NSF CAREER Proposal Writing Workshop

April 6, 2006, Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas
Evaluation Results
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What activities in the workshop are the most helpful?
1. Awardee presentation.
2. They are all helpful in terms of different perspectives.
3. Presentation by Dr. Hazelrigg.
4. Program manager’s insights. Successful career awardee’s presentations.
5. Writing style.
6. Lectures from PMs; Mock panel discussion.
7. Talks/discussion with previous career award winners. Overview of the proposal process.
8. Presentations by NSF awardees.
9. Hazelrigg’s overview in the morning. Mock panel review.
10. Group review.
11. All of it.
12. Winning proposers’ experience. Program managers’ insights.
13. Panel reviews, and presentations by the successful PIs. 

14. George’s morning presentation.
15. Panel review / sample proposals.
16. George’s lecture and the lectures from the three career awardees.
17. Presentation by George (morning) and mock panel.
18. All activities.
19. George’s presentation and 3 sample career presenters.
20. Almost all.  Panel reviews.
21. George’s very personal and opinionated presentations. This was a real eye-opener on many fronts. I wish all program officers/directors give their opinions in such a manner! And looking at actual failed proposals. 

22. Overview from George.
23. Mock panel review. The presentation by George Hazelrigg was very helpful. 

24. Review of proposals was good.
25. Career grantee’s experiences. Hazelrigg’s presentation. Networking.
26. Dr. Hazelrigg’s presentation. Panel discussion.
27. Career’s presentations. Mock panel reviews.
28. Seminar.
29. George’s presentation and his nuggets of wisdom.
30. Reviewing existing proposals. This was a very good experience. 

31. George’s presentation.
32. Experience sharing.
33. Proposal evaluation sessions were good. However including some experts in subject area in each group could help.
34. All.
35. Do and Don’t.
36. Mock review. Listening to successful awardee.
37. George’s presentation.
38. Reading career grants ahead of time – before morning presentation. Meeting other young faculty is great.
39. Overview by program officer most helpful. Having current career awardee discuss their experience.
40. All very helpful. Good balance of different approaches.
41. George’s presentation (program director).
42. All

43. Talk by NSF director.
44. Hearing the presentation from program director and the PIs who have received funding. The PowerPoint presentations were very informative.
45. Rating the proposals/doing the mock panel review. Stories and questions from successful career writers.
46. Morning sessions were fantastic! Opening session among the best I have heard on Career and the talks by the winners were great. Mock panel helpful but could be improved to make more efficient for the time.
47. Dr. Hazelrigg’s facilitation of discussion. Panel workshop.
What activities in the workshop were not helpful?

1. None.
2. None.

3. Short time for mock review panel.
4. No.
5. Awardee’s presentations.
6. All activities are helpful.
7. N/A

8. Stories of funded PIs. Very difficult to understand 2 of them. 

9. No-participation of program directors from CISE directorate.
10. Mock review: since proposals are out of the expertise of most participants.
11. N/A

12. None
13. None
14. N/A

15. Too much photography was distracting.
16. Talks from recent awardees were not too good.
17. Structure of the room; acoustics; restate question of participant.
18. None
19. I wish the mock reviews were closer to my area, but even then, it was very helpful.
20. Mock review has too many people in one group.
21. The last part.
22. None
23. None.
24. Forcing mock panels to be “real” panels - better to discuss positive and negative, what’s good, what’s wrong on each proposal.
25. Everything very good - panel review least. More direction/observation/feedback from program officer would have been helpful.
26. No
27. All activities were helpful.
28. The whole day is actually quite helpful.
29. The excessive photo taking was distracting (it got better). The mock review could be improved - either fewer proposals that related to people’s expertise better or smaller panels. Not enough time to be thorough but 2 hrs is appropriate for the workshop. 

What activities would you suggest to be included in future workshops?

1. Presentations focusing on education parts.
2. No.
3. It was difficult to rate the intellectual merit of the proposals in the mock review, since most of the proposals covered areas not of my expertise. 

4. The proposals for mock review were “outside” of the area of expertise of most “reviewers”. The mock reviews contained successful proposals, which are presented by the P.I. earlier in the workshop. This biases the “review” process. Could have the presentations after the mock review.
5. A little more time in panel review exercise.
6. Other directorates.
7. Encourage more collaboration among participants.
8. See more real reviews/reports.
9. It was a little tough to read proposals that are not in my field. It might be better if group assignment is based on expertise of attendees and attendees can read proposal close to their field. (Maybe, it might be difficult to collect a lot of proposals that can be used for the mock review. This requires a lot of proposals!)

10. More recent proposals that actually submitted and w/ feedback. Senior faculties present their way of reviewing.
11. Perhaps more DM’s focus.
12. Maybe make smaller panels (I know it would require more NSF staff members).
13. Good the way it is.
14. It will be good to have the members on the review panel expert in the field that they are reviewing proposals for.
15. A session of writing a career plan would really help.
16. Maybe budget from successful and unsuccessful proposals.
17. Compare the 1st, 2nd, and 3rd proposals from the same P.I.

18. I think budgeting issues need to be discussed in a little more detail. Include program directors from other areas as well.
19. Summary editing.
20. More examples of successful proposals. On the list of participants, you could put recent research topic areas - help with networking. 
21. More Q/A w/ program staff; brief (10 mins?) overview of criteria for program w/opportunity to clarify any questions. I am one of the people outside of the area. I still found this very helpful.
22. More program directors.
23. Provide more proposal examples.
24. More time for questions and answers. It would also be nice to have time meet individually with program directors (~ 15 mins slots).
25. Just because this workshop has traditionally been geared towards engineering, the content about what makes a career proposal, how to write the body, the mock panel review, are all important and applicable information, regardless of discipline. With this increased number of participants, wireless microphones should be provided. The speakers didn’t all stay in front of the stationary microphone and it was sometimes hard to hear them (but at least they had slides for the audience to see). But, many of the questions from the audience were impossible to hear.
26. Improve the mock panel if possible, but otherwise was a very good workshop.
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