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Dual-Anonymous Reviews in Astrophysics
The Astrophysics Division (APD) of NASA’s Science Mission
Directorate is strongly committed to ensuring that the review of
proposals is performed in an equitable and fair manner that
reduces or eliminates unconscious bias. To this end, and motivated
by a successful pilot program conducted for the Hubble Space
Telescope, APD is directing that all Astrophysics General Observer
/ General Investigator proposals be evaluated using dualanonymous peer review.

Please see Dr. Stefanie Johnson’s excellent talk at:
https://outerspace.stsci.edu/display/DRW/Schedule?preview=/466297
62/52330568/BreakingBias-Johnson.pdf
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Implementation of Dual-Anonymous
Reviews in Astrophysics GO/GI Programs
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Rollout of Dual-Anonymous Reviews
Format

Program

Proposal due date

Traditional

NICER Cycle 2

11/13/2019

Traditional

TESS Cycle 3

1/16/2020

Dual-Anonymous

NuSTAR Cycle 6

1/24/2020

Traditional

Fermi Cycle 13

2/19/2020

Dual-Anonymous

Hubble Cycle 28

3/4/2020

Traditional

Chandra Cycle 22

~3/2020

Dual-Anonymous

Swift Cycle 17

~9/2020

Dual-Anonymous

NICER Cycle 3

~11/2020

Dual-Anonymous

TESS Cycle 4

~1/2021

Dual-Anonymous

NuSTAR Cycle 7

~1/2021

Dual-Anonymous

Fermi Cycle 14

~2/2021

Dual-Anonymous

Hubble Cycle 29

TBD

Dual-Anonymous

Chandra Cycle 23

~3/2021

Pilot study
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Implementation of Dual-Anonymous Peer Review
The Astrophysics Division is taking the following steps to ensure a smooth
transition to dual-anonymous peer review:
• Create written guidance on how to write an anonymized proposal.
• Host a virtual Town Hall in Spring 2020 to discuss dual-anonymous peer
review with the community.
• Run training sessions for panel levelers who provide guidance during dualanonymous panel deliberations.
• Ensure that mission program staff are available to answer help desk
questions about writing anonymized proposals during the run-up to proposal
submission.
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Guidance to Proposers
Proposers are required to write the Scientific/Technical/Management (i.e., science
justification) section of the proposal in an anonymized format using these guidelines:
•

Do not include author names or affiliations anywhere in the Scientific/Technical/Management
section. This includes but is not limited to, page headers, footers, diagrams, figures, or
watermarks. This does not include references to past work, which should be included whenever
relevant (see below).

•

Referencing is an essential part of demonstrating knowledge of the field and progress. When
citing references within the proposal, use third person neutral wording. This especially applies to
self-referencing. For example, replace phrases like “as we have shown in our previous work (Doe
et al. 2010)” with “as Doe et al. (2010) showed...”

•

Do not refer to previous investigations with this or other observatories in an identifying fashion.
For instance, rather than write “we observed another cluster under program
#XXXXX.” Instead, write "program #XXXXX has observed this target in the past.”

•

We encourage references to published work, including work citable by a Digital Object Identifier
(DOI). It may be occasionally important to cite exclusive access datasets or non-public software
that may reveal (or strongly imply) the investigators on the proposal. We suggest proposers use
language like “obtained in private communication” or “from private consultation” when referring to
such potentially revealing work.

•

Do not include acknowledgements, or the source of any grant funding.
9

Team Expertise Document
Proposers will also be required to upload a separate “Team Expertise” document, which
is not anonymized. This document will be distributed to the review panel after all
proposals have been reviewed and ranked. This is to allow the reviewers to assess the
team capabilities required to execute a given proposed science investigation.
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Institutional Access to Unique Facilities
Another common situation that occurs in proposals is when a team member
has institutional access to unique facilities (e.g., an observatory or laboratory)
that are required to accomplish the proposed work. An anonymized proposal
does not prohibit stating this fact in the Scientific/Technical/Management section
of the proposal; however, the proposal must be written in a way that does not
identify the team member. Here is an example:
“The team has access to telescope time on the W. M. Keck Observatory,
which will enable spectroscopic follow-up of the galaxies in the sample.”
Note: in this situation, NASA recommends that the team provide detailed
supporting information to validate the claim in the “Team Expertise” document,
which is not anonymized.
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Return without Review for Unanonymized Proposals
NASA understands that dual-anonymous peer review represents a major
shift in the evaluation of Guest Observer / Guest Investigator proposals,
and as such there may be occasional slips in writing anonymized
proposals. However, NASA reserves the right to return without review
proposals that are particularly egregious in terms of the identification of
the proposing team.
NASA further acknowledges that some proposed work may be so
specialized that, despite attempts to anonymize the proposal, the
identities of the Principal Investigator and team members are readily
discernable. As long as the guidelines are followed, NASA will not return
these proposals without review.
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