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Summary:
• Excellent collegial discussions in all panels and EC
• Whole process conducted professionally and transparently
• Support from STScI was exemplary
• Likewise the hard work of panelists (note time estimated as 82 

hours and 107 hours per chair)
• Happy with final C5 Galactic Science program that covers wide 

range of ground-breaking science



Triaging

• Triaging is essential to get reasonable discussion

• Fair (e.g., EC discussed 36% of proposals, with topic distribution 
consistent with uniform triage rate)

• High triage rate led panelist to drop out, saying presence 
unnecessary given small number of proposals discussed 
(though success rate still 5:1)

• Very few resurrections (some thought resurrections should be 
encouraged more, others not)



Oversubscription

• Many shocked by how few proposals end up allocated, and 
concern for impact on the community of oversubscription rates

• Note that system incentivizes putting in multiple proposals

• AI makes it easier to submit proposals 



Disqualifications

• ~2%, mostly due to anonymity or format

• Applied fairly, but some removed late as checked manually

• AI guidance is a moving target - declaring usage insufficient 
(proposals with many hallucinated references noted)

• Talks advertising C5 proposals post-submission but pre-review, 
should be discouraged given DAPR



Process

• Most panelists in the room (2 online)

• Webex criticized by some panel chairs

• Ranking process easy enough (duplications+pairwise switches)

• No issues with conflicts this year (most conflicted was 6 in 
ranking)

• Need for an EC Panel Vice-Chair



Zero-hours Proposals

• No pure parallel awarded this round (in Galactic EC)

• Panel members wanted more instruction on this, to compare 
with regular time awarded (e.g., impact on instrument lifetime)

• Having Jeff in the room (for ranking discussion) was helpful, but 
earlier intervention needed

• Similarly questions on Roman Preparation



Reports

• In general these were good and process smooth; SPIRIT worked 
well

• But some secondaries hadn’t provided comments before 
meetings (or didn’t later too); similar story in many panels

• Some reports submitted without checking other comments

• Tighten up timeline: make clearer reports needed by EC



Panels

• Several panels noted science imbalance within their panel’s 
recommendation that was balanced by mirror panels

• Stars and stellar populations panel
• very broad, extragalactic to planetary, members focus on expertise
• where to put brown dwarfs? (exoplanets vs stellar populations)
• could split: SN/transient, evolved stars/binaries, MS/substellar OR 

star/planet formation, stellar pops/transients

• Exoplanets panels
• suggestion (of many but not agreed by all): panels on 

circumstellar+circumplanetary disks, directly imaged exoplanets 
and BDs, and exoplanet atmospheres
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