
FY 2009-10 BOARD OF REGENTS SUPPORT FUND REVIEW OF TWO-YEAR 
INSTITUTION ENHANCEMENT PROPOSALS 

 
Introduction 
 
A three-member proposal review panel consisting of Dr. Katherine Boswell (chair), consultant 
on community college policy issues, Academy for Educational Development; Dr. Russell Hamm, 
consultant on workforce issues, formerly with the U.S. Department of Labor; and Ms. Arleen 
Arnsparger, consultant and former Vice President for College Advancement at Kingsborough 
(NY) Community College, met February 24-26, 2010, in Baton Rouge to evaluate forty-five (45) 
proposals submitted to the Louisiana Board of Regents requesting funds through the 
Enhancement Program for Two-Year Institutions, a component of the Louisiana Education 
Quality Support Fund. All of these individuals had participated on several previous Two-Year 
Institution proposal review panels. 
 
The panel received the following materials prior to the visit: a) all forty-five (45) Two-Year 
Enhancement proposals to be evaluated with their individual rating forms; b) a summary of 
proposals listing titles, investigators and institutions involved, dollars requested, etc.; c) the FY 
2009-10 Enhancement Program for Two-Year Institutions Request for Proposals; and d) a copy 
of the previous year’s Two-Year Institution Enhancement Report. 
 
Prior to the meeting each member read the materials, assessed the proposals, and tentatively 
completed a rating form for each proposal. At its meeting in Baton Rouge, the panel then 
thoroughly discussed each proposal, ranked them according to priority, and transformed the 
tentative individual ratings into a composite panel rating. Team members made a conscious 
effort to provide thoughtful feedback and suggestions on how each proposal might be improved 
for future consideration. They then prepared comprehensive ratings and drafted this final 
evaluation report. 
 
A total of $3,071,979 was requested by applicants in the proposals. After careful review, the 
panel recommended full or partial funding for eighteen (18) proposals, for a total expenditure of 
the $1,080,000 that was available for the program during this cycle.  
 
Table I contains a rank-order list of proposals highly recommended for funding with 
recommended funding levels. Table II lists proposals that are recommended for funding if 
additional funds become available. Table III contains the proposals that were not recommended 
for funding. A detailed review of each proposal immediately follows the tables. A summary of 
all proposals submitted (Appendix A) and a copy of the rating form used in the evaluations 
(Appendix B) are attached at the end of the report.  
 
The panel assures the Board of Regents and community college campuses that each proposal was 
reviewed and discussed in great detail. Each proposal received a thorough and fair evaluation 
based on the criteria enumerated. Proposal budgets were carefully reviewed and any items 
viewed as unjustified, unnecessary, or inflated were reduced or eliminated as appropriate. 
 
  



Commendations and Recommendations of the Enhancement Program for Two-Year 
Institutions Review Panel to the Louisiana Board of Regents 
 
The review panel once again commends the Louisiana Board of Regents for its continuing 
commitment to invest in the improvement of higher education at a time of significant fiscal 
constraints. Members of our team continue to hold up the Louisiana model of program 
enhancement to other states where we work as an outstanding example of good public policy that 
supports improved educational outcomes and achievement. Given our collective decades of 
experience with community and technical colleges on the national, state, and local scenes, we are 
particularly pleased with the support this Enhancement Program is providing to the Louisiana 
Community and Technical College System (LCTCS). 
 
We particularly note the continuing improvement in proposal quality that we see in submissions 
to the Two-Year Enhancement program.  Proposals from the colleges are doing a much better job 
of addressing the impact their requests will have on improving student outcomes.  There has 
been a marked improvement in articulating measurable objectives and proposing effective 
evaluation mechanisms to ensure that stated outcomes are achieved. 
 
However, as always we also have a number of concerns that we would like to share with the 
Board of Regents.  
 
A) Historically, while we have always had many more requests than we had dollars to support, 
the wide range in the quality of the proposed interventions made determining the cutoff between 
funded and unfunded activities fairly straightforward.  The review team remains committed to 
providing concrete feedback to applicants whenever possible with suggestions on how their 
proposals might be improved in order for them to be more competitive in future years.  However, 
with the significant improvement in proposal quality and focus on improving student outcomes, 
our decisions are becoming much more difficult.  We understand that budgets are very limited in 
these times of fiscal deficits, but given that an ever increasing percentage of the postsecondary 
students in Louisiana are attending community colleges -- and many of these institutions are new 
and incredibly underfunded for even the most basic academic support and supplies -- we strongly 
recommend that the Board continue to seek additional resources to support the needs of these 
institutions. 
 
B) Another issue of serious concern that we have addressed in past reports is the need to 
ensure and encourage more articulation between and among all of the State‘s postsecondary 
institutions. If Louisiana is going to meet its goal of a well-educated populace, it is important to 
establish seamless systems that encourage the easy movement of students from technical colleges 
to community colleges, and from community colleges to four-year colleges and universities.  We 
are particularly encouraged by the increased evidence we see in this year’s submissions of 
community colleges partnering with local technical colleges in their regions to deliver 
educational services.  Even though we are aware that the BoR is currently moving towards 
articulation agreements among institutions of higher education, we continue to recommend a 
new Enhancement Program that would specifically encourage and target partnerships and 
articulated programs between educational sectors in the interests of creating a true K-16+ 
educational system. Perhaps the partnership could be a 2+2+2 partnership between a local high 



school, a community college, and a regional four-year campus, or a pre-engineering program at a 
community college that is fully articulated with the engineering department at the flagship 
university. Such a program might encourage joint admissions, through which the community 
college student who participates is jointly admitted to the two- and four-year college and advised 
appropriately, ensuring a smooth transition between both institutions. This model has been very 
successful in other states between community colleges and research universities (e.g., Rutgers 
University and the New Jersey Community Colleges) and we believe it is worthy of 
consideration. In creating a new Enhancement program by “putting money in the middle” that 
would require true partnerships among differing institutions, there is the potential for significant 
benefits for students and the State. Given the significant needs of two-year institutions, we would 
not recommend such a change to the Enhancement Program for Two-Year Institutions but, if at 
all possible as resources become available, a new Enhancement Program that has the potential to 
benefit both two- and four-year institutions, or technical and community colleges, or high 
schools and community colleges, etc. 
 

Staff Note: The reviewers of proposals for the Enhancement Program for 
Two-Year Institutions have previously recommended that the Board of 
Regents consider establishing a new program that promotes collaborations 
and funds projects among two- and four-year campuses and technical 
colleges.  This report again contains that recommendation.  While the staff is 
not unsympathetic to this general thought, the Board is prohibited from 
awarding Support Fund money to all technical colleges except Fletcher and 
Sowela by R.S. 17:3801(F) which states: “In lieu of the appropriation or 
allocation of funds from the Louisiana Quality Education Support Fund, the 
legislature shall appropriate annually for vocational-technical education 
purposes the amount of three million four hundred thousand dollars.” 

 
General Recommendations for Improvements to the Enhancement Program for Two-Year 
Institutions 
 
As stated earlier, the panel was heartened by the significant improvement in the overall quality of 
proposals this year as compared to previous years. Many proposals were resubmissions and 
specifically addressed the recommendations and concerns contained in the panel’s comments last 
year.  We also saw evidence that colleges are paying greater attention to principles of grant 
writing, and we continue to recommend that the community college system take greater 
advantage of the significant experience and resources of the Board of Regents, or other external 
training resources, to provide grantsmanship training specifically targeted at faculty and staff 
from the community and technical colleges.  
 
In conclusion, we again commend the Board of Regents and the Sponsored Programs section for 
your commitment to improving Louisiana’s community and technical colleges and for giving us 
the opportunity to participate in this very important Enhancement Program review process. We 
consider it an honor and privilege to work with you and hope that these observations will be 
helpful in your deliberative processes. 
 
 



FIRST YEAR FIRST YEAR
PROPOSAL FUNDS FUNDS

RANK RATING NO. INSTITUTION REQUESTED RECOMMENDED

1 97 021PEN-10 FLETCHER $134,168 $134,168

2 96 022PEN-10 FLETCHER $96,843 $76,843

3 95 007PEN-10 BPCC $86,368 $86,368

4 90 001PEN-10 BRCC $9,500 $9,500

5 88 008PEN-10 BPCC $67,075 $60,000

5 88 009PEN-10 BPCC $92,722 $61,242

5 88 028PEN-10 LSU-E $80,000 $80,000

5 88 029PEN-10 NUNEZ $99,215 $49,215

9 87 006PEN-10 BPCC $15,764 $15,764

9 87 019PEN-10 DELGADO $75,089 $75,089

11 86 034PEN-10 RPCC $53,954 $53,954

12 85 004PEN-10 BPCC $47,349 $40,000

12 85 005PEN-10 BPCC $15,739 $11,739

14 84 010PEN-10 BPCC $132,674 $90,000

15 82 044PEN-10 SOWELA $104,791 $83,618

16 81 043PEN-10 SUSLA $23,000 $17,500

17 80 016PEN-10 BPCC $80,804 $60,000
17 80 037PEN-10 SUSLA $102,150 $75,000

TOTALS: $1,317,205 $1,080,000

TABLE I

PROPOSALS HIGHLY RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING
2010 TWO-YEAR ENHANCEMENT



FIRST YEAR FIRST YEAR
PROPOSAL FUNDS FUNDS

RANK RATING NO. INSTITUTION REQUESTED RECOMMENDED

19 78 013PEN-10 BPCC $56,728 $56,728

20 75 024PEN-10 FLETCHER $68,300 $68,300

20 75 032PEN-10 RPCC $91,533 $70,000

22 74 027PEN-10 LSU-E $26,500 $26,500

23 73 014PEN-10 BPCC $41,302 $19,500

24 72 015PEN-10 BPCC $61,436 $35,000

24 72 038PEN-10 SUSLA $30,512 $18,500
26 71 017PEN-10 BPCC $58,003 $25,550

TOTALS: $434,314 $320,078

TABLE II

PROPOSALS  RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING
2010 TWO-YEAR ENHANCEMENT

IF ADDITIONAL FUNDS BECOME AVAILABLE



FIRST YEAR FIRST YEAR
PROPOSAL FUNDS FUNDS

RANK RATING NO. INSTITUTION REQUESTED RECOMMENDED

27 68 023PEN-10 FLETCHER $80,174 $0

27 68 026PEN-10 LCTCS $75,000 $0

27 68 040PEN-10 SUSLA $76,045 $0

30 67 002PEN-10 BRCC $54,264 $0

30 67 033PEN-10 RPCC $47,413 $0

32 66 042PEN-10 SUSLA $92,077 $0

33 65 030PEN-10 NUNEZ $129,093 $0

33 65 041PEN-10 SUSLA $121,759 $0

35 64 011PEN-10 BPCC $14,023 $0

36 63 020PEN-10 DELGADO $49,430 $0

37 62 031PEN-10 RPCC $75,200 $0

38 56 018PEN-10 BPCC $67,265 $0

39 54 003PEN-10 BPCC $18,865 $0

39 54 012PEN-10 BPCC $48,849 $0

39 54 025PEN-10 LCTCS $111,000 $0

39 54 035PEN-10 SUSLA $41,900 $0

43 53 036PEN-10 SUSLA $97,655 $0

44 52 039PEN-10 SUSLA $108,400 $0
45 50 045PEN-10 SOWELA $12,048 $0

TOTALS: $1,320,460 $0

TABLE III

PROPOSALS NOT RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING
2010 TWO-YEAR ENHANCEMENT



INSTITUTION: Baton Rouge Community College

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Idell Adams

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Care and Development of Young Children Statewide Initiative

A.  Demographic data included, adequate (0 points)
X yes no

B.  Description of project need 9 of 10 points

C.  Strategic Goals of the Project 4 of 5 points

D.  Proposal Narrative (total of 75 points)

D.1. Design of the proposed project 24 of 25 points
D.2. Impact of the project 29 of 30 points
D.3. Faculty and staff expertise 3 of 3 points
D.4. Professional development 0 points
D.5. Additional funding sources/evidence of collaboration 3 of 5 points
D.6. Project evaluation 6 of 10 points
D.7. Project dissemination 2 of 2 points
D.8. Budget page and budget narrative 10 of 10 points

E.  Total Score: 90 of 100 points

(Note:  Proposals with a total score below 70 will not be recommended for funding.)

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $9,500
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $9,500

COMMENTS:  

PROPOSAL NUMBER:

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
FOR TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

001PEN-10

The review panel recommends full funding  in support of BRCC's proposed CDYC Initiative 
project.  Research supports the observation that the quality of the teacher in the classroom is 
one of the greatest predictors of student success.  Having highly qualified and credentialed 
early childhood providers is of critical importance to Louisiana’s continuing efforts to improve 
student outcomes.  Looming federal requirements that all Head Start workers have at least an 
AA degree with an emphasis in Early Childhood Education further emphasize the importance of 
community colleges like BRCC offering the credential.  Under ordinary circumstances we 
caution against the extensive use of release time in this program. We believe, however, that Dr. 
Adams has demonstrated leadership in developing an AAT program in teacher education at 
BRCC in the past and that she is uniquely qualified to undertake this particular assignment. We 
recognize that the focus of this request is for curriculum development rather than full 
implementation, but we would like to have seen some discussion about the numbers of 
students that the program would serve.  We particularly commend development of the online 
component and are pleased that long‐term plans include development of a lab school, which 
will be a wonderful complement to the new degree program.



INSTITUTION: Baton Rouge Community College

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: David Sedevie

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Development of an AA Degree with a Concentration in Theater Production

A.  Demographic data included, adequate (0 points)
X yes no

B.  Description of project need 6 of 10 points

C.  Strategic Goals of the Project 3 of 5 points

D.  Proposal Narrative (total of 75 points)

D.1. Design of the proposed project 18 of 25 points
D.2. Impact of the project 20 of 30 points
D.3. Faculty and staff expertise 3 of 3 points
D.4. Professional development 0 points
D.5. Additional funding sources/evidence of collaboration 1 of 5 points
D.6. Project evaluation 10 of 10 points
D.7. Project dissemination 2 of 2 points
D.8. Budget page and budget narrative 4 of 10 points

E.  Total Score: 67 of 100 points

(Note:  Proposals with a total score below 70 will not be recommended for funding.)

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $54,264
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS: 

PROPOSAL NUMBER:

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
FOR TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

002PEN-10

This proposal is a funding request for "Development of an AA Degree with a Concentration in Theater 
Production." The evaluators believe that theater courses and equipment would be a valuable addition 
to the college’s programs but does not recommend funding this proposal.   If the concept of this 
proposal is considered for submission in the future, we advise strengthening several parts of the 
document.  First, the need case was established on the belief that the growing film industry activity 
would drive interest and increased activity in theater/live production.  The data that were included 
did not support this assertion.  Further, the “impact” to result from this investment was not described 
or documented, leading reviewers to doubt that it would be significant.  The goals that were 
described were not measurable or significant.  Finally, the budget offered very little explanation for 
why specific expenditures were required.  For example, reviewers felt that funds allocated for course 
development were probably not required since all these courses have been developed and are 
available to be taken from other college and university theater programs at no or minimal cost.  



INSTITUTION: Bossier Parish Community College

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Achla Agarwal

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Communication in the Classroom

A.  Demographic data included, adequate (0 points)
X yes no

B.  Description of project need 5 of 10 points

C.  Strategic Goals of the Project 2 of 5 points

D.  Proposal Narrative (total of 75 points)

D.1. Design of the proposed project 15 of 25 points
D.2. Impact of the project 15 of 30 points
D.3. Faculty and staff expertise 3 of 3 points
D.4. Professional development 0 points
D.5. Additional funding sources/evidence of collaboration 3 of 5 points
D.6. Project evaluation 5 of 10 points
D.7. Project dissemination 1 of 2 points
D.8. Budget page and budget narrative 5 of 10 points

E.  Total Score: 54 of 100 points

(Note:  Proposals with a total score below 70 will not be recommended for funding.)

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $18,865

RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS: 

PROPOSAL NUMBER:

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
FOR TWO-YEAR INSTITUTIONS

003PEN-10

While the panel agrees that the addition of technology often adds interest to a class or provides a 
solution for sharing information more broadly, this proposal falls short in making a case that students will 
be better prepared as a result of using this technology and that their marketability will be enhanced.  Is 
the college hearing from employers that business and computer science students are underprepared 
when they enter the workforce?  Increasing student success rates to 90% in the targeted classes is an 
admirable goal. However, the current data reflecting persistence in the targeted courses as slightly below 
90% and the percentage of students earning a C or better (more than 80%) do not point to serious failure 
in these courses that warrants the introduction of these technologies. No justification is offered for the 
library resources. Vendor training for faculty is, of course, necessary to ensure that faculty can make best 
use of the technologies. However, if engaging students adequately in course content is a concern, 
reviewers encourage the applicant to examine additional faculty professional development to improve 
pedagogical skills. There is ample evidence that technology alone does not significantly increase student 
learning. We recognize the value of incorporating technology into the classroom and the importance of 
preparing students for the workforce in business and computer science, but this proposal does not make 
an adequate case that student learning or persistence will be increased, or cite any data about the impact 
of technology on either persistence or learning.  The panel does not recommend funding for this 
proposal.




