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1 PurposeThis do
ument de�nes the pro
ess and rules for peer review of s
ienti�
 proposals for use ofthe Chandra X-ray Observatory. Proposals are soli
ited on a regular basis through Calls forProposals (CfP) and submitted to the Chandra X-ray Center (CXC).2 Appli
able Do
umentsThe most re
ent Chandra-spe
i�
 CfP, and the Chandra Observing Poli
y as 
ontained inChapter 3 of the Chandra Cy
le 10 Call for Proposals.3 CXC Responsibilities3.1 Proposal HandlingProposal handling will be performed by the CXC using a Proposal Manager assisted by non-s
ienti�
 sta� as appropriate. The non-s
ienti�
 sta� will be persons who are not performingresear
h with Chandra data.Hard 
opies of the proposals will be logged, numbered, and kept under lo
k and keywith a

ess limited. Ele
troni
 
opies will be in se
ure, prote
ted dire
tories. Proposalswill be distributed to peer reviewers and te
hni
al reviewers as required. A Peer ReviewNon-Dis
losure Agreement 
ontaining the rules and expe
tations for 
on�dentiality, non-dis
losure, and 
on
i
t-of-interest will be made available to all reviewers with a request fora signed 
opy to be returned to the CXC prior to the mailing of proposals.Subsequent to the peer review, one set of 
opies of all proposals will be retained in ase
ure, lo
ked �le 
abinet by the CXC, and the required number of sets of the su

essfulproposals will be forwarded to the appropriate oÆ
e/organization responsible for adminis-tering the resear
h grants, the CXC Uplink S
ientists, and the CXC Mission Planners - allother 
opies (both ele
troni
 and hard
opy) shall be destroyed.3.2 Target Con
i
t Che
kThe CXC will provide and exe
ute software that automati
ally 
he
ks all submitted proposalsin order to:� 
he
k the 
oordinates of the proposed target using NED or SIMBAD providing infor-mation ba
k to the PI and allowing 
orre
tion if ne
esary. (Note that extended sour
esmay also trigger this email.) 1



� identify all other Chandra targets (previously observed, now planned, or proposed byothers in this 
y
le) within 6 ar
min of the proposed target (plus grid radius for gridobservations). This sear
h shall produ
e two lists of su
h overlaps (if any): one thatinvolves the same instrument as that proposed (a hard 
on
i
t); one indi
ating allinstruments to allow 
he
king for dupli
ation of s
ienti�
 obje
tives (a soft 
on
i
t).� identify any moderate 
ux (> :003 
ts 
m�2 s�1) HEAO-1 and/or (> 0:1 
/s) ROSATall-sky bright survey sour
es within 60 ar
min of the proposed target to allow the peerreview to be sure that the observer has 
onsidered the e�e
ts of nearby sour
es.� identify targets that are in the XMM-Newton Observation Catalog� 
ag observations with high total 
ounting rates so that the peer review 
an determinethat the proposer has taken any telemetry saturation, non-linearity, et
. into a

ount.The setting of 
ags does not ne
essarily indi
ate that an observation 
annot (or shouldnot) be performed. Flags are indi
ators for the reviewers to be sure that parti
ularissues have been adequately addressed.Reviewers will be provided with the output of the 
on
i
t 
he
ker (
on
i
t �les) for ea
hproposal indi
ating whi
h targets overlap with targets in the observing 
atalog and/or inother proposals. This allows the panels to evaluate target 
on
i
ts. Target 
on
i
t rules(Se
tion 4.6) are intended to prevent ineÆ
ient use of Chandra time on dupli
ate observa-tions. These are organized as one �le per proposal on the panel CDROMs and also madeavailable 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 Te
hni
al ReviewA limited te
hni
al review is 
arried out prior to the peer review in
luding 
he
ks of 
on-strained, high 
ount rate and moving targets, long observations with unfavorable pit
h angles,and TOOs. The results of these reviews will be provided to the panel at the review. Onrequest, the CXC will also provide te
hni
al reviewers during the reading period before thepeer review. The CXC shall ensure that a group of te
hni
al reviewers shall be present oron-
all during the peer review to provide expert advi
e as needed. This in
ludes providingexperts to support the evaluation of Joint Proposals dis
ussed in Se
tion 4.12.3.4 Lists and Information on ProposalsAlong with the proposals, the CXC will provide various proposal lists and information toaid reviewers, in
luding: 2



For ea
h reviewer: lists of all proposals to be rated by their panel, ordered by proposalnumber and by primary and se
ondary reviewer, and a list of proposals for whi
h she/heis primary or se
ondary reviewer, a list of proposals in
luding 
onstrained targets with the
onstraint 
lassi�
ation in
luded (to be provided at the review).For ea
h proposal (on the website at the review): any te
hni
al reviews 
arried out onproposals either by request of panelists or of CXC sta� (usually time-
onstrained/TOO pro-posals); any input from PIs of individual proposals whi
h may be relevant to the paneldeliberations; Any input by PIs in response to our automated 
oordinate 
he
k.For ea
h panel 
hair: a list of all the LP and VLP proposals at the review; a list of titlesfor all proposals in related s
ien
e areas, some of whi
h are being 
onsidered by other panels.For the �nal Big Proje
t Panel, a rank-ordered list of Large and Very Large Proje
ts asre
ommended by the topi
al panels.4 Peer Review4.1 PanelsThe peer review will be 
ondu
ted by a number of panels 
overing subgroups by topi
 -gala
ti
 and extragala
ti
. These subgroups may be further divided by subje
t (
lusters ofgalaxies, normal stars, et
.) in order to 
reate panels that are s
ienti�
ally fo
used, andthat ea
h review a moderate number of proposals. To avoid 
on
i
t of interest, as de�nedin se
tion 5.2, we 
reate two or more panels dealing with the same spe
ialized subje
t matter.4.2 Panel ChairsWhen possible, panel Chairs shall be determined prior to the sele
tion of panel membersin order that the 
hairpersons may parti
ipate in the panel member sele
tion pro
ess and
oordinate with the appropriate CXC person(s) the assignment of proposals to panels andto panel members. Spe
i�
 responsibilities are:� reading all proposals assigned to the panel� a
ting as se
ondary reviewer for some proposals� ensuring that panel members are aware of the rules spe
i�ed in this do
ument and theproposal sele
tion 
riteria listed in the CfP� 
ondu
ting a fair and impartial review that grades proposals purely on the basis of thesele
tion 
riteria listed in the CfP 3



� insuring that the 
on
i
t of interest rules are followed� serve as a member of the Big Proje
t Panel (Se
tion 4.16)� parti
ipating in the Stage 2 budget review of those proposals requesting more than theallo
ated, fair-share budget, 
ondu
ted via e-mail as needed (unless based at a non-USinstitution).4.3 Deputy Panel ChairsThe deputy panel 
hair has the following responsibilities at the review in addition to thoseof a regular panel member:� insuring that there are written evaluations of ea
h proposal (the \peer-review report")justifying the assigned grade and re
e
ting the 
onsensus of the panel� stepping in for the panel 
hair as required, for example, if the 
hair leaves the roomdue to a 
on
i
t of interest;� re
ording reviewer 
on
i
ts of interest and their mitigation on the form provided onthe website� parti
ipating in the Stage 2 budget review of those proposals requesting more than theallo
ated, fair-share budget, 
ondu
ted via e-mail as needed. (Note: only US-basedreviewers 
an parti
ipate in the Stage 2 review.)4.4 Panel MembersPanel members shall read all proposals that their panel will 
onsider (ex
ept those for whi
hthey have a 
on
i
t of interest per Se
tion 5.2) prior to the review. All panel members shouldsubmit preliminary grades for all proposals (ex
ept those for whi
h they have a 
on
i
t ofinterest) that their panel will 
onsider. Panel members shall be assigned 
ertain proposalsfor whi
h they will be primary reviewers and 
ertain proposals for whi
h they will a
t asse
ondary reviewers. In both 
ases the reviewers are required to submit a preliminary review,listing both strengths and weaknesses, on a web-based form supplied by the CXC prior tothe formal review. This may be used during the review to open the dis
ussion as well asbeing in
luded in the initial version of the peer review report.4.5 Observing Time and Other Allo
ationsAfter allowing for observing eÆ
ien
y, about 10,500 kse
s of GO observing time will be dis-tributed among the panels for possible award. The amount of time allotted to a spe
i�
panel depends on the number of 
onventional (i.e. not Large/Very Large Proje
t) proposalsand the median observing time for these proposals to be reviewed by the panel in question.4



Targets of opportunity (TOO) are treated as any other target for the purpose of determiningobserving time allo
ation to a panel (but not for award - see below).The time allo
ation of ea
h panel will be in
reased by a �xed per
entage in order toin
lude slew tax based on a 
harge of 1.5 kse
s per proposed target in the review. Theexposure time 
harged to ea
h target will be in
reased by 1.5 kse
s. Grid observations willbe 
harged a lower slew tax as des
ribed in the CfP. Time 
onstrained grid observations willbe 
harged for 
onstraints at a similarly lower level.The remaining observing time (6,000 ks), plus any observing time not re
ommended forallo
ation by the panels, will be 
onsidered for re
ommendation for award during a �nal, BigProje
t Panel session (Se
tion 4.15) subsequent to the panel reviews whi
h 
on
entrates onthe LPs and VLPs.Ea
h panel will also be given an allo
ation of: 
onstrained observations in ea
h 
onstraint
ategory, joint fa
ility time (for that over-subs
ribed) and ar
hive and theory money (seebelow for more details).Ea
h panel will also be given an allo
ation of the number of TOOs based on the requestedresponse time, the number requested, and the total number available.Proposals for TOOs are treated as any other proposal. However, for purposes of timeallo
ation (as opposed to time award), only the time weighted by the rough probability thatthe TOO will be triggered during the Chandra 
y
le (e.g. 90%, 20%, 1%, as indi
ated bythe PI and/or updated by the panel) (probability times exposure) will 
ount towards thepanel's time allo
ation.4.6 Targets Already in the ProgramPreviously observed targets are not \lo
ked in" su
h that they pre
lude further observation.The peer review will seriously 
onsider any and all proposals that purport to perform a s
ien-ti�
 investigation not feasible by past and/or already approved observations or 
alibrations.An observer may have proposed the same target, but with a di�erent instrument, or withthe same instrument but for a mu
h longer observation, or for the purpose of studying timevariability on a long time s
ale, or, in any 
ase, for a s
ienti�
 investigation that is not fea-sible with the prior observation. Target 
on
i
t rules are intended to prevent ineÆ
ient useof Chandra time on dupli
ate observations. A proposed observation 
on
i
ts with anotherobservation of the same target if the proposed investigation 
an be 
arried out using the datafrom the other observation. If this is not the 
ase (e.g. di�erent instrument, di�erent datamode, exposure time, et
, is needed.) then there is no 
on
i
t in having two observations ofthe same target. Target 
on
i
ts shall not be approved.5



4.7 Guaranteed Time Observation (GTO) ProposalsGTO observers are guaranteed time but 
annot reserve targets in advan
e of the review.Targets in potential GTO programs whi
h are the same as those in GO proposals are judgedto be potential target 
on
i
ts. The GTO observers 
an withdraw these targets or 
an sub-mit proposals to the peer review, to be evaluated and graded in the usual way. The target\
on
i
t" de
ision is made by the CXC and is based on target, instrument, exposure time,and s
ien
e goals.GTO targets going to the peer review are \disguised" as GO proposals to ensure fairnessof review. If a GTO proposal is ranked higher than 
ompeting GO proposals, the GTOtargets will be observed and the observation time will be 
harged to the GTO program.(The time will not 
ome from the panel's allo
ation. Sin
e GTO proposals will not beidenti�ed until after proposals are ranked, this time will then be awarded to the highest-ranked \failed" GO proposals.) If ranked lower than the 
ompeting GO proposals, the GTOprogram will use alternate targets for whi
h there is no 
on
i
t.4.8 Targets of Opportunity (TOO)Proposals for TOO are reviewed and graded as any other proposal. They shall be held tothe same high standards for s
ienti�
 ex
ellen
e and 
ompelling justi�
ation for Chandraobserving time as non-TOO proposals regardless of the likelihood that the proposal will betriggered. In parti
ular, a triggered TOO proposal should be as s
ienti�
ally 
ompelling asa non-TOO proposal of the same grade.TOO's are diÆ
ult to a

omplish and pla
e a burden on Chandra's operations. Theplanning system 
an typi
ally a

ommodate about one rapid-response TOO per month.The a
tual number that 
an be a

omplished will depend on several fa
tors, in
luding howeasily the TOO 
an be a

ommodated into the preplanned s
hedule. Thus a limit to thenumber of rapid response TOOs is imposed. There are 4 levels of rapidity re
ognized, ea
hwith a quota: response less than 4, 12, and 30 days; and more than 30 days.4.9 Large Proje
tsA Large Proje
t (LP) is a proposal whi
h asks for 300 ks or more of observing time and thatthe PI has 
lassi�ed as a \Large Proje
t". Su
h proposals are 
onsidered �rst by two topi
alpanels, and then by the �nal Big Proje
t Panel. Note that it is possible for there to be aproposal that asks for more than 300 ks and that may not be 
lassi�ed by the PI as a LP.These latter proposals are only 
onsidered by the topi
al panel.Large Proje
t proposals will �rst be assigned to the appropriate topi
al panels and gradedfollowing the pro
edure in Se
tion 4.14. The panels should grade, rank-order, and note tar-6



gets (if any) whi
h may be potentially re
ommended for award to other, non-LP proposals.The panels may also make re
ommendations to the Big Proje
t Panel as to the observingtime, but only the Big Proje
t Panel 
an de
ide to 
hange (redu
e) the requested observingtime.4.10 Very Large Proje
tsA Very Large Proje
t (VLP) is a proposal whi
h asks for 1000 ks or more of observing timeand that the PI has 
lassi�ed as a \Very Large Proje
t". Su
h proposals are also 
onsidered�rst by two topi
al panels, and then by the �nal Big Proje
t Panel in the same manner asare Large Proje
ts.4.11 Ar
hive and Theory ProposalsProposals to perform ar
hival resear
h with Chandra data, or for theoreti
al work pertinentto Chandra s
ien
e, will be distributed to the topi
al panels along with proposer-providedinitial estimate (a

urate to 20%) of the proposal 
ost to perform the resear
h.Ea
h panel will be allo
ated a budget for theory and ar
hival proposals separately. Pleasenote that this is a guide only. Due to the small number statisti
s involved in these proposals,your budget may be insuÆ
ient to fund the highest ranked proposal. Even in this 
ase, thepanel should rank the proposals based primarily on their s
ien
e and using the same s
aleas the observing proposals, with 3.5 as the pass/fail line. They will be funded in order ofrank a
ross panels as total funds allow.4.12 Joint ProposalsJoint proposals are those that request HST, XMM, RXTE, NRAO, and/or NOAO observingtime in 
onjun
tion with the proposed Chandra Observation(s) as spe
i�ed in the CfP. Ea
hpanel will be given an allo
ation of time on joint fa
ilities whi
h are over-subs
ribed at thereview. This is a guide, rather than a hard quota, sin
e the joint time su�ers from smallnumber statisti
s a
ross the panels at the review.Should the panel de
ide not to award any/all of the joint time requested, this should benoted in the peer review report along with reasons for this de
ision. In this 
ase the �nalgrade is that voted without the unawarded joint time.If the panel does wish to award the joint time, they should award two grades (whi
h maybe identi
al) { one grade (that re
orded in the panel database) assumes that the proposedamount of joint (HST, XMM, RXTE, NRAO and/or NOAO) observing time will ultimatelybe awarded, the other assumes that no su
h time is available. The former grade will be usedin 
omparing these proposals to others until the appropriate and available joint observingtime is depleted for this 
y
le. Subsequently, the latter grade be
omes relevant. The latter7



grade should be spe
i�ed in the peer review report.4.13 Cy
le 10 Targets Approved by the HST, and XMM-NewtonTACs as Joint ProgramsThe joint proposals listed below have been approved for time in Cy
le 10. They are in
ludedin the OBSCAT and details are posted on the CXC website under Target Lists for Cy
le 10.PI Exp.(kse
) TargetXMM-NewtonPiets
h 100 M31Halpern 60 PSR J1852+0040HST No Results as yet4.14 TriageReviewers are instru
ted to read all proposals assigned to their panel and to send a prelimi-nary grade to the CXC before the review. Proposals for ea
h panel will be ranked in order ofaverage preliminary grade. The lowest 1/4 will be 
onsidered \triaged out" and will not bedis
ussed further so the panel 
an have more time to spend on proposals whi
h have a good
han
e of being re
ommended. However, before 
onsidering other proposals, the panel will
onsider the body of triaged proposals and de
ide if any should be resurre
ted (e.g. one withboth very high and very low preliminary grades or at the request of a reviewer). Any resur-re
ted proposals are to be dis
ussed and graded at the end of the dis
ussion period (be
ausethen the panel knows the quality of proposals whi
h will be re
ommended for a

eptan
e).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 dis
ussedat the review. This will be done after the review, on
e the �nal pass/fail line is establisedfor all panels.4.15 Constrained ObservationsAs des
ribed in the Cy
le 10 Call for Proposals, the need to moderate the temperature of keyequipment on the spa
e
raft has resulted in restri
tions on the amount of 
ontinuous timewhi
h 
an be spent at 
ertain solar pit
h angles. As a result, it has be
ome more diÆ
ultto a

ommodate 
onstrained observations, parti
ularly those of targets whi
h are at badpit
h angles for a signi�
ant period of time. More details 
an be found in the Proposers'Observatory Guide, Se
tion 3.3.As in Cy
le 9, we are 
lassifying observation 
onstraints by their degree of diÆ
ulty tos
hedule, (des
ribed in the CfP Se
tion 5.2.8). Ea
h panel shall be given an allo
ation forea
h 
lass of 
onstrained observation. Panels are asked to abide by their allo
ation, not8



approving proposals whi
h take them beyond the 
onstrained time allo
ation, even whenthey s
ore above 3.5. (You may leave the s
ore high and indi
ate in your report that yourallo
ation of 
onstrained time ran out).For a

ounting purposes, an observation is de�ned as an individual pointing to a tar-get, in
luding individual observations as part of a monitoring 
ampaign. We also in
ludeallowan
e for the typi
al length of an individual observation (80 kse
s) due to a 
ombinationof the length of the Chandra orbit (� 170 kse
) and the need to moderate the thermal 
on-ditions on the spa
e
reaft. This means, for example, that a 280 kse
 
onstrained observationwill 
ount as 4 
onstrained observations. Please refer to the Proposers' Observatory Guide(POG) se
tion 3.3 for more information on the 
urrent restri
tions on pit
h angle.Te
hni
al reports will be provided for all proposals whi
h in
lude 
onstrained observa-tions or long observations.4.16 Pro
edureEa
h proposal surviving triage will be presented orally by both a primary and a se
ondaryreviewer, and then dis
ussed by the panel until the Chair is satis�ed that all argumentshave been fairly presented. Panelists with a 
on
i
t of interest should leave the room fordis
ussion and voting of that proposal. The Deputy Chair will re
ord any 
on
i
ts and theirmitigation. The dis
ussion may be waived if re
ommended by both primary and se
ondaryreviewer and unanimously approved by the remainder of the panel present. The 
ommitteeshould dis
uss whether the proposal would re
eive a higher grade if one or more targets weredeleted (ex
ept for Large/Very Large Proje
ts). This 
onsideration might be espe
ially ap-propriate if one or more targets 
on
i
t with those in other proposals. These latter proposalsshould also be reviewed prior to grading the group of proposals. At an appropriate point intime, at the Chair's dis
retion, the Chair will stop the dis
ussion and 
all for grades for theversion of the proposal that would re
eive the highest grades { this latter may be determinedby majority vote. The vote shall be se
ret, re
orded on ballot papers and input to the paneldatabase by the fa
ilitator.The CXC will provide ea
h panel with a support person (fa
ilitator). The fa
ilitatorwill re
ord all grades assigned and votes taken, provide lists of the proposals on request andprovide for te
hni
al assistan
e when needed.The peer review panel has the option to re
ommend for approval only part of a proposal.Targets may be deleted from the panel database with explanation given in the peer reviewreport. Observing times may be re
ommended for redu
tion, although this latter should onlybe 
onsidered if the reviewers are 
onvin
ed that the observation time is ex
essive in viewof the stated obje
tives. The peer review panel is strongly en
ouraged to re
ommend thedeletion of targets rather than to shorten observing time for individual targets, and to honorthe proposers' target priorities. Changes in instruments or parameters may be re
ommendedin the peer review report, and these re
ommendations may be implemented by the CXC if9



the proposal is approved and the proposer 
on
urs.Grades will be assigned on a s
ale from 0 to 5, with 5 indi
ating an outstanding proposal.The following de�nitions of the numeri
al grades should be used 
onsistently throughout thereview and applied to all proposals, from the �rst to the last:4.5 - 5.0 Outstanding. This investigation is among the highest priority investigationsfor Chandra and must be 
arried out.3.5 - 4.5 Very Good. This investigation should be 
arried out if at all possible.3.0 - 3.5 Good. This investigation will be of some value to s
ien
e and may be 
arriedout if resour
es allow.2.5 - 3.0 A

eptable. This investigation is less 
ompetitive s
ienti�
ally.2.0 - 2.5 Fair. It is not 
lear whether this investigation will yield valuable s
ien
e results.1.0 - 2.0 Poor. This investigation should not be 
arried out for reasons given in theevaluation.0 This proposal was deemed non-feasible or non-responsive and was not reviewed(dis
uss with CXC representative �rst).Grades will be given to the Chair via se
ret ballot. After all grades have been submit-ted for a proposal, the Chair (or fa
ilitator) will read aloud the individual and average grades.The primary reviewers will modify the written review to in
orporate the panel's 
onsen-sus, additional 
omments, and to justify the grade assigned to the proposal. This must bea

omplished while the reviewer is still at the review.After all proposals have been dis
ussed and graded, the panel will review the grade-ordered list. If the 
ommittee wishes to 
onsider any reordering, the 
on
i
t of interestrules of Se
tion 5.2 apply. Panel members with any 
on
i
ts must leave the room and notparti
ipate in the dis
ussions or voting 
on
erning the reordering.A de�nite amount of observing-time-to-be-awarded, a number of short-response TOOsand a number of 
onstrained observations is allo
ated to ea
h panel. The panel will use thegrade-ordered list to determine whi
h proposals they re
ommend to be awarded time. Theyshould also rank-order proposals falling just below the a

eptan
e line as it is possible thatmore time may be
ome available due to use of GTO time, available VLP time, to settlementof interpanel 
on
i
ts or to allo
ations unused by other panels. In parti
ular, should more10




onstrained time be
ome available, 
lear de
ision trees for the highly-ranked but 
urrentlyuna

epted, 
onstrained proposals and for all proposals 
lose to the pass/fail line are needed.The panel should also indi
ate whi
h proposals should not be approved, i.e. a �nal pass/failline below whi
h no proposals should be approved.The CXC will normalize the grades from ea
h panel so that proposals re
ommended foraward have grades of 3.5 or above and reje
ted proposals have grades below 3.5. The highestand lowest ranked proposals will retain their original grades and the normalization formulashall be linear.If a proposal is highly ranked by the panel but loses the 
ompetition for a target to amore-highly-ranked proposal, the panel may retain the initial grade rather than lower it tobelow the pass-fail line grade. Similarly, a highly-ranked, 
onstrained proposal may have ahigh grade but not be approved due to la
k of 
onstrained observations to allo
ate. In either
ase the targets in question whould be set to \N" in the panel database. The proposer willthus re
eive a grade above the normalized 3.5, indi
ating that the proposal was well re
eivedbut lost due to other reasons (as indi
ated in the report).4.17 Big Proje
t Panel (BPP)The purpose of the Big Proje
t Panel is to 
reate a rank-ordered list of Large and Very LargeProje
ts and to re
ommend the highest-ranked for approval. A total of 6000 ks has beenreserved for award to Large/Very Large Proje
ts. For the �rst time in Cy
le 10, there are noapriori rules as to the allo
ation of time to LPs and VLPs. All proposals of both types will
ompete equally for the full 6000 kse
 allo
ated to the BPP. Similarly to the topi
al panels,this panel will be allo
ated quotas for TOOs, for ea
h 
lass of time 
onstrained observationset
..In the unlikely event that the Big Proje
t Panel de
ides proposal quality does not war-rant awarding 6000 kse
, the remaining time will go to the highest-ranked proposals in thetopi
al panels, reje
ted be
ause of time limitations. This time will be divided approximatelyequally among the topi
al panels by the CXC.The Big Proje
t Panel sessions will take pla
e after all panels have �nished ranking pro-posals:
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BPP SESSIONSWednesday evening Organizational SessionThursday morning TriageThursday mid-am Reading and Meeting periodThursday mid-pm Main Panel DeliberationsFriday am Con
luding Panel DeliberationsThe Big Proje
t Panel will in
lude all topi
al-panel Chairs, who will serve as primaryreviewer for any proposals brought forward by their panel to this session. The Big Proje
tPanel will also in
lude three or four well-respe
ted, knowledgeable astronomers who havenot parti
ipated in the topi
al panels. These \pundits" will 
ontribute a broad overview tothe Big Proje
t Panel pro
ess and will be voting members of the panel. Copies of all LP andVLP proposals will be sent to pundits and panel Chairs to read before the review. The BigProje
t Panel Chair will be one of the \pundits" and subje
t to the same 
on
i
t of interestrules as for topi
al panels.In 
onsidering the re
ommendations of the topi
al panels 
on
erning target lists andobserving time for LPs and VLPs, the panel should be aware that those proje
ts that areLarge/Very Large owing to the observation of numerous targets may have targets in 
on
i
twith a shorter, highly re
ommended observation. Su
h 
on
i
ts will have been noted by thetopi
al panel. The Big Proje
t Panel may remove the target from the LP/VLP list.The Big Proje
t Panel will re
ommend allo
ation of HST, XMM, RXTE, NRAO, and/orNOAO observing time to LP/VLPs as available in a

ordan
e with the prioritized lists 
re-ated.The rules for 
on
i
t of interest given in Se
tion 5.2 apply to all panelists.5 Con�dentiality and Con
i
ts of Interest Rules5.1 Con�dentialityInformation in proposals and dis
ussions as part of the review must be treated as
on�dential and not dis
ussed with anyone outside of the review pro
ess before,during, or after the review. All persons who have a

ess to and/or will be readingproposals will be instru
ted on the rules for 
on�dentiality, non-dis
losure, and 
on
i
t ofinterest prior to reading or handling the proposals.
12



5.2 Con
i
t of InterestIt is important to eliminate 
on
i
ts of interest or the appearan
e of 
on
i
ts of interest.The following de�nes and prevents the most obvious 
on
i
ts. If, on the other hand, anyparti
ipants feel that they have, or are aware of, 
on
i
ts whi
h prevent a fair and unbiasedreview, they are urged to 
onta
t the panel Chair and/or a CXC representative for guidan
e.Following NASA's guidelines, a log will be kept of all 
on
i
ts of interest and their mitigation.Panel Chairs Panel 
hairpersons 
annot be PIs, relatives, or 
lose personal asso
iates ofthe PIs of any proposals 
onsidered by their panel or of any Large/Very Large Proje
t.Panel Chairs must leave the room during any dis
ussion of proposals for whi
h they areCoIs, relatives or 
lose personal asso
iates of Co-Is, or for whi
h the PIs are from the 
hair-person's institution.For the purpose of determining 
on
i
ts of interest, a 
lose personal asso
iate is anindividual with whom you have a 
lose relationship whi
h others may feel prevents you frombeing obje
tive. (We are avoiding the appearan
e of a 
on
i
t of interest.) Examples are aspouse, domesti
 partner, or 
lose friend/
ollaborator.Te
hni
al Reviewers Te
hni
al Reviewers 
annot be PIs, or Co-Is, or relatives or 
losepersonal asso
iates of PIs or Co-Is, of any proposal they review.Panel Members Panel members 
annot be PIs of any proposal 
onsidered by their panel.Panel members may not serve as primary or se
ondary reviewers on any proposals forwhi
h they are Co-Is, for whi
h the PIs or (preferably) any of the Co-Is are from their in-stitutions, or for whi
h the panel members are relatives or 
lose personal asso
iates of anyCo-Is on the proposal.Panel members must leave the room when proposals for whi
h they are Co-Is, for whi
hthe PIs are from their institutions, or for whi
h the panel members are relatives or 
losepersonal asso
iates of the PI or any Co-Is on the proposal are under dis
ussion.Panel members may not serve as primary or se
ondary reviewers on any proposals whi
hare in dire
t 
ompetition with one on whi
h they are PI or Co-I. Furthermore, they mustleave the room when su
h proposals are under dis
ussion.CXC representative The CXC will provide representatives to oversee the peer reviewpro
ess. Comparable to the 
ase of a panel Chair, these representatives will withdraw fromthe room during dis
ussions/de
isions involving the evaluation of proposals with whi
h theyhave a 
on
i
t of interest. 13



6 Points of InformationMembers of the NASA Proje
t S
ien
e team at MSFC, members of the CXC, and s
ientistsat NASA HQ do not re
eive any guaranteed time for their parti
ipation in Chandra andmust 
ompete in the peer review for their observations.The Chandra Observing Poli
y allows GTOs to propose as GOs with no restri
tions onobservation type.The only 
riteria for proposal award are those published in the CfP.
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