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Welcome to the webinar that we are doing today about demystifying the NSF CAREER program, I met 
Julie Martin, and I'm in the engineering education and centers, and we are going to get started here in 
just a moment. I have a couple of announcements on the page here, let me see if I can get this to show 
up better. There we go. There is a live captioning service available, please see the link in the chat 
window that was posted by Vanessa Munoz. Vanessa is a AAAS policy fellow who is working with us 
here in the engineering education and centers division. We are really excited to have her join us today. 
We have muted all the participants upon entry. Your camera is optional, if you are calling from a 
computer, we are recording this webinar. We will post it on the NSF webpage. I just want to let you 
know that your camera is optional, and that we are doing a recording. If you have questions, please 
feel free to type them into the chat box as we go. Vanessa is going to help me field questions, and we 
will also have a question-and-answer session at the end of the webinar, and there are a few folks who 
have already sent questions and I will be answering as well. If her some reason we don't get to your 
question during the question-and-answer session, please email me afterwards. And the other reason 
you may want to email me afterwards, if you have eight question that is very specific to your situation, 
this is being recorded on the NSF website, so we don't want to get too specific about everyone's 
situation, trying to keep the questions of a general nature. So I have a little after 1:00, so we are going 
to go ahead and get started. Give me one minute here. There we go, and I sharing that screen? Let me 
get my screen shared to work here so that everybody on the call can see what I see, so if we can't get it 
to work in full screen mode, okay great so this is what we are going to be doing for today.  
 
I will talk about the program goals. This is the NFS information about the career program we will talk a 
little bit about eligibility requirements, and there are other things, I want to make sure everyone 
understands the new rules, and then we will talk about proposal commit mechanics, and some of the 
documents you need to include in your proposal, I want everybody to understand how proposals are 
evaluated and the broader impact, and the specific information. Everybody tends to think that when 
you submit a proposal to NSF it's kind of a black box, and no one usually quite understands after -- 
what happens after you submit your proposal. So we will talk a little bit about that, what will happen 
after you submit your proposal. And then I'm going to and with just some advice from me in working 
with PIs who are writing career focus.  
 
So most of you probably know, this NSF career is a foundation wide activity. It's the most prestigious 
award for faculty members, so the idea is that NSF wants to provide stable support at that sufficient 
level to be able to enable awardees to develop careers and educators, so that sufficient level and 
duration is $500,000 over five years and it will help you develop educators who can effectively 
integrate your teaching and let -- learning discovery so we will talk a little bit later about specific things 
that reviewers are looking for. But it's there to say that awardees have developed highly integrative 
education careers. So that integration and resource education is something that's going to come up 
over and over again throughout the webinar. Another goal of the career program is to increase 
participation of folks who have been traditionally underrepresented -- upper -- under representative.  
 
So the career award is a five-year duration. It's typically for $500,000, that's the minimum. You really 
need to think about the approximate amount that's been giving in the past, and check with the 
program manager if you are thinking about doing that. So in terms of eligibility requirements, you must 
hold a doctorate as of the submission date. You also have to be employed in a senior track or 
equivalent position as of October 1 following this position. So careers are due in July. And if so by 
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October 1 of the following year you would need to be employed in a tenure-track or equivalent 
decision. And I will talk a little bit more about that in a second. Also have to be employed as an 
assistant professor as of that October 1 date so for instance if you are an associate professor, you 
would not be eligible because it's for an assistant level. You have three attempts, two submit career 
awards, so you cannot have competed two times already in the career program and of course if you 
already have NSF career awards you are not eligible to apply for a second one. So the rules around 
being a senior track have changed recently and I want everybody to understand this. So previously the 
rule was that you had to be in a senior track position and now we open it up to be more inclusive than 
was deviously allowed. And we are looking to also have PIs who are in tenure-track decision apply. So 
adjunct not eligible, and we talk about the senior track equivalent, we expect that you have a 
continuing appointment that is expected to last the entire five years for the career work. So if you are 
in a position, it's only supposed to last for a year or two. Because we are expecting that your 
department or organization throughout the five years of the award. The other thing that makes 
someone who is not in a senior track position eligible is that your appointment has to have both 
research and educational goals or components. And that's because so any other position applies there 
so there are other eligibility requirements that also applies only encourage you to look at the 
solicitation, and eligibility is certified in the department level letter. As part of your packet so I've been 
getting a lot of emails to give you a very long description and they are asking me if they are eligible in 
one of the reasons I'm talking about is now is help folks understand that these are the requirements, 
and it's not certified by the program officer.  
 
So let me talk about the departmental letter. The letter that the department chairs, it really should be 
an indication that your career activity are going to be supported by your department, integrated into 
your goals of your department, and that the department is committed to supporting you, mentoring 
you and committed to your professional development. Not that they are just excited, but that there is 
a commitment to you as an early career researcher and educator. So the departmental letter should 
talk about the description of the relationship, your career goals coming your job responsibility and the 
goals of your departmental organization and how those all fit together and are integrated. It's also 
verification that you are eligible. So let's talk just for a second about letters of collaboration it should 
be concluded for anyone who is working on the project in a substantial way. And NSF has recently 
change the rules for that it says something like if the proposal is submitted by you put the title of the 
proposal, if selected for funding by the NSF, it's my intent to collaborate and detail project 
descriptions. So that's outlined in the proposal preparation guidelines. And the idea here is that with 
this new guideline is that we are not supposed to be able to include any additional proposal 
description content in that letter. So the letters are not a way to get extra safe beyond the 15 pages. 
And it not -- and not just be a letter of support and excitement about the proposal so it says that the 
person's intent to collaborate a resource -- commit resources, that means that in the 15-page project 
description you'll have to describe what that collaboration is and what the resources would be.  
 
There's also some new rules about the budget. Support for senior personnel is now allowed, and this is 
something that was not allowed before. This is still a single PI proposal. It should be all about you and 
your work and how this is going to serve as the foundation for your academic career. So if you have 
somebody who is listed as senior personnel, they really have to have a limited role, it's really got to be 
something that is very discreet, and necessarily it will have corresponding support. This is not a way to 
sneak a co-PI into your proposal. The intent is that this person would be somebody who is involved in 
the project as a helper and not a major intellectual contributor like the code PI would be. The salary 
support for senior personnel they should not appear in the cover letter for the PI. This is still a single PI 
proposal.  
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All right, so you probably already know about that NSF review criteria. Let's talk for a moment about 
the two main criteria, intellectual merit and broader impact. Initially we are going to talk just for a 
moment about the additional considerations for the career proposal, which is that it really has to show 
the integration of resource -- research and education. So we talk about intellectual merit, we talk 
about how your work is going to advance and contribute to science. We are looking at how well 
organized it is. That you as the PI have the appropriate expertise and that if you have other people 
involved in the proposal such as an advisory board, that they have the relevant expertise, and of 
course it's really got to have a strong methodology. So the next NSF review criteria is broader impact. I 
really want you to think about this in terms of the vital impact. So if you look at the schematic ear, 
broadening participation is at the top. A lot of people think of broader impact only in terms of 
broadening participation. It really is more than that. So funding participation could be part of it, it 
doesn't necessarily have to be part of it. Other things that could be relevant in terms of what the 
societal impact or broader impact is a could be about improved education, increased public literacy or 
interest. It could be about the public welfare and national security. It could be about the competitive 
workforce or economy or about enhanced partnership and infrastructure. So think about it broadly and 
think about which ones of these might be relevant. When thinking about the characteristics of broader 
impacts in the proposal, don't just list activities, we are really looking at what the impact of those 
activities are. And more is not always better. Just putting together and sort of doing a shotgun 
approach of a lot of activities and calling it broader impact is not necessarily the way to go. You should 
think deeply about what is going to be and include strategy that will help you achieve the impact that 
you desire. So that's going to include, you will need a well-defined set of objectives and outcomes for 
the broader impact of your proposal. You will have to discuss the rationale for why you expect that you 
will achieve the impact that you do. Think about and provide the details for implementation, that 
might include things like evaluation and metrics. And really approach this broader impact piece at the 
same level of detail as you do that intellectual merit content and research design.  
 
Now the other key piece that your career proposal will be reviewed on is that integration of research 
and education. So according to the solicitation it says that all career proposals must have an integrated 
research and education plan at the core. And we really want you to think creatively about how your 
research will impact your education goal and vice versa. How your education goals will feed back into 
your research. So some folks who work in research and education think it makes it harder, something it 
makes it easier. I want to talk for a moment about some ways that you could approach this. So the 
research and education activities do not have to be addressed separately in the proposal. But you 
really do need to think about how, what the reviewer is going to be looking for, and presented in a way 
that makes it very clear to the reviewer what your research, what the impact of your research is going 
to be, what the impact of your education is going to become and how those two really. So it could be 
interspersed throughout the proposal, if you think that that is in the best interest of your project. The 
reviewer is going to be asked does the PI propose a creative and effective education plan as well as 
plans for assessing these components, so assessing both parts. The research plan and the education 
plan. And what we are really looking for are proposals that have well-argued specific activities that 
over this five years of career funding will build a firm foundation for a lifetime of contributions in both 
research and education.  
 
So I'm going to stop here for a moment and give you time to type in some questions in the chat box. If 
you would like to do that, we will start collecting those and looking at the seams that that they 
represent so I can answer them at the end. And while you're doing that I will take just a moment, and 
we are going to switch gears into answering the question about what happens after you submit.  
 



4 
 

Okay, so after you submit your proposal, and this is true for any proposal, not just the career, it goes 
through it administrative review and then compliance checking, and then the program officer will 
select panelists that represent the expertise that is necessary to review the proposals that they 
receive. They will finalize the panel if there is a deadline, so it includes the panel meeting of course and 
then that panel provides guidance to the program officer. That is something I will talk about a little 
more in just a minute. So the program officer then incorporates the guidance from the panel they will 
also want to know other factors, other things that the panelists might not know. And then based on 
that additional information once the recommendation has been made it goes from the program officer 
and the division director they have to agree with or disagree with the program officers 
recommendation so all of this takes between 3 to 6 more months, and hopefully within six or more 
months, after you submit your proposal, you will receive the notification about the award or declined 
position.  
 
So I mentioned before that the panel provides guidance to the program officer. From the engineering 
education career proposal we ask the panel to put each proposal into one of three categories. Highly 
recommend, recommend, or do not recommend. So particularly in a career, competition, and this can 
be true for any type of proposal, even if a proposal was highly recommended by the panel it may not 
be awarded, so I do get a lot of calls from folks that say my proposal was recommended by the panel 
but it didn't get funded, and I have to explain that recommended is that middle band category, even 
things that are in the highly recommend me to get funded. I also mentioned that at times the program 
officer goes back to the PI for additional information. So if you get questions from a program officer 
about your career or really about any proposal that you write, just understand that receiving that 
request doesn't guarantee that an award is going to be made. And I really -- you really should take that 
very seriously and do your best to answer those questions, because the answers to your questions are 
going to help the program officer make a decision to award or declined your proposal to make that 
recommendation.  
 
If your proposal is recommended for funding, once it leaves the division, in terms of once the program 
officer has made the recommendation, and once it has gone through the division director, it will show 
up as being recommended. So goes from pending to recommended. This is the point we really have to 
be patient. This means that we made the recommendation, it's being processed at higher-level, and it 
normally takes about 30 days or so for the agreement to finalize those. The other thing you really need 
to keep in mind, and again, true for any kind of proposal, that you are writing for NSF, is that overdue 
reports can delete rewards. So literally we cannot push the button to make the recommendation to 
recommend an award if there is an overdue report that you are associated with for any proposal that 
you or one of your co-PIs have. So this is something we tell folks all the time. The report should be 
cemented by the due date, not the overdue date. I know it's very confusing and I know the language is 
confusing. So there is 90 days between the due date and the overdue date. That 90 days is the time 
that it can take the program officer to review in your report and request changes if necessary for you 
to turn it back around and submit a revised report for that to be processed. So keep that in mind 
particularly if you are going up for something like a career.  
 
The other thing that is really important is that IRB. So we can review a proposal, without you having 
IRB approval, but we cannot recommend it for funding. Until we have uploaded that into the internal 
NSF, or what we call the proposal jacket. So I strongly recommend that when you submit your 
proposal, you go ahead and file the IRB, with your IRB office at the same time you submit to NSF. So 
that there is no delay in the approval, and it will not delay the award coming in. Because it can actually 
prevent your award from being made if you don't have the IRB approval when it's needed. All we need 
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is approval for projects with indefinite plans, or whoever your institution words that type of approval. 
So there is a link here and of course this will be posted that you can go to see what is needed. It's not 
the full IRB approval, that is necessarily needed, but as you work on a proposal that is funded, that you 
are going to be coming up with interview protocol -- protocols or developing surveys as part of the 
award, and if so it's an approval for a project indefinitely.  
 
So this is the part where I really have to say caution. Because the rest of the presentation is really 
representing my opinion, and not as an official NSF position. So I'm trying to give folks some advice on 
writing a career proposal, and I tell the same thing to everybody that I talked to. So there are a couple 
of things that I call hallmarks of the CAREER award. This is my advice. So this is a research proposal and 
a career development plan. You should be providing a roadmap for how this five years of funding is 
going to provide the foundation for your long-term research and education career. It's going to take 
more than just a great research design. You need a great research design, but it's going to take more 
than just a great research design. The research questions you address have to be able to transform the 
field. So this is kind of how I think about it. You want your research questions to answer both for your 
academic career and your career or Pozo. These are big questions, so your research questions that are 
you describing that you want to answer in your academic career, and in your five-year proposal should 
be big. And they've got to be field changing types of questions. So if a reviewer could say oh, it's only 
the field of engineering education could answer, and then insert your question here. Or if only the field 
of engineering education could figure out, then we would really be moving the fooled -- field forward. 
That to me sounds like a career proposal.  
 
You also have to talk about what are the education goals in your academic career and your CAREER 
proposal, as well as the research questions and research design. So think about things like who are the 
learners in your education plan? It doesn't have to be students, there's nothing that says it has to be 
students. Think about what makes sense for you and the topic you were doing that make sense for 
what you are involved in, and in this idea of forming this foundation for your long-term career. The 
other thing that I like to say is that the career proposal should be uniquely about you. So you need to 
spend time, and in this case space in the 15 pages convincing the reviewers that you are the right 
person to do this. That you are the only person to do this.  
 
So it's really great if you can provide a very clear roadmap of how this research will be the foundation 
for the rest of your academic career. So explain how you are going to make good headway towards 
those big questions that you want to answer that's going to create the foundation in five years with 
$500,000. So I always recommend, start by telling reviewers what your overall career vision is. Fill out 
the big picture questions you want to answer, and then explain and justify, why are you starting with 
these particular questions, why have you sculpted in this particular way. Because no one else has the 
same career vision, if you do this successfully, you will be making a great start at achieving all the rest 
of the stuff you are talking about so making the link between the big questions in the career questions 
needs to be really tight. The other thing I recommend is describing why you are uniquely situated to do 
this work. So why does it make sense in your institutional context, why does it make sense with your 
individual experiences, and you really need to be very blunt and tell the reviewers why you are the 
only person who can do this work area so I have a litmus test I like to talk about, if I printed out your 
career proposal, and I just changed the coversheet, changed the name, replaced your name with 
another researcher that had pretty similar research qualifications, and I can be confident that that 
would still be successful in meeting the goals that it stated, it's really not a career proposal. Because 
the career proposal is uniquely about you so all of these things you need to do in the 15 pages of the 
proposal and then the one-page summary.  
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But these are the things that I recommend that I -- you articulate in the one-page summary in the 15-
page proposal. And then really think about how you are constructing these 15 pages. Certainly 
reviewers are likely to read your one-page summary before they dive into the whole 15 pages, but by 
the end of page 1 reviewer really needs to know what you are going to do, roughly. So just describing 
the activities you're going to do is not enough. You need the argument for why those activities are 
going to lead to the desired outcome so think about ways that you can in these 15 pages build trust 
that what you can't fit because necessarily you would have thought about way more things than you 
are able to talk about in 15 pages. And I recommend whatever decisions you make whether they are 
logical or theoretical or you name it all the decisions you have to make to write a proposal be 
transparent about why you made the decisions you made and justify them. To build trust with the 
reviewers in the previous board I mentioned, and what you can't fit in the 15 pages, that is within your 
grasp.  
 
And then of course I always have to say, you have to follow the rule of the solicitation, and so if you 
were pieces of advice about writing the proposal. Think about how you can make what the reviewers 
are looking for really easy to find. So you know, particularly if you were on any panels, reviewers are 
reading eight, 10, 12, maybe even more proposals when they come to a panel. They are going to read 
through it very carefully, but then they are going to go back and write the review, and so think about, 
how you can make it visually and technically I guess is the word I want to use, easy to find. So think 
about using the language of the review criteria heading. Highlighting these elements in the project 
description.  
 
The other thing you can do to make your proposal easier to read is just don't assume that all the 
reviewers will know the jargon that you used in your particular community. Or that commonly used 
acronyms. I have seen so many times in a panel where the reviewers were reading proposals that were 
just riddled with acronyms, and even though I think the PI was thinking that it was going to save them 
space, it really just made it really difficult to read for somebody to whom the acronyms don't come 
naturally. So really use acronyms and jargon very sparingly. And then as I said, consider how the 
proposal looks when they read it from start to finish.  
 
I want to talk about contacting program officers, because I think that's one of the things that can help 
folks navigate NSF well. So this is general advice, and the next will be my advice, so in general work 
recognizing the program officers are really busy, and I know you are really busy too. We need to make 
the best use of our time. It is extremely rare that I have the luxury to just be able to pick up my phone 
when someone calls me in my office. I am in meetings, I am trying to meet internal deadlines, I am 
doing all kinds of things, and really can I just pick up the phone so in general it's better to email the 
program officer ventricle and also know we get a lot of emails every day so don't mask emails if there's 
a particular program in their multiple officers that work on the program don't send out an email that 
cc’s everybody, and don't send the email -- same email out to multiple people. If you send out an email 
that cc a bunch of people you are creating an infusion of responsibility. And when you say the same 
thing to more than one person you are creating redundant work for everybody.  
 
So be prepared to say what you are asking for. If you are asking for advice on where to submit ideas, 
you might be asking for feedback on a one pager. And I get those kinds of requests all the time. My 
question for the PI is what kind of feedback to use. What are you looking for specifically? You also 
might have procedural advice, or you need answers to specific questions. And a lot of times you can 
also consider the NSF policy office for things related to NSF policy rather than a program officer.  
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This slide is about contacting me. So I am of course available to answer quick questions by email. I just 
ask you to be patient. It's really easy to get behind an email, particularly when traveling. And so I will 
never purposely ignore any mail, I just need you to be patient with my reply. So if you'd like to discuss 
your idea, I ask three things, first, read the solicitation, review this webinar, or if you decide to contact 
me about something else, we have webinars recordings and transcript available for other programs. 
Discuss your idea with somebody else. Bounce it off of somebody, so that you kind of know if it makes 
sense. And then email me. I like to set up 15-minute office our calls. And my promise to you is that if 
you send me a one page summary and that needs to address that writer impact, the intellectual merit, 
and any specific criteria, and you send me two or three burning questions, then I will prepare for the 
call, I like to print out the one-page summary, I like to scribble on it was questions and feedback. It 
gives me time, if you send that to me a couple of business days ahead of time. Make sure I know the 
answers to your burning questions, or if I'm not the right person to answer your question or I don't 
know the answer I could look it up and be prepared for the call. And then we can be prepared for the 
call, and then 15 minutes is plenty of time to get the feedback that you need to get your burning 
questions answered and to achieve the goals that you have. I also ask that when you email me, instead 
of just saying can we talk about this sometime, really send me a few available times you have. Keep in 
mind I say 2 to 3 weeks ahead of time. I can look at my calendar and you ask to meet this week, and 
there is no available time, even a 15-minute available timeslot. So think a couple of weeks ahead, go 
ahead and contact me. And give me several possible times, or days of the week, times that particularly 
work well for you. And then once we've talk, I'm really happy to have a follow-up call, if you have an 
updated summary of your questions, or once we've talk to have a much better idea of what you want 
to do in your project, and it's much easier for me to really quickly get back to you with answers to your 
questions by email.  
 
Okay, so I know that we have some questions coming in from the chat. I have a couple that were 
emailed to me ahead of time. So I want to address these first, and then with Vanessa's help I'm going 
to feel some of the questions that are coming in from the chat. So I've gotten several people who have 
emailed me, like I said, with a long explanation of who they are and what they do, and the question is 
am I eligible? And my response to that is what I said earlier, is that is determined by your department 
chair and they have to verify that you meet those criteria that are outlined in the solicitation.  
 
Folks have asked me to what extent do I need to include preliminary results? And I would say that you 
may want to include preliminary results, it's not an absolute necessity, but what is necessary is for you 
to write a really persuasive proposal that helps the reviewers understand what you are doing, and 
what the probability for success is.  
 
One of the questions that I got is whether someone emailed me to say should I hire a postdoc or a 
graduate student? And I think this goes back to making a good decision for your project. And being 
transparent about what the reason is for that. So for example, I know that we have some PIs that are it 
institutions where there are no graduate programs are very limited graduate programs. So there are no 
PhD students to hire on the project. So in that case it makes a lot of sense to hire a postdoc for the 
project. And if that's your situation, I would explain that in the proposal that you are hiring a postdoc 
because it makes the most sense for your institutional contract, explain what that is. So it's not 
necessarily that there is one thing that is better or worse.  
 
Okay, another question that we've gotten does the NSF engineering education program allow linking 
the CAREER project to NSF 10 ideas? So the big 10 ideas are something that is very important across 
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the board in NSF. And if you would like to link to those, I think you can do that, but to the extent that it 
still fits the engineering education program and the goals of the engineering education program. And 
then someone emailed me and asked is it better to do research in class or out of class or combined? 
And the thing -- I think the way I'm interpreting the question is this person is interested in conducting 
research and they are wondering about maybe who the participants should be or the actual context of 
where the research should take place. And again I think that's a decision you would make as the PI. 
Who are the participants in your research, to answer these fundamental research questions, what is 
that setting in which you would collect data, analyze data and justify that.  
 
So with that, we are going to look to see if there are any questions in the text box. Okay, so far it looks 
like we don't have any questions. So I'm going to stop sharing my screen for a moment. And see if we 
can give folks an opportunity since there are several people that are calling in that appear not to be 
calling in from a computer I'm going to unmute all of the callers and just of a second and give you the 
option to ask your question verbally just know that you are being recorded, okay. Now I've unmute it 
everybody, so you can go back and mute yourself if you don't have a question I know I will get some 
feedback and things like that because of the way that I've done it. It looks like we've got a couple of 
people that have Colton, and I'm going to pause for a minute and ask if any of those folks have a 
question since you can't type it into the chat box.  
 
I have a question, Nancy Holmes at the University of Idaho. We were unable to access the webinar, 
don't know why, tried several times. We are hoping that we can see the webinar recording.  
 
Yes, so I did get the messages that there was an issue with the link that was up on the NSF website. 
Really sorry about that. We checked it multiple times, I'm not exactly sure what happened there. We 
are absolutely recording this, we will be able to post the slides and pretty quickly hopefully this week, 
the actual recording of the webinar may take a little bit longer because we have to go through 
clearance to get that posted on the NSF webpage, but we will also have a transcript, so if you just email 
me I will make sure you get that information as soon as we can .  
 
So with these things I know we are supposed to wait until the silence is uncomfortable. And I see a 
question that has come in can you tell us where that slides will be posted. That is an excellent 
question. It will be posted for sure on the link for the webinar. So where you went to get the webinar 
for today, they will be posted there. I can also send a link to anybody that might be having trouble 
getting to it. I'm happy to do that. But if you go to the link for the engineering education webinar that 
apparently has the wrong information to login we will have a place there were you can download the 
slides and you can also see the transcript and see the recording.  
 
So Stephanie wants to clarify something that was said about broader impacts. And so I think you 
should be unmute it now. If you would like to -- sorry. Okay, let me go back and try that again without 
the feedback. So I'm getting ready to unmute everybody. And when I do that, if you don't have 
anything to say right now just go ahead and remove yourself. So you can mute yourself back if you 
don't need to ask a question at this time. And then you can unmute yourself if you would like to ask a 
question.  
 
Julie, I went ahead and type my question in. As I did finally get access. So I'm going to let you answer 
from there and I will go ahead and mute myself.  
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The question was do broader impacts need to be assessed with the same rigor as the research for 
engineering but not engineering education research in particular. So help me understand what you 
mean by the same rigor as research for engineering but not engineering education in particular.  
 
Will probably be easier for me to talk. In my new role I'm working less as an individual researcher in 
engineering education, and I'm working with other engineering faculty in engineering. So I kind of 
understand what would be expected if I were in a position that I was submitting for a career, and I 
know you are the program officer for engineering education, but I was trying to understand, what the 
expectation is, in terms of like outcomes for both the educational component and the broader impacts.  
 
I think I understand better what you are asking. It sounds like as somebody who has some expertise in 
engineering and education, that you may be asked to help other folks who are in engineering, not 
necessarily submitting my program but submitting career proposes in engineering or other places in 
terms of assessing the impact. And so I think we tend to do things, fairly rigorously when it comes to 
that in engineering education. And that would be a really good question to really talk to the other 
program officers, wherever those folks are submitting their proposals to. And I would guess that it 
would probably not be the same sort of, level of activity that we would do in engineering education. I 
do think though that, folks who are submitting to other areas of engineering or other places in NSF, still 
really do need to take that broader impact seriously and think of ways that they can really assess what 
they are doing. Because what I see so much of, from other proposals that are submitted to NSF from 
colleagues, or during my time when I was a faculty member. Is that that really tends to be sort of a 
tech on sometimes for other folks in engineering or other places that NSF, and they really focus so 
much on the research, and if they think if I just go do some experience with an elementary school, then 
that's going to be my dissemination or my broader impact. So I really do think that those folks should 
spend some careful consideration doing that, and it probably is not going to still look at the same level 
as what we do with engineering education. I hope that answers your question Stephanie, and I'm 
happy to talk to you more about that as well if you want to set up a time to talk.  
 
Okay, we apologize for the feedback, we are working on this situation, we are trying to make the best 
of it with the incorrect information that was on the NSF website. So I think at this point we will go 
ahead and end the call. I welcome your question by email. I look forward to hearing your fabulous 
ideas that you are going to be coming up with and submitting this July. Happy to start talking with you 
about that. I know that this time of year may not be the best time of year for everybody to be tuning 
into a webinar, and of the reason that I wanted to do this in December was I really wanted folks to 
really start thinking about your proposal and start putting those together. And start working with other 
people who might be on your team and be able to start talking with me about it. So thank you so much 
for joining us today, as we said we will have the slides posted at the same place where that link and 
announcement to the webinar was given. So thanks everybody, bye-bye.  
 


