut of one quarters worth of grants = 51

Grant Title Examples

· Highly Active and Controlled Polymerisation Initiators and Catalysts: Exploiting the Coordination Chemistry of Group 3

· C-C and C-N bond formation via intramolecular reactions between carbenes and imines, alkenes and amines: New routes to bi- and tricyclic heterocycles

· Development of Novel Molecular Approaches to the Construction of Supramolecular Materials

· Foundations of Quantum Information Processing

· Dynamics of collisions of OH radicals with organic liquid surfaces

· Novel preorganised, chiral, monodentate N-heterocyclic carbenes and their applications in asymmetric catalysis

· Homochiral Lewis Acid Catalysts for Polymer Synthesis

· Atom specific local structure determination: a key to understanding complex molecule-surface bonding

· Harnessing the power of photochemistry – new methods to broaden the spectrum of synthetically viable photocycloadditions

· Organometallic routes to zinc phosphide based quantum dots – heavy metal free biological labels and their application to ion sensing

Split by department

	Department
	Number

	Advanced Technology Institute
	1

	Chemistry
	32

	Sch of Mathematics and Physics
	1

	Sch of Applied Sciences
	1

	Chemical Sciences and Pharmacy
	3

	Mathematics
	2

	Physics
	4

	Sch of Engineering and Physical Science
	2

	Chemical and Biological Sciences
	1

	Sch of Life Sciences
	1

	Chemical Engineering and Advanced Materials
	1

	Materials
	1

	Institute of Molecular and Cellular Biology
	1


D) APPLIED PHYSICAL SCIENCES

Includes: Energy, Sustainability, Biological/Medicine, Environment, Design, Sensors

In rough cut of one quarters worth of grants = 58.

Grant title examples

· Multi-disciplinary design of novel polymer blends for the production of biodegradable stents

· Unravelling the secrets of Fenton and Photo-assisted Fenton catalysed soil and wastewater pollutant degradation

· Electrochemistry as an interfacial probe for realising physicochemical insights into the dynamics of bio-convection of human sperm cells

· Towards low energy, green and sustainable synthesis of refractory materials

· Orientated apatites for solid oxide fuel cell applications

· New radiolabelled porphyrin derivatives for therapeutic and diagnostic applications

· Application of biophysics and bioengineering to the assessment of skin barrier function

· Quantifying, modelling and interpreting edge plasma turbulence in tokamak and stellarator fusion experiments

· A chiral theory of DNA supercoiling

· Bio-inspired fuel cells

· The physical chemistry of the capture of carbon dioxide and generation of hydrogen using industrial mineral waste

· Multifunctional polyether-acetals as degradable, high-loading PEG-equivalents for Nanomedicine

· Development of New Raman Methods for deep analysis in Pharmaceutical Products

· Sustainable Lead Battery

	Department
	Number

	Sch of Biosciences
	1

	Sch of Engineering Sciences
	1

	Chemistry
	31

	Physical Sciences
	1

	Sch of Geography, Earth and Environmental Sciences
	1

	Engineering Materials
	1

	Inst of Biomedical and Biomolecular Sci
	1

	Materials
	5

	Chemical Engineering
	1

	Mechanical Engineering
	1

	Health and Medical Sciences
	1

	Computer Science
	1

	Physics
	4

	Sch of Life Sciences
	2

	Sch of Mechanical, Materials, Manufacturing Engineering and Management
	1

	Sch of Biomedical and Chemical Sciences
	1

	Central Laser facility
	1

	Civil, Environment and Geomatic Engineering
	1

	Pharmacy
	1

	Electrical and Electronic Engineering
	1


