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Full Statistics Package 
is on JSTUC webpage 

link

https://www.stsci.edu/files/live/sites/www/files/home/jwst/science-planning/user-committees/jwst-users-committee/_documents/jwst-cycle5-peer-review-results.pdf
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JW5 Results Summary



JWST Cycle 5 Proposal Review Schedule
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Date Milestone

August 1, 2025 Cycle 5 Call for Proposals released

October 15, 2025 at 8pm EDT Cycle 5 Proposal Deadline

November 5 & 6, 2025 Discussion Panelist Orientation & External Panelist Orientation

November 12, 2025 Proposals released to reviewers for review and grading

January 9, 2026 Deadline for Preliminary Grades

January 13, 2026 Executive Committee Orientation

Mid Jan 2026 Release of Panel Reading Lists

February 2 – 6, 2026 Telescope Allocation Committee Panels: 
        Monday – Thursday: Galactic Panels, Tuesday – Friday: Extragalactic Panels

February 9 - 12, 2026 Telescope Allocation Committee EC Meetings: 
        Galactic: Monday and Tuesday / Extragalactic: Wednesday and Thursday

March 5, 2026 Director’s Review

March 13, 2026 Release of Science Program

July 1, 2026 Cycle 5 Science Start



Submissions

• Deadline October 15, 2025 at 8pm EDT 

• 2,942 submissions received, including placeholders for extensions 

• 19 proposals had extensions due to the partial government shut down 

• 2 proposals had extensions for emergent health-related issues 

• 5 proposals were later withdrawn by the PIs 

• 6 proposals submitted after 8pm were rejected 

• 40 proposals with resubmissions after the deadline were rolled back to the last not-late version 

• Extended Deadline November 26, 2025 at 5pm 

• 7 extension proposals withdrawn by PIs 

• 12 extension proposals submitted 

• Final submission count: 2,930 submissions 

• Compliance Issues: 75 proposals disqualified 

• Proposals reviewed: 2,855 proposals
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Results Summary
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Proposals Reviewed Approved % Accepted CSA Accepted CSA % Total ESA Accepted ESA % Total

GO 2,568 225 8.8% 9 4% 64 28.2%

Calibration (GO & AR) 8 2 25.0% 0 0% 1 50.0%

SURVEY 52 3 5.8% 0 0% 3 75.0%

Treasury (incl. in GO) 43 3 7.0% 0 0% 1 25.0%

AR Regular 107 13 12.1% 1 7.7%

AR Legacy 20 3 15.0% 1 33%

AR Theory 104 8 7.7%

Total 2,855 254 8.9% 10 3.9 69 26.8

Prime Hours 99,782 8,009 8% 445 5.6 2,125 26.5



Executive Summary
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• Acceptance Rates: 

• GO: 1 in 11.4  for proposals and 1 in 12.5 for prime hours 

• Survey: 1 in 17.3 for proposals and 1 in 18.4 for targets 

• AR: 1 in 9.6 for proposals 

• Instruments (hours): 

• MIRI 24.8% 

• NIRCam 18.2% 

• NIRISS 7.1% 

• NIRSPEC 49.6% 

• Imaging 27% vs Spectroscopy 73%



Investigators Summary
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• Investigators of recommended programs: 

• 254 PIs + 177 CoPIs + 3,624 CoIs = 4,055 Total Investigators 

• of which 2,333 Unique Investigators 

• Geographic distribution: 

• 37 Countries 

• 44 US States + DC 

• 7 Canadian Provinces and Territories  

• 18 ESA Countries 

• New PIs: 46% of PIs are 1st time JWST PIs (111 of 240 unique)



ESA & CSA
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• CSA Stats: 

• 3.9 % of successful PIs 

• 3.2 % of successful CoIs 

• 5.6 % hours of total observing program  

• CSA Proposals: 10 out of 107 submitted (9.3%) 

• CSA Hours: 445 h out of 5,026 h requested (8.8%) 

• ESA Stats: 

• 27.2 % of successful PIs 

• 33.8 % of successful CoIs 

• 26.5 % hours of total observing program  

• ESA Proposals: 69 out of 870 submitted (8%) 

• ESA Hours: 2,056 h out of 33,669 h requested (6.1%)



Additional Categories
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• ToO Proposals – 7 recommended (94 submitted) 

• 0 Ultra-Disruptive Activations 

• 1 Disruptive Activations 

• 31 Non-Disruptive Activations 

• Pure Parallels - 1 recommended (14 submitted) 

• Cloud Computing - 0 recommended (3 submitted) 

• Data Science Software - 2 recommended (19 submitted) 

• Programs with Coordinated Parallels 

• 16 recommended (167 submitted) — 9.6% or 1 in 10.4 

• 468.8h recommended (5969.4h submitted) — 7.9% or 1 in 12.7 

• Zero Exclusive Access Period - 2,275 h (28% of program)



Joint Programs
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• Joint Programs: 

• Joint ALMA: 0 recommended (31 for 359 hours submitted) 

• Joint CHANDRA: 0 recommended  (3 for 215 ksecs submitted) 

• Joint HST: 9 for 55 Orbits Recommended (38 for 630 orbits submitted) 

• Joint KECK: 0 recommended (3 for 3 nights submitted) 

• Joint NOIRLab: 0 recommended (6 for 6.2 nights submitted) 

• Joint NRAO: 0 recommended (6 for 61.8 hours submitted) 

• Joint XMM: 1 for 5 Ksec recommended (9 for 486 ksecs submitted 

• [accepted XMM program also requests 3 HST orbits]



New Initiatives: LTM & RPS
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• Long-Term Monitoring (LTM) Initiative: 

• To encourage proposals in short-term and long-term time domain astronomy, including first epoch 
observations for future time domain work, later-epoch observations to probe astrometric, 
photometric, or spectroscopic variations, or regular monitoring of variable phenomena. 

• 49 submitted: 48 GO (incl. 10 ToO, 11 Treasury, 36 Future-Cycle) + 1 AR (incl. 1 Legacy) 

• 5 recommended: 4 GO + 1 AR Legacy (10% or 1 in 9.8) 

• Roman Preparatory Science (RPS) Initiative 

• To encourage proposals for JWST observations that complement and enhance the scientific impact of 
Roman observations, or that are essential to achieving critical science goals of future Roman 
programs. 

• 33 submitted: 24 GO (incl. 2 Pure Parallel, 2 ToO, 5 Treasury) + 8 AR (incl. 4 Legacy) + 1 Survey 

• 6 recommended: 4 GO + 2 AR (incl. 1 Legacy) (18% or 1 in 5.5) 

• Renamed for Cycle 6 — see Molly’s talk
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Compliance Violations



Compliance Violations
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• All compliance issues are discussed by the SPD team until a consensus decision is reached. We consult decisions for 
similar issues to ensure we are treating cases consistently in-cycle. We also look at past cycles to make sure we are 
consistent cycle-to-cycle. 

• Disqualification recommendations are sent to the Director for approval. Disqualifications are not done lightly. 

• A major issue is that we currently rely on reviewers to report issues to us. We remind them to do this in their TAC 
welcome emails, in the orientations (which they can watch live or via recording), in the online documentation, and in 
frequent email reminders throughout the process. This means that a lot of cases are: 

• Reported in the few days running up to (and after) the grading deadline. 

• Reported during the panel meetings. 

• Never reported, only left in feedback comments. (We review all comments and catch all issues left there.) 

• This is an issue because we discuss cases 1) piecemeal, and 2) often late in the review process. 

• We are developing tools to automatically flag possible violations for further review — such as page limits, font style, 
margins — and testing for Hubble Cycle 34. We will not take action without careful review. First step is internal testing, 
but we hope eventually to make the tools available so proposers can verify their own programs. (Expect more on this 
at the next meeting.)



Compliance Violations
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• 75 proposals (2.6%) were disqualified from the review. 

• Proposals are disqualified for serious compliance violations. 

• Disqualified proposals are not sent for review or are removed from the review when they are 
identified. They do not receive a quintile and do not receive feedback comments from reviewers. 
They do receive a brief note from STScI with the reason for the disqualification. 

• 54 proposals (1.8%) were issued warnings. 

• Proposals are issued warnings for minor or borderline compliance violations. 

• Proposals with warnings are fully reviewed, and may even be recommended for acceptance. They do 
receive quintile information and feedback comments from reviewers. 

• 54 proposals (1.8%) were reported and found to be compliant. 

• We encourage reviewers report suspected issues, but many turn out to be compliant with our 
policies. 

• For compliant proposals, no action is taken.



Compliance Violations - Summary
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• Reasons for (75) Disqualifications / (54) Warnings: 

• Some proposals were disqualified or warned for multiple reasons. Numbers do not sum. 

• Dual Anonymous Peer Review (DAPR): 22 DQs, 26 Warnings 

• Font/Margin/Template Changes: 26 DQs, 2 Warnings 

• Page Limits: 22 DQs, 3 Warnings 

• Policy Issues: 6 DQs, 2 Warnings 

• Wrong Proposal Type: 3 DQs, 3 Warnings 

• Lack of Special Requirements: 0 DQs, 20 Warnings 

• Generative Artificial Intelligence: 0 DQs, 5 Warnings 

• Wrong PDF: 3 DQs, 0 Warnings



Compliance Violations - DAPR Issues
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• The purpose of the TAC process is to select proposals of the highest scientific merit. 

• Accordingly, proposals and reviews should focus on the science not the team or other 
researchers. 

• Dual Anonymous Peer Review (DAPR) is a tool we use to help put the focus on the science. 

• DAPR’s goals is not to make it impossible to guess the team, but it should be at least 
ambiguous. 

• Proposals must describe relevant past work but without appearing to claim ownership. 

• This includes proposals that expand on existing observational or theoretical programs. They 
should focus on anticipated new results in the context of past work but without claiming 
ownership of past work. 

• Proposals should not discuss the team composition or expertise, even anonymously. Proposals 
should not discuss researchers beyond properly citing work. 

• Citing work is very important! DAPR is not an excuse to skip citations.



Compliance Violations - DAPR Issues
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• Claims of ownership: 

• Ambiguous: warning. Obvious: disqualification. 

• Obvious examples with real text, edited to change identifying issues: 

• “We obtained R2700 resolution NIRSpec/IFU data for TARGET (PID #NNNN)…” (DQ) 

• "our cloud models from Rubin & Tinsley [20] …" (DQ) 

• Ambiguous cases look like: “We showed that this galaxy is a spiral using the SuperCool galaxy 
modelling code [9].” — Does [9] refer to “we showed” or is citing the SuperCool galaxy 
modelling code? 

• Access to private facilities or data: 

• Large consortium: usually a warning. Small group: usually a disqualification. 

• "Using the Shiny Telescope (to which our team has preferred access)…" (could be either 
depending on the facility)



Compliance Violations - DAPR Issues
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• Data under EAP: 

• Usually a warning. 

• Proposing to use data under an EAP before the EAP has expired — such access implies the 
team is behind the proposal (without any qualifying statements). 

• Reuse of public text: 

• Usually a disqualification. 

• Titles and abstracts of accepted programs are public (so are the team members). Reviewers 
frequently look at previous proposals for context for the current proposal, and notice the 
similarities. 

• Could also be published papers or white papers, which have author lists. 

• Reuse of the text implies the team of the public information are behind the proposal. Or 
they have committed plagiarism, which would also be a disqualifying offence. 



Compliance Violations - DAPR Issues
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• Mentions of team composition, team expertise, or other researchers beyond citations: 

• Brief or mild: warning. Extensive or strong: disqualification. 

• DQ examples can be hard to show, as they are often phrases that alone would give a warning, 
but when repeated or there are multiple such phrases, the violation raises to a 
disqualification. 

• Examples of phrases to avoid: 

• “We have put together a team of international researchers who are experts in This Field, 
and That Field, and That Other One.” 

• "We have developed multiple pieces of software to cover aspects of this project, and are 
well placed to put them together. Each software is well tested so we are prepared to 
immediately produce results on topic X while developing new software to do thing Y.” 

• “John Smith recently left the field for industry. The code he produced to do a Cool Space 
Thing is no longer being maintained.”



Compliance Violations - DAPR Issues
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• Mentions of people (team composition, team expertise, or researchers): 

• Brief or mild: warning. Extensive or strong: disqualification. 

• Common issue: AR proposals are required to provide an Analysis Plan. This is not a budget. Analysis Plans 
should describe the data required from the archive and the steps required to reduce it. They may estimate 
duration of work. They should not provide details of team composition, career stages, or FTEs. 

• This point is not clear in the Call for Proposals at present. We felt we could not reasonably disqualify for 
this issue in the cycle. See Molly’s talk on Cycle 6 Plans. 

• Most were warnings in this cycle, but there were a couple of DQs that were especially extensive. 

• "The work involved will rely heavily on the PI astronomer (25% a year for two years), where the Co-Is (four 
at 10% a year) and Collaborators (two) will provide guidance on a situational basis.” (warning this cycle) 

• “Team and Timeline: co-PI-1 (postdoc, 12 months FTE) will lead …, … and ..… co-PI-2 (faculty, 4 months 
FTE) will lead … and oversee the project. An advanced undergraduate already familiar with … will assist 
with ..…” (warning this cycle) 

• “The expected duration of this project is 12 months, and it will be part of a PhD thesis.” (warning this 
cycle)



Compliance Violations - Common Template Issues
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• The Call for Proposals states that proposers should not change the template. This includes, but is 
not limited to, the font size, font style, and margins. 

• Changing these things can allow proposers to fit more text on a page, thus gaining them an 
advantage / allow proposals to fit within the page limit when using the unmodified template 
would put them over the page limit. 

• e.g. changing the Latex template to Times font gains ~2.5 lines per page compared to the template 
font. 

• Almost all of these violations were disqualified. 

• Many appear to have been unintentional — quite a few PIs added additional latex packages that 
changed the font or margins without them knowing or realising. Additional packages are allowed, 
but only as long as they don’t change the template. Even if accidental, it still gained them an 
advantage, which is not fair to other proposers. 

• See Molly’s talk on Cycle 6 plans.



Compliance Violations - Generative AI Use
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• JW5 Call for Proposals: 

• Proposers are not prohibited from the use of Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) tools, such as 
ChatGPT. However, following NASA policy, the proposal must acknowledge content that is not the 
creative product of the proposal team. Thus, any material contained in the proposal that is derived 
from GAI must be described and cited, e.g., the name of the program, version number, the date and 
time, and a short statement on how the GAI was used. This information must be included with the 
References and does not count against the page limits. Failure to disclose the use of GAI will result in 
disqualification. 

• We found a number of limitations with this policy as written and will be making changes: see Molly’s talk on 
Cycle 6 Plans. It gave us limited latitude to warn or DQ for GAI issues, hence the small number. 

• Of the 5 warnings, 4 appeared to be proposals that were generated entirely by GAI. These programs had 
other issues and were disqualified for other serious violations. 

• The fifth warning was for a proposal that contained a large number of “hallucinated” references. References 
that looked right but turned out to not exist (e.g. a paper by well-known authors in the field but who had 
never written a paper together, incorrect year and journal volume number, etc).


