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Present: 

Investigators:  

Profs. M.N.R. Ashfold (MNRA), A.J. Orr-Ewing, (AJOE) J.N. Harvey; (not attending); University of Bristol.  

Profs. M. Brouard (MB), S.R. Mackenzie (SRM), C. Vallance (CV); University of Oxford 

External Advisory Group (EAG) Members:  

Prof. J. Bunch; National Physical Laboratory and University of Nottingham 

Prof. K.G. McKendrick; Heriot Watt University 

Prof. A.G. Suits; Wayne State University 

EPSRC representative: Ms Natasha Richardson  

PDRAs supported by the Grant: Drs Michael Burt, Stephanie Essafi, Alex Gentleman, Michael Grubb, 

Balazs Hornung, Simon-John King, T.J. Preston. 

Other non-PG funded PDRAs:  Drs Alexandra Lauer, Jason Lee 

Students: Kasra Amini, Graham Cooper, Sean Gordon, Ang Guo, Ed Halford, Rebecca Ingle, Andreas Iskra, 

Barbara Marchetti, Garreth McCrudden, Eleanor Morris, Bethan Nichols, Shubhrangshu Pandit, Victoria 

Walpole, Weiwei Zhou.  

Bristol PA in attendance:  Ms H Ryan  

 

1. Welcome and brief introduction to PG activities  
 
1.1) MNRA - Short overview of WPs and ambitions 
1.2) AJOE - Velocity imaging overview 
1.3) MB - Spatial imaging overview 

 

 
 

 
 

 



 
2. 

 
Short progress reports from 4 PDRAs employed on Programme Grant 
 
2.1) TJ Preston - Imaging reaction dynamics 
2.2) Simon John King - Universal detection + camera/phosphor developments 
2.3) Alex Gentleman - Mackenzie group activities (SRM is a new PG member) 
2.4) Stephanie Essafi - Theoretical progress to date.  

 
3. 

 
Poster Presentation involving PDRAs and other PG-related PDRAs and PhD 
students.  
 
EAG members plus Natasha Richardson held a short closed discussion session 
before the poster session, and reconvened for a further short session after lunch..  
 

 

4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EAG feedback, comments and questions.  
 
Prof McKendrick presented the feedback on behalf of the EAG members.   
 
The EAG thanked everyone for their efforts during the day. 
 
The feedback message was very positive.  The EAG were impressed by all the 
science, the quality and the breadth of work falling within the programme grant.  
They liked the breath of the science and highlighted that the applications were real 
applications, which were being addressed properly, and were problems that others 
would not be able to solve.   
 
The technology being used is state of the art.  The EAG group stress the need to 
keep thinking of things that the Oxford/Bristol group can do that others cannot, i.e. 
to stay ahead in this field with what the group are doing.   
 
The collaborative approach inside and outside of the grant was praised.  The EAG 
considered that the people who had been recruited were excellent.  Each had 
impressed the EAG by showing that they fully understood the aims and ambitions of 
the project. 
 
The interactions with theory and the mass spec. ambitions were both seen as huge 
strengths of the project.  
 
Questions –  
 
The EAG were in no doubt that the management of the project was happening but 
had not been told how this was happening, or the mechanisms by which everyone 
in the programme grant knows what is being done.   
 
EAG asked how the technology developments and/or requirements are translated 
from one group to another.  How do the different groups communicate to ensure 
that they are not doing the same work.   
 
The EAG expressed concern about the departure of JNH from Bristol and asked how 
this would be managed.   
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. 

Money for equipment – what are the limitations on other funding for the 
programme? 
 
The EAG requested copies of all the ppt presentations from the day as a reference.    
 
Finally, the EAG reiterated how impressed it was with progress to date and 
expressed their hope and expectation that this would be maintained into the 
future.   
 
Professor Mike Ashfold thanked the EAG for their time and their feedback.   
 
Professor Mike Ashfold responded to EAG questions.  
 
The formal management structure is that MNRA is the principle investigator, and 
that MB and AJOE are the local leads with whom MNRA liaises most closely. 
 
Expenditure, especially PDRA salary, is allocated on a rolling two year horizon that is 
reviewed by MNRA in consultation with all of the lead investigators and updated on 
an annual basis.  The first (and only) review to date was towards the end of year 1 
(November 2014).   
 
Prof McKendrick questioned whether such a mechanism could cause a hiatus 
towards the end of year 3, since continued funding beyond that point is conditional 
on a successful mid-term review.  
 
MNRA stated there has to be a ‘good faith’ between the PG members, the PDRAs 
and EPSRC.  It would be hard EPSRC to cut off the grant funding without reasonable 
advance warning.  It should be apparent (e.g. through end of year 2 reporting) if the 
PG is seriously under-achieving and remedial measures introduced long before the 
mid-term review.  All that said, it is clear that the all investigators’ reputations 
would be tarnished were the PG to be anything but very successful, so all need to 
be doing the very best they can at all times.    
 
With regards to equipment, MNRA explained that EPSRC now only fund 50% of the 
cost of equipment items in excess of £10k.  The respective Universities cover the 
remainder, so equipment items required during years 1-3 were identified in the 
original application; both universities signed off on this.  The grant award includes a 
contingency for equipment items in years 4 and 5, amounting to £300k (of which 
EPSRC would contribute £150k).   
 
AJOE commented that huge equipment costs should not be expected, as most of 
the participating groups are already well-equipped from previous grants.  Nothing 
precludes any of the PG investigators seeking further equipment (or other) funding 
from EPSRC for new science not identified in the PG application, and MNRA 
encouraged EAG members to push PG  members if they saw such opportunities.   
 
MNRA acknowledged that scientific and technology transfer between the groups 
could always be improved, but also highlighted the extensive existing contacts and 
exchanges:  Oxford and Bristol are only 70 miles apart, one Bristol student spent 
(Rebecca Ingle) spent two of the last 5 weeks in Oxford, three Oxford PDRAs gave 
talks in Bristol last week, 2 new PImMS cameras are transferring to Bristol at the 



end of the EAG Meeting, there have been lots of interactions and information 
exchanges (physical meetings, skype, telephone and e-mail), Bristol students Greg 
Dunning and Stephanie Harris organised and led the first Southern University’s 
Spectroscopy and Dynamics meeting in July 2014; a similar young-investigator-led 
meeting is planned for summer 2015.   
 
MNRA accepted that Prof Harvey’s departure was a blow to the PG activities, but 
stressed that JNH is currently leading a ‘double life’, still supervising researchers in 
Bristol, and is only a skype-call away.  MNRA also recognised that this may not still 
be the case in 4 years’ time, however.  He also pointed out that Dr David Glowacki 
(a PDRA on the previous BRI/OXF PG, now a RSURF in Bristol and with a follow-on 
proleptic lectureship already in place) can offer much – but certainly not all – of the 
expertise hitherto provided by JNH , and that all PG members also have important 
collaborations with other theoretical (and experimental) groups outside the PG.   
 
MNRA agreed to send EAG members all the presentations and outputs from the 
day.   
 
MNRA thanked MB and all Oxford colleagues for hosting the meeting.   
 
Meeting end.  

 


