The Eyes as a Reflection of Systems Thinking: Using Eye-Tracking to Assess Systems Thinking Skills
Summary Comments
I have conducted an in-depth review of your proposal and made lots of edits and comments.
The point of your study is, in general, easy to understand: You propose to use eye tracking to study systems thinking. I think this is an interesting idea, and your work can make a clear contribution to our (rather incomplete) understanding of systems thinking.
However, I think there are a lot of places where you could provide greater clarity and detail.
Here are the ‘big picture’ issues that I think you need to work on in order to improve your ISF submission.
1. Hypotheses: It is not clear to me how hypotheses 1 and 2 differ - they both predict a positive relationship between some eye movement patterns and systems thinking capability. If there is a significant correlation between eye movement patterns and systems thinking ability (H1), then it logically follows that eye movement patterns can be used to predict/classify different levels of systems thinking capability (H2). 
Perhaps you could phrase the second hypothesis to be more focused on the relationship between eye movement patterns and the results from existing measures (which could also include the pictorial tool)? 

2. Methods: I suggest providing a lot more detail regarding methods, tools, and procedures in this section.
You could take a lot of the details from the pilot study section and put it here instead. Then, in the pilot study section, you can refer back to the details provided here. 
Some details to include:
a. Description of the Frank questionnaire, including sample items, response options, how it is scored, and how the scores are interpreted.
b. The same for the Pictorial stimulus set. How will stimuli be presented to participants? What will they be asked to do? Are they selecting responses, or just being asked to look at a scene?
c. Examples of the Pictorial stimuli: It is an excellent idea to present examples of some of the pictures, and label them with areas of interest (as you have done for the pilot study), but:
(1)  I think these images should be presented in the methods for the proposed study, and 
(2) I wonder if some of the other images may work as better illustrations of why some AOIs are important - perhaps images with fewer regions and/or images with a clearer narrative (such as the images with people in)
(3) Can you include an explanation of how the AOIs were derived: what makes an area suitable for analysis? And why would you expect people with different levels of systems thinking skills to attend to these areas differentially?
d. Eye tracking system (hardware/software)

3. Sample size: You say you will recruit 30-40 participants. Is this number based on a power analysis? If not, how did you arrive at it?
Given that you were able to conduct a pilot study with 17 participants without ISF funding, it may not be clear why you need funding for 30-40 participants.

4. Is “systems thinking” a continuous or binary variable. You have presented the construct as continuous in some places, but elsewhere you discuss “high” and “low” levels of systems thinking. These two different ways of looking at systems thinking are also included in the data analysis plan and the preliminary results. In situations where there is a truly dichotomous outcome (e.g., presence or absence of a disease), logistic regression is appropriate, but it is hard to justify a median split of continuous data. 

Please see the track-changes copy of your proposal for additional comments and questions.
In order to find space to fit the extra details, you will need to cut down your introduction section. I have cut a little text and identified some places where other cuts may be made.
I hope my feedback is useful – please let me know if you need any clarification on any of my comments or suggestions for changes.
