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Evaluation Criteria
• scientific merit

• relevance and responsiveness

• technical capability, management and science productivity 
given the costs



Review Process

April 20:  Submissions by HST and Chandra distributed 

May 7:     Online meeting of committee 

May 8:     Presentation by HST  (90 min + discussion)

May 9:     Presentation by Chandra  (90 min + discussion)

May 16:   Follow-up meeting of committee

May 20:   Summary report presented to NASA HQ

Submissions followed a prescribed format (text and budgets) 
and certain categories of costs could not be reduced.  

(most of these slides are taken from that report)











HST

• HST explored reductions in three areas:  GO funding, discontinuing instrumentation modes, 
and reduced (i.e., higher risk) mission operations.

• Option A (in guide):  most savings from reductions in GO funding 

• Option B (in-guide):  elimination of instrument modes, less reduction in GO funding

• Option C (in-guide):  reduced mission ops, less reduction in GO funding

• Option D (over-guide):  avoid reduced capabilities, maintain most GO funding

• In addition, all options incorporate several other reductions 

• drop WFC/IR (redundant with JWST) and ACS/WFC (most moves to WFC/UVIS)

• drop high-level science products and tools except for calibration of data

• drop finance committee, mid-cycle reviews, in-person TAC

• drop archival research support (→ ADAP)

• reduce outreach activities, disseminate more results via NASA outreach

• GSFC mission operations reductions

FY23                FY25                 FY 26             FY27                  FY28
105.6M   88.8M              87.5M           87.7M                82.9M

For reference the OPCR guideline budgets for FY25-FY29 compared to FY23



GO funding:  significant reductions

-  Reductions in GO funding will impact broad community



maintain larger levels 







UVO

similar to Option B





($13M-$22M/yr over-guide)

continue



HST:  General Findings and Remarks

• The three in-guide options illustrate the impacts and trade-offs between 
absorbing reductions primarily in GO support vs available instrument 
modes vs mission operations.

• Other approaches might be to combine elements of Options B and C to 
further mitigate impacts on GO funding, but such choices are beyond the 
scope of the OCPR.

• The committee debated the merits and liabilities of reductions to GO 
funding vs observatory capabilities, but no clear consensus emerged.  
Severe funding cuts would impact a very large community, on the other 
hand once an observatory capability is lost it almost certainly won’t be 
recovered.   Needs to be addressed at a higher level.



Chandra

• The Chandra project had a considerably more challenging task, with much deeper cuts in the FY25 PBR

• The only viable in-guide option was to initiate termination of the mission (approved plan already in 
place).   The other three options are over-guide, but with Options II and III entailing major reductions in 
funding compared to FY23 levels. 

• Options:

• Option I (in-guide):  mission closeout

• Option II (over-guide):  “TSL” meaning TDAMM/Synergy/Legacy program elimination of regular GO observing 
and reduced user support

• Option III (over-guide):  “TSL+” meaning Option B with increased levels of user support

• Option IV (over-guide):  Full capability mission

• As with HST some additional reductions would be made in all options (e.g., elimination of GTO funding, 
staffing reductions via attrition)

FY23                 FY25                 FY 26             FY27                  FY28
 68.3M   41.4M              26.6M           26.6M                26.6M

For reference the OPCR guideline budgets for FY25-FY29 compared to FY23







(30-35% reduction)



GO funding (but reduced compared to current





Chandra:  General Findings and Remarks

• After considerable discussion the committee agreed that continuation of a 
scientifically viable CXO mission was not possible within the funding 
constraints of the FY25 proposed budget (PBR).

• Option II, though entailing considerable reductions in science and loss of GO 
observing and funding support, provided a proof of concept that a scientifically 
viable (and impressive) mission is possible with more modest (but still large) 
reductions in funding relative to FY24 and those projected in the 2022 Senior 
Review.

• In common with HST, the options raise serious questions about the relative 
impacts of reductions to GO funding vs (permanent) reductions in mission 
capability, which need to be addressed at levels above the OPCR.  [RCK:  
Consideration might be given to whether funding impacts on the two user 
communities should be handled consistently.]
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