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JWST Cycle 6 timeline

• The items in orange have moved relative to Cycle 5. Everything else is in the same place relative 
to Cycle 5. (See TAC Timing presentation tomorrow.)

• The Cycle Start date is unchanged.

• Call for Proposals: July 20, 2026

• JWST Cycle 6 Deadline: September 30, 2026

• Galactic Panel Meetings: February 1-4, 2027

• Extragalactic Panel Meetings: February 2-5, 2027

• Galactic EC Meeting: February 8-9, 2027

• Extragalactic EC Meeting: February 10-11, 2027

• Notifications: mid-to-late March 2027

• Cycle 6 Start: July 1, 2027



Overall  TAC Chairs

Galactic Chair: Adam Burgasser (UC San Diego)

Extragalactic Chair: JD Smith (Toledo)



TAC Structure – Cycle 5 reminder

8 science categories - grouped in Galactic + Extragalactic; 550 total reviewers

Executive Committee - workload typically 35-45 proposals:
• 2 for Cycle 5 (1 Galactic, 1 Extragalactic)

• Large GO, Treasury GO, AR Legacy, Pure Parallel

• 34 total panelists + 1 At Large + 2 chairs

Discussion Panels - workload typically 50-60 proposals:
• 18 for Cycle 5, subdivided by science category

• Small GO, Medium GO, ToO, Survey

• 190 panelists

External Panels - workload typically 20-25 proposals:
• 8 for Cycle 5, subdivided by science category

• Very Small GO, AR

• 322 panelists



TAC Structure – Cycle 6 Plans: Move Small GO proposals to Externals

8 science categories - grouped in Galactic + Extragalactic; aiming for ~460 total reviewers 

Executive Committee - workload typically 35-45 proposals:
• 2 for Cycle 6 (1 Galactic, 1 Extragalactic)

• Large GO, Treasury GO, AR Legacy, Pure Parallel

• 22 total panelists + 2-4 At Large + 2 chairs

Discussion Panels - workload typically 50-60 proposals:
• 13 for Cycle 6, subdivided by science category

• Medium GO, ToO, Survey [Except for ISM and Solar System, which will still have Small GOs)

• Aim for ~130 panelists

External Panels - workload typically 35-45 proposals (increase over previous cycles):
• 8 for Cycle 6, subdivided by science category

• Very Small GO, Small GO, AR 

• Aim for ~330 panelists

Numbers being finalized.



New Special Initiatives for Cycle 6

• The “Roman Preparatory Science (RPS) Initiative” will be pivoted to a “JWST-
Roman Science Initiative” (JRS) will be introduced, in recognition that the kinds 
of complementary proposals will be different post-Roman launch. (A similar 
change was made for Hubble Cycle 34.) 

• A new “Habitable Worlds Observatory Precursor Science (HPS) Initiative” will be 
introduced, similar to the one introduced for Hubble Cycle 34.

• As is typical of all special initiatives, no extra time will be made available for 
initiative proposals, and no additional weight will be given in grading. 

• However, setting the JRS flag serves to highlight JWST’s broad impact and its importance 
for future science with Roman during the review.

• Likewise, highlighting proposals within the HPS framework will underscore JWST’s unique 
role to inform planning, reduce risk, and maximize the eventual scientific return of HWO.



Addressing Lessons Learned from Cycle 5

• Templates:
• Proposers are not permitted to change the templates. This includes, but is not limited to, the 

font style, font size, margins, and headers. For JW5, we had multiple instances of proposals 
being disqualified for changing the font or the margins — in many cases this appears to have 
been accidental, and the result of using additional latex packages that unintentionally 
changed the font or margins. Additional latex packages are permitted, as long as they don’t 
change the template (e.g., font or margins)!
➢We will be adding a statement to warn proposers to check the effects of those additional packages.

➢We will also add lorem ipsum example templates for visual comparison, alongside the existing blank 
templates.

• Warning: In January 2026, Overleaf changed its default latex compiler — it now uses a 
European compiler, which means that Overleaf compiles as A4 paper size by default unless a 
paper size is specified. We have modified all of our templates to specify letter size. 



Addressing Lessons Learned from Cycle 5

• Dual Anonymous Peer Review:
• We get a lot of requests for example texts — both Dos and Don’ts, so we will be working on 

adding some.

• We will be providing clearer guidance on how to cite work that is not published by the 
deadline (i.e., that is submitted or in preparation), specifically, what should or should not be 
cited as “private communication” without names attached.
➢ Currently, the guidance on when to attach names to “private communication” citations is different 

in HST and JWST documentation. This will be made consistent!

• We will be clarifying expectations for proposals that require Analysis Plans: specifically, this 
section should describe the work that will be done, but should not discuss the composition or 
expertise of the team doing the work. 

➢ This is actually a lot easier now that funding is formula-based! There is no longer a need to justify 
that work is done by, e.g., a postdoc instead of a grad student in the budgeting phase.



Addressing Lessons Learned from Cycle 5: Generative Artificial Intelligence

• Reminder regarding Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) use in proposals:
• Current text: 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.

• These instructions are too vague and need to be more concrete in terms of what we expect in 
such a statement, e.g., was GAI used to polish language, prepare figures, research 
background, write text from scratch, identify references.

• These instructions only say failure to disclose GAI use will result in disqualification, but do not 
give us latitude to disqualify for inappropriate GAI use.
➢ In particular, we will be adding a statement that proposals containing false (or hallucinated) 

references will be disqualified.

• It is unclear what information regarding GAI use would be helpful to reviewers.



Addressing Lessons Learned from Cycle 5: Generative Artificial Intelligence

• Concerns regarding Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) use in proposals
• Concerns have been raised that the oversubscription JWST is seeing is driven in part by 

proposers using GAI to submit large numbers of proposals, perhaps in an effort to “game” 
the system. To date, we see no evidence for this.

• Anecdotally, the few proposals that do appear to be largely GAI generated are often non-
compliant in multiple ways and already disqualified for other reasons, such as template 
changes.

• We need to consider what problems a GAI policy for proposals is trying to solve when 
putting such a policy in place.

• We do not have the resources to police GAI use in proposals. As there is no way to prove a 
proposal was written using AI, we would not be able to enforce any policy that purported 
to disqualify AI-generated proposals.

• We are considering adding a “GAI checkbox” for proposers in APT

• We welcome input from the JSTUC on this topic.



Addressing Lessons Learned from Cycle 5: Generative Artificial Intelligence

• Concerns regarding Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) use by reviewers
• Concerns have been raised regarding the input of proprietary information (i.e., proposals) 

into public GAI software platforms.

• We currently tell reviewers to not use GAI for any part of the reviewing process.

• Many reviewers want to be able to read and review proposals on their own, write their 
feedback, and use GAI tools to polish the text.

• We are considering adding a “GAI checkbox” in SPIRIT for reviewers at first login and at 
sign off.

• We welcome input from the JSTUC on this topic.



JWST Cycle 6 and HST Cycle 35

• Call for Proposals structure:
• Both our Calls read like documents that were put together with thought and intention, but 

have been added to, edited, and cut over many years…. Because they were documents put 
together with thought and intention that have been heavily edited over the years!

• Starting work to restructure the JWST Cycle 6 Call for Proposals to make it easier to navigate 
and remove redundancy.



Other considerations and
looking ahead to after Cycle 6



Pure Parallels

• Pure parallels: we are considering alternative ways to “charge” the Executive 
Committees for pure parallel programs. Currently, the “currency” for the TAC is in 
prime hours. Even though pure parallel programs do not cost (many) prime 
hours, they do require a lot of resources—hence having them evaluated by the 
ECs instead of the subject matter panels. While there will be no change for Cycle 
6, we are looking at other possible methods to have pure parallel programs (and 
archival legacy proposals) weighed fairly against GO programs. 



TAC Structure: Peer review takes a lot of work by the community! 

• Fundamentally, if reviewers are to read and review proposals, and provide 
written feedback to proposers, there exists a minimum amount of total 
reviewer time that goes into the process. 

• Reviewer surveys indicate that most reviewers spend ~30-45 minutes per proposal 
reading, reviewing, writing, and editing comments, with some spending up to an hour or 
more. The total amount of community time spent is then set by the number of reviewers 
each proposal has. We can look at possible ways to decrease this time investment without 
risking decreasing trust in the proposal selection process.

• Discussion-based reviews take more time as proposals surviving triage are re-
reviewed during the face-to-face meetings, i.e., have more time spent on them 
per person, and more people reviewing each proposal.

• Since moving to the hybrid (discussion+external) review model, we have had proposals 
requesting higher investments of resources (time, money, support, etc.) reviewed with 
more time and care, i.e., by discussion-based panels that strive to reach consensus on how 
these resources should be allocated.



Some data: responses from the JWST Cycle 5 Reviewers Surveys

Discussion panelists (~1/3 response)
External panelists
(~1/4 response)



TAC Structure: How can we reduce the total workload?

• There are lots of knobs in the existing TAC process that we can tweak — 
different issues can be addressed by adjusting different knobs in different ways. 
These include:
• What classes of proposal are sent for Discussion review vs External review.

• How many grades to require per proposal for Preliminary (Discussion) grading.

• How many grades to require per proposal for External grading.

• How many proposals we aim to assign per Discussion reviewer.

• How many proposals we aim to assign per External reviewer.

• The triage levels in each panel relative to the overall oversubscription.

• The extent to which proposals receive written feedback from reviewers.

Changed 
in Cycle 5 

Changing 
in Cycle 6



What about Distributed Peer Review (DPR)?

DPR has two distinct components:
1) requiring proposers to serve as reviewers in the same cycle,

2) asynchronous review of proposals by multiple panelists.

Component 2 we already do — it’s called External review and most Very Small and 
Regular Archival programs were already reviewed this way. We plan to add Small 
GOs to External review for Cycle 6.

Component 1 would require major changes to multiple steps of our process and all 
supporting software, even if just for the triage stage, and not the whole review. This 
is not impossible, but if implemented will take time and resources. Would solve 
some problems and create others.

• We are weighing the pros and cons, considering what this might look like for our TAC 
processes, and measuring the impacts, and expect to have more at the next meeting.
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