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1 Purpose

This document defines the process and rules for peer review of scientific proposals for use of
the Chandra X-ray Observatory. Proposals are solicited on a regular basis through Calls for
Proposals (CfP) and submitted to the Chandra X-ray Center (CXC).

2 Applicable Documents

The most recent Chandra-specific CfP, and the Chandra Observing Policy as contained in
Chapter 3 of the Chandra Cycle 10 Call for Proposals.

3 CXC Responsibilities

3.1 Proposal Handling

Proposal handling will be performed by the CXC using a Proposal Manager assisted by non-
scientific staff as appropriate. The non-scientific staff will be persons who are not performing
research with Chandra data.

Hard copies of the proposals will be logged, numbered, and kept under lock and key
with access limited. Electronic copies will be in secure, protected directories. Proposals
will be distributed to peer reviewers and technical reviewers as required. A Peer Review
Non-Disclosure Agreement containing the rules and expectations for confidentiality, non-
disclosure, and conflict-of-interest will be made available to all reviewers with a request for
a signed copy to be returned to the CXC prior to the mailing of proposals.

Subsequent to the peer review, one set of copies of all proposals will be retained in a
secure, locked file cabinet by the CXC, and the required number of sets of the successful
proposals will be forwarded to the appropriate office/organization responsible for adminis-
tering the research grants, the CXC Uplink Scientists, and the CXC Mission Planners - all
other copies (both electronic and hardcopy) shall be destroyed.

3.2 Target Conflict Check

The CXC will provide and execute software that automatically checks all submitted proposals
in order to:

e check the coordinates of the proposed target using NED or SIMBAD providing infor-
mation back to the PI and allowing correction if necesary. (Note that extended sources
may also trigger this email.)



e identify all other Chandra targets (previously observed, now planned, or proposed by
others in this cycle) within 6 arcmin of the proposed target (plus grid radius for grid
observations). This search shall produce two lists of such overlaps (if any): one that
involves the same instrument as that proposed (a hard conflict); one indicating all
instruments to allow checking for duplication of scientific objectives (a soft conflict).

e identify any moderate flux (> .003 cts cm 2 s7!) HEAO-1 and/or (> 0.1 ¢/s) ROSAT
all-sky bright survey sources within 60 arcmin of the proposed target to allow the peer
review to be sure that the observer has considered the effects of nearby sources.

e identify targets that are in the XMM-Newton Observation Catalog

e flag observations with high total counting rates so that the peer review can determine
that the proposer has taken any telemetry saturation, non-linearity, etc. into account.
The setting of flags does not necessarily indicate that an observation cannot (or should
not) be performed. Flags are indicators for the reviewers to be sure that particular
issues have been adequately addressed.

Reviewers will be provided with the output of the conflict checker (conflict files) for each
proposal indicating which targets overlap with targets in the observing catalog and/or in
other proposals. This allows the panels to evaluate target conflicts. Target conflict rules
(Section 4.6) are intended to prevent inefficient use of Chandra time on duplicate observa-
tions. These are organized as one file per proposal on the panel CDROMs and also made
available via the peer review website. Proposals asking for the same target are generally,
but not always, assessed by the same panel at the review.

3.3 Technical Review

A limited technical review is carried out prior to the peer review including checks of con-
strained, high count rate and moving targets, long observations with unfavorable pitch angles,
and TOOs. The results of these reviews will be provided to the panel at the review. On
request, the CXC will also provide technical reviewers during the reading period before the
peer review. The CXC shall ensure that a group of technical reviewers shall be present or
on-call during the peer review to provide expert advice as needed. This includes providing
experts to support the evaluation of Joint Proposals discussed in Section 4.12.

3.4 Lists and Information on Proposals

Along with the proposals, the CXC will provide various proposal lists and information to
aid reviewers, including:



For each reviewer: lists of all proposals to be rated by their panel, ordered by proposal
number and by primary and secondary reviewer, and a list of proposals for which she/he
is primary or secondary reviewer, a list of proposals including constrained targets with the
constraint classification included (to be provided at the review).

For each proposal (on the website at the review): any technical reviews carried out on
proposals either by request of panelists or of CXC staff (usually time-constrained/TOO pro-
posals); any input from PIs of individual proposals which may be relevant to the panel
deliberations; Any input by PIs in response to our automated coordinate check.

For each panel chair: a list of all the LP and VLP proposals at the review; a list of titles
for all proposals in related science areas, some of which are being considered by other panels.

For the final Big Project Panel, a rank-ordered list of Large and Very Large Projects as
recommended by the topical panels.

4 Peer Review

4.1 Panels

The peer review will be conducted by a number of panels covering subgroups by topic -
galactic and extragalactic. These subgroups may be further divided by subject (clusters of
galaxies, normal stars, etc.) in order to create panels that are scientifically focused, and
that each review a moderate number of proposals. To avoid conflict of interest, as defined
in section 5.2, we create two or more panels dealing with the same specialized subject matter.

4.2 Panel Chairs

When possible, panel Chairs shall be determined prior to the selection of panel members
in order that the chairpersons may participate in the panel member selection process and
coordinate with the appropriate CXC person(s) the assignment of proposals to panels and
to panel members. Specific responsibilities are:

reading all proposals assigned to the panel
e acting as secondary reviewer for some proposals

e ensuring that panel members are aware of the rules specified in this document and the
proposal selection criteria listed in the CfP

e conducting a fair and impartial review that grades proposals purely on the basis of the
selection criteria listed in the CfP



e insuring that the conflict of interest rules are followed
e serve as a member of the Big Project Panel (Section 4.16)

e participating in the Stage 2 budget review of those proposals requesting more than the
allocated, fair-share budget, conducted via e-mail as needed (unless based at a non-US
institution).

4.3 Deputy Panel Chairs

The deputy panel chair has the following responsibilities at the review in addition to those
of a regular panel member:

e insuring that there are written evaluations of each proposal (the “peer-review report”)
justifying the assigned grade and reflecting the consensus of the panel

e stepping in for the panel chair as required, for example, if the chair leaves the room
due to a conflict of interest;

e recording reviewer conflicts of interest and their mitigation on the form provided on
the website

e participating in the Stage 2 budget review of those proposals requesting more than the
allocated, fair-share budget, conducted via e-mail as needed. (Note: only US-based
reviewers can participate in the Stage 2 review.)

4.4 Panel Members

Panel members shall read all proposals that their panel will consider (except those for which
they have a conflict of interest per Section 5.2) prior to the review. All panel members should
submit preliminary grades for all proposals (except those for which they have a conflict of
interest) that their panel will consider. Panel members shall be assigned certain proposals
for which they will be primary reviewers and certain proposals for which they will act as
secondary reviewers. In both cases the reviewers are required to submit a preliminary review,
listing both strengths and weaknesses, on a web-based form supplied by the CXC prior to
the formal review. This may be used during the review to open the discussion as well as
being included in the initial version of the peer review report.

4.5 Observing Time and Other Allocations

After allowing for observing efficiency, about 10,500 ksecs of GO observing time will be dis-
tributed among the panels for possible award. The amount of time allotted to a specific
panel depends on the number of conventional (i.e. not Large/Very Large Project) proposals
and the median observing time for these proposals to be reviewed by the panel in question.



Targets of opportunity (TOOQ) are treated as any other target for the purpose of determining
observing time allocation to a panel (but not for award - see below).

The time allocation of each panel will be increased by a fixed percentage in order to
include slew tax based on a charge of 1.5 ksecs per proposed target in the review. The
exposure time charged to each target will be increased by 1.5 ksecs. Grid observations will
be charged a lower slew tax as described in the CfP. Time constrained grid observations will
be charged for constraints at a similarly lower level.

The remaining observing time (6,000 ks), plus any observing time not recommended for
allocation by the panels, will be considered for recommendation for award during a final, Big
Project Panel session (Section 4.15) subsequent to the panel reviews which concentrates on
the LPs and VLPs.

Each panel will also be given an allocation of: constrained observations in each constraint
category, joint facility time (for that over-subscribed) and archive and theory money (see
below for more details).

Each panel will also be given an allocation of the number of TOOs based on the requested
response time, the number requested, and the total number available.

Proposals for TOOs are treated as any other proposal. However, for purposes of time
allocation (as opposed to time award), only the time weighted by the rough probability that
the TOO will be triggered during the Chandra cycle (e.g. 90%, 20%, 1%, as indicated by
the PI and/or updated by the panel) (probability times exposure) will count towards the
panel’s time allocation.

4.6 Targets Already in the Program

Previously observed targets are not “locked in” such that they preclude further observation.
The peer review will seriously consider any and all proposals that purport to perform a scien-
tific investigation not feasible by past and/or already approved observations or calibrations.
An observer may have proposed the same target, but with a different instrument, or with
the same instrument but for a much longer observation, or for the purpose of studying time
variability on a long time scale, or, in any case, for a scientific investigation that is not fea-
sible with the prior observation. Target conflict rules are intended to prevent inefficient use
of Chandra time on duplicate observations. A proposed observation conflicts with another
observation of the same target if the proposed investigation can be carried out using the data
from the other observation. If this is not the case (e.g. different instrument, different data
mode, exposure time, etc, is needed.) then there is no conflict in having two observations of
the same target. Target conflicts shall not be approved.



4.7 Guaranteed Time Observation (GTO) Proposals

GTO observers are guaranteed time but cannot reserve targets in advance of the review.
Targets in potential GTO programs which are the same as those in GO proposals are judged
to be potential target conflicts. The GTO observers can withdraw these targets or can sub-
mit proposals to the peer review, to be evaluated and graded in the usual way. The target
“conflict” decision is made by the CXC and is based on target, instrument, exposure time,
and science goals.

GTO targets going to the peer review are “disguised” as GO proposals to ensure fairness
of review. If a GTO proposal is ranked higher than competing GO proposals, the GTO
targets will be observed and the observation time will be charged to the GTO program.
(The time will not come from the panel’s allocation. Since GTO proposals will not be
identified until after proposals are ranked, this time will then be awarded to the highest-
ranked “failed” GO proposals.) If ranked lower than the competing GO proposals, the GTO
program will use alternate targets for which there is no conflict.

4.8 Targets of Opportunity (TOO)

Proposals for TOO are reviewed and graded as any other proposal. They shall be held to
the same high standards for scientific excellence and compelling justification for Chandra
observing time as non-TOOQO proposals regardless of the likelihood that the proposal will be
triggered. In particular, a triggered TOO proposal should be as scientifically compelling as
a non-TOOQO proposal of the same grade.

TOOQ'’s are difficult to accomplish and place a burden on Chandra’s operations. The
planning system can typically accommodate about one rapid-response TOO per month.
The actual number that can be accomplished will depend on several factors, including how
easily the TOO can be accommodated into the preplanned schedule. Thus a limit to the
number of rapid response TOOs is imposed. There are 4 levels of rapidity recognized, each
with a quota: response less than 4, 12, and 30 days; and more than 30 days.

4.9 Large Projects

A Large Project (LP) is a proposal which asks for 300 ks or more of observing time and that
the PI has classified as a “Large Project”. Such proposals are considered first by two topical
panels, and then by the final Big Project Panel. Note that it is possible for there to be a
proposal that asks for more than 300 ks and that may not be classified by the PI as a LP.
These latter proposals are only considered by the topical panel.

Large Project proposals will first be assigned to the appropriate topical panels and graded
following the procedure in Section 4.14. The panels should grade, rank-order, and note tar-



gets (if any) which may be potentially recommended for award to other, non-LP proposals.
The panels may also make recommendations to the Big Project Panel as to the observing
time, but only the Big Project Panel can decide to change (reduce) the requested observing
time.

4.10 Very Large Projects

A Very Large Project (VLP) is a proposal which asks for 1000 ks or more of observing time
and that the PI has classified as a “Very Large Project”. Such proposals are also considered
first by two topical panels, and then by the final Big Project Panel in the same manner as
are Large Projects.

4.11 Archive and Theory Proposals

Proposals to perform archival research with Chandra data, or for theoretical work pertinent
to Chandra science, will be distributed to the topical panels along with proposer-provided
initial estimate (accurate to 20%) of the proposal cost to perform the research.

Each panel will be allocated a budget for theory and archival proposals separately. Please
note that this is a guide only. Due to the small number statistics involved in these proposals,
your budget may be insufficient to fund the highest ranked proposal. Even in this case, the
panel should rank the proposals based primarily on their science and using the same scale
as the observing proposals, with 3.5 as the pass/fail line. They will be funded in order of
rank across panels as total funds allow.

4.12 Joint Proposals

Joint proposals are those that request HST, XMM, RXTE, NRAO, and/or NOAO observing
time in conjunction with the proposed Chandra Observation(s) as specified in the CfP. Each
panel will be given an allocation of time on joint facilities which are over-subscribed at the
review. This is a guide, rather than a hard quota, since the joint time suffers from small
number statistics across the panels at the review.

Should the panel decide not to award any/all of the joint time requested, this should be
noted in the peer review report along with reasons for this decision. In this case the final
grade is that voted without the unawarded joint time.

If the panel does wish to award the joint time, they should award two grades (which may
be identical) — one grade (that recorded in the panel database) assumes that the proposed
amount of joint (HST, XMM, RXTE, NRAO and/or NOAO) observing time will ultimately
be awarded, the other assumes that no such time is available. The former grade will be used
in comparing these proposals to others until the appropriate and available joint observing
time is depleted for this cycle. Subsequently, the latter grade becomes relevant. The latter



grade should be specified in the peer review report.

4.13 Cycle 10 Targets Approved by the HST, and XMM-Newton
TACs as Joint Programs

The joint proposals listed below have been approved for time in Cycle 10. They are included
in the OBSCAT and details are posted on the CXC website under Target Lists for Cycle 10.

PI Exp.(ksec) Target
XMM-Newton

Pietsch 100 M31

Halpern 60 PSR J18524-0040
HST No Results as yet

4.14 Triage

Reviewers are instructed to read all proposals assigned to their panel and to send a prelimi-
nary grade to the CXC before the review. Proposals for each panel will be ranked in order of
average preliminary grade. The lowest 1/4 will be considered “triaged out” and will not be
discussed further so the panel can have more time to spend on proposals which have a good
chance of being recommended. However, before considering other proposals, the panel will
consider the body of triaged proposals and decide if any should be resurrected (e.g. one with
both very high and very low preliminary grades or at the request of a reviewer). Any resur-
rected proposals are to be discussed and graded at the end of the discussion period (because
then the panel knows the quality of proposals which will be recommended for acceptance).
It is also possible to triage additional proposals if the panel should so desire.

Triaged proposal grades will be re-normalised to lie at /below those for proposals discussed
at the review. This will be done after the review, once the final pass/fail line is establised
for all panels.

4.15 Constrained Observations

As described in the Cycle 10 Call for Proposals, the need to moderate the temperature of key
equipment on the spacecraft has resulted in restrictions on the amount of continuous time
which can be spent at certain solar pitch angles. As a result, it has become more difficult
to accommodate constrained observations, particularly those of targets which are at bad
pitch angles for a significant period of time. More details can be found in the Proposers’
Observatory Guide, Section 3.3.

As in Cycle 9, we are classifying observation constraints by their degree of difficulty to
schedule, (described in the CfP Section 5.2.8). Each panel shall be given an allocation for
each class of constrained observation. Panels are asked to abide by their allocation, not



approving proposals which take them beyond the constrained time allocation, even when
they score above 3.5. (You may leave the score high and indicate in your report that your
allocation of constrained time ran out).

For accounting purposes, an observation is defined as an individual pointing to a tar-
get, including individual observations as part of a monitoring campaign. We also include
allowance for the typical length of an individual observation (80 ksecs) due to a combination
of the length of the Chandra orbit (~ 170 ksec) and the need to moderate the thermal con-
ditions on the spacecreaft. This means, for example, that a 280 ksec constrained observation
will count as 4 constrained observations. Please refer to the Proposers’ Observatory Guide
(POG) section 3.3 for more information on the current restrictions on pitch angle.

Technical reports will be provided for all proposals which include constrained observa-
tions or long observations.

4.16 Procedure

Each proposal surviving triage will be presented orally by both a primary and a secondary
reviewer, and then discussed by the panel until the Chair is satisfied that all arguments
have been fairly presented. Panelists with a conflict of interest should leave the room for
discussion and voting of that proposal. The Deputy Chair will record any conflicts and their
mitigation. The discussion may be waived if recommended by both primary and secondary
reviewer and unanimously approved by the remainder of the panel present. The committee
should discuss whether the proposal would receive a higher grade if one or more targets were
deleted (except for Large/Very Large Projects). This consideration might be especially ap-
propriate if one or more targets conflict with those in other proposals. These latter proposals
should also be reviewed prior to grading the group of proposals. At an appropriate point in
time, at the Chair’s discretion, the Chair will stop the discussion and call for grades for the
version of the proposal that would receive the highest grades — this latter may be determined
by majority vote. The vote shall be secret, recorded on ballot papers and input to the panel
database by the facilitator.

The CXC will provide each panel with a support person (facilitator). The facilitator
will record all grades assigned and votes taken, provide lists of the proposals on request and
provide for technical assistance when needed.

The peer review panel has the option to recommend for approval only part of a proposal.
Targets may be deleted from the panel database with explanation given in the peer review
report. Observing times may be recommended for reduction, although this latter should only
be considered if the reviewers are convinced that the observation time is excessive in view
of the stated objectives. The peer review panel is strongly encouraged to recommend the
deletion of targets rather than to shorten observing time for individual targets, and to honor
the proposers’ target priorities. Changes in instruments or parameters may be recommended
in the peer review report, and these recommendations may be implemented by the CXC if



the proposal is approved and the proposer concurs.

Grades will be assigned on a scale from 0 to 5, with 5 indicating an outstanding proposal.
The following definitions of the numerical grades should be used consistently throughout the
review and applied to all proposals, from the first to the last:

4.5 - 5.0 Outstanding. This investigation is among the highest priority investigations
for Chandra and must be carried out.

3.5 - 4.5 Very Good. This investigation should be carried out if at all possible.

3.0 - 3.5 Good. This investigation will be of some value to science and may be carried
out if resources allow.

2.5 - 3.0 Acceptable. This investigation is less competitive scientifically.
2.0 - 2.5 Fair. Itisnot clear whether this investigation will yield valuable science results.

1.0 - 2.0 Poor. This investigation should not be carried out for reasons given in the
evaluation.

0 This proposal was deemed non-feasible or non-responsive and was not reviewed
(discuss with CXC representative first).

Grades will be given to the Chair via secret ballot. After all grades have been submit-
ted for a proposal, the Chair (or facilitator) will read aloud the individual and average grades.

The primary reviewers will modify the written review to incorporate the panel’s consen-
sus, additional comments, and to justify the grade assigned to the proposal. This must be
accomplished while the reviewer is still at the review.

After all proposals have been discussed and graded, the panel will review the grade-
ordered list. If the committee wishes to consider any reordering, the conflict of interest
rules of Section 5.2 apply. Panel members with any conflicts must leave the room and not
participate in the discussions or voting concerning the reordering.

A definite amount of observing-time-to-be-awarded, a number of short-response TOOs
and a number of constrained observations is allocated to each panel. The panel will use the
grade-ordered list to determine which proposals they recommend to be awarded time. They
should also rank-order proposals falling just below the acceptance line as it is possible that
more time may become available due to use of GTO time, available VLP time, to settlement
of interpanel conflicts or to allocations unused by other panels. In particular, should more
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constrained time become available, clear decision trees for the highly-ranked but currently
unaccepted, constrained proposals and for all proposals close to the pass/fail line are needed.
The panel should also indicate which proposals should not be approved, i.e. a final pass/fail
line below which no proposals should be approved.

The CXC will normalize the grades from each panel so that proposals recommended for
award have grades of 3.5 or above and rejected proposals have grades below 3.5. The highest
and lowest ranked proposals will retain their original grades and the normalization formula
shall be linear.

If a proposal is highly ranked by the panel but loses the competition for a target to a
more-highly-ranked proposal, the panel may retain the initial grade rather than lower it to
below the pass-fail line grade. Similarly, a highly-ranked, constrained proposal may have a
high grade but not be approved due to lack of constrained observations to allocate. In either
case the targets in question whould be set to “N” in the panel database. The proposer will
thus receive a grade above the normalized 3.5, indicating that the proposal was well received
but lost due to other reasons (as indicated in the report).

4.17 Big Project Panel (BPP)

The purpose of the Big Project Panel is to create a rank-ordered list of Large and Very Large
Projects and to recommend the highest-ranked for approval. A total of 6000 ks has been
reserved for award to Large/Very Large Projects. For the first time in Cycle 10, there are no
apriori rules as to the allocation of time to LPs and VLPs. All proposals of both types will
compete equally for the full 6000 ksec allocated to the BPP. Similarly to the topical panels,
this panel will be allocated quotas for TOOs, for each class of time constrained observations
etc..

In the unlikely event that the Big Project Panel decides proposal quality does not war-
rant awarding 6000 ksec, the remaining time will go to the highest-ranked proposals in the
topical panels, rejected because of time limitations. This time will be divided approximately
equally among the topical panels by the CXC.

The Big Project Panel sessions will take place after all panels have finished ranking pro-
posals:
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BPP SESSIONS

Wednesday evening Organizational Session
Thursday morning  Triage

Thursday mid-am  Reading and Meeting period
Thursday mid-pm  Main Panel Deliberations
Friday am Concluding Panel Deliberations

The Big Project Panel will include all topical-panel Chairs, who will serve as primary
reviewer for any proposals brought forward by their panel to this session. The Big Project
Panel will also include three or four well-respected, knowledgeable astronomers who have
not participated in the topical panels. These “pundits” will contribute a broad overview to
the Big Project Panel process and will be voting members of the panel. Copies of all LP and
VLP proposals will be sent to pundits and panel Chairs to read before the review. The Big
Project Panel Chair will be one of the “pundits” and subject to the same conflict of interest
rules as for topical panels.

In considering the recommendations of the topical panels concerning target lists and
observing time for LPs and VLPs, the panel should be aware that those projects that are
Large/Very Large owing to the observation of numerous targets may have targets in conflict
with a shorter, highly recommended observation. Such conflicts will have been noted by the
topical panel. The Big Project Panel may remove the target from the LP/VLP list.

The Big Project Panel will recommend allocation of HST, XMM, RXTE, NRAO, and/or
NOAO observing time to LP/VLPs as available in accordance with the prioritized lists cre-
ated.

The rules for conflict of interest given in Section 5.2 apply to all panelists.

5 Confidentiality and Conflicts of Interest Rules

5.1 Confidentiality

Information in proposals and discussions as part of the review must be treated as
confidential and not discussed with anyone outside of the review process before,
during, or after the review. All persons who have access to and/or will be reading
proposals will be instructed on the rules for confidentiality, non-disclosure, and conflict of
interest prior to reading or handling the proposals.
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5.2 Conflict of Interest

It is important to eliminate conflicts of interest or the appearance of conflicts of interest.
The following defines and prevents the most obvious conflicts. If, on the other hand, any
participants feel that they have, or are aware of, conflicts which prevent a fair and unbiased
review, they are urged to contact the panel Chair and/or a CXC representative for guidance.
Following NASA’s guidelines, a log will be kept of all conflicts of interest and their mitigation.

Panel Chairs Panel chairpersons cannot be Pls, relatives, or close personal associates of
the PIs of any proposals considered by their panel or of any Large/Very Large Project.

Panel Chairs must leave the room during any discussion of proposals for which they are
Cols, relatives or close personal associates of Co-Is, or for which the Pls are from the chair-
person’s institution.

For the purpose of determining conflicts of interest, a close personal associate is an
individual with whom you have a close relationship which others may feel prevents you from
being objective. (We are avoiding the appearance of a conflict of interest.) Examples are a
spouse, domestic partner, or close friend/collaborator.

Technical Reviewers Technical Reviewers cannot be PIs, or Co-Is, or relatives or close
personal associates of PIs or Co-Is, of any proposal they review.

Panel Members Panel members cannot be Pls of any proposal considered by their panel.

Panel members may not serve as primary or secondary reviewers on any proposals for
which they are Co-Is, for which the PlIs or (preferably) any of the Co-Is are from their in-
stitutions, or for which the panel members are relatives or close personal associates of any
Co-Is on the proposal.

Panel members must leave the room when proposals for which they are Co-Is, for which
the PIs are from their institutions, or for which the panel members are relatives or close
personal associates of the PI or any Co-Is on the proposal are under discussion.

Panel members may not serve as primary or secondary reviewers on any proposals which
are in direct competition with one on which they are PI or Co-I. Furthermore, they must
leave the room when such proposals are under discussion.

CXC representative The CXC will provide representatives to oversee the peer review
process. Comparable to the case of a panel Chair, these representatives will withdraw from
the room during discussions/decisions involving the evaluation of proposals with which they
have a conflict of interest.
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6 Points of Information

Members of the NASA Project Science team at MSFC, members of the CXC, and scientists
at NASA HQ do not receive any guaranteed time for their participation in Chandra and
must compete in the peer review for their observations.

The Chandra Observing Policy allows GTOs to propose as GOs with no restrictions on
observation type.

The only criteria for proposal award are those published in the CfP.
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