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Introduction 
 

The Biological Sciences Review Panel consisting of Dr. Melissa Harrington, Delaware State 
University; Dr. Greg Colores, Central Michigan University; Dr. Jeff Dean, University of Georgia; 
and Dr. Raymond Kuhn, Wake Forest University, met March 11-13, 2009 in Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana, to evaluate thirty-nine (39) proposals submitted to the Louisiana Board of Regents 
requesting funds through the Enhancement component of the Boards of Regents Support Fund. 
 
The panel received the following materials prior to the visit:  (1) all proposals and appropriate 
rating forms; (2) a summary of the proposals submitted listing titles, PIs, their institutions, and 
funds requested; (3) a copy of the most recent Biological Sciences report (FY 2005-06); and (4) 
the FY 2008-09 Traditional and Undergraduate Enhancement Request for Proposals containing 
criteria for evaluation.  After studying all proposals, the panel met in Baton Rouge to review and 
evaluate them.  During the review each proposal was discussed individually and its merits were 
evaluated with respect to criteria detailed in the RFP.  Each proposal received a thorough and 
impartial review.  Subsequent to the individual evaluations, the panel ranked all proposals and 
recommended funding levels for those deemed worthy of funding. 
 
The thirty-nine (39) Biological Sciences proposals submitted in FY 2008-09 requested a total of 
$3,167,694 in first-year funds.  Seventeen (17) proposals were highly recommended for funding, 
nine (9) at reduced levels.   
 
Table I contains a rank-order list of proposals highly recommended for funding, together with the 
recommended funding levels.  Table II contains a list of proposals not recommended for funding.  
A detailed review of each proposal follows immediately after the tables.  A summary of all 
proposals submitted (Appendix A) and a copy of the rating forms used in the evaluations 
(Appendix B) are attached at the end of the report. 
 
 



First Year First Year Second Year Second Year

Proposal Funds Funds Funds Funds

Rank  Rating Number Institution Requested  Recommended Requested Recommended

1 96 032BS-09 ULL $121,000 $100,000

2 94 014BS-09 LaTech $36,000 $36,000

3 93 011BS-09 LSU-S $53,500 $28,500

3 93 015BS-09 LaTech $92,232 $92,232

3 93 030BS-09 ULL $18,268 $18,268

6 92 007BS-09 LSU-BR $247,002 $140,708

7 90.5 006BS-09 LSU-BR $145,000 $145,000

7 90.5 016BS-09 LUMCON $126,000 $126,000

9 90 022BS-09 Nicholls $28,317 $28,317

9 90 037BS-09 ULM $77,459 $67,459

11 89 038BS-09 ULM $54,648 $51,000 $13,050 $0

12 87 012BS-09 LSU-S $110,472 $62,000

12 87 027BS-09 SLU $74,850 $25,000

12 87 031BS-09 ULL $103,115 $70,000

15 86 021BS-09 Nicholls $49,770 $34,000

15 86 039BS-09 ULM $62,250 $62,250

17 85 009BS-09 LSU-S $15,788 $15,788

$1,415,671 $1,102,522 $13,050 $0

TABLE I
PROPOSALS HIGHLY RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING

TOTALS:



First Year First Year Second Year Second Year

Proposal Funds Funds Funds Funds

Rank  Rating Number Institution Requested  Recommended R equested Recommended

18 84 034BS-09 ULM $110,771 $0

19 83 010BS-09 LSU-S $96,060 $0

19 83 024BS-09 SLU $33,750 $0

21 81.5 035BS-09 ULM $121,861 $0

22 80 020BS-09 Nicholls $139,109 $0

23 79 025BS-09 SLU $104,191 $0

24 76 019BS-09 Nicholls $106,000 $0

25 75 005BS-09 LSU-BR $67,610 $0

26 74 033BS-09 ULM $18,489 $0

27 72.5 017BS-09 Nicholls $93,128 $0

28 71 026BS-09 SLU $129,575 $0

29 69 013BS-09 LaTech $70,505 $0

30 68.5 023BS-09 Nicholls $127,400 $0

31 67 028BS-09 SUNO $14,429 $0

32 66.5 004BS-09 Dillard $56,109 $0

33 65 003BS-09 Dillard $85,453 $0

34 64 008BS-09 LSU-BR $33,373 $0

35 63 001BS-09 Centenary $37,575 $0

36 62 018BS-09 Nicholls $106,038 $0

37 61 036BS-09 ULM $43,500 $0

38 59 029BS-09 SUNO $78,441 $0

39 49.5 002BS-09 Dillard $78,656 $0

$1,752,023 $0 $0 $0

 

TOTALS:

TABLE II
PROPOSALS NOT RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING



INSTITUTION: Centenary College of Louisiana

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Video Teleconferencing: A Window on Collaborative Science
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Greg Q. Butcher

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 3  (of 5 points) B.2 10  (of 15 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 2  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 63  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $37,575
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 001BS-09

The proposal requests funds to establish a collaborative neuroscience lab via video links between 
Centenary and two other out-of-state schools. It is made clear that this device will provide the 
educational benefits proposed. Having students at different colleges discuss experiments could be 
useful, but the types of experiments that would provide the basis for such discussions are not 
adequately presented. A strong case is not made for the advantages of this system over normal 
distribution of data via the internet. Also, the method for obtaining outstanding, recognized experts for 
participation is not well defined. Only one potential participant is mentioned by name and she is a 
colleague of the PI. There is insufficient discussion of who, when and what will be used to provide the 
impetus of discussion among the various student groups. The technology will have limited impact given 
the way the project is configured. The nature of the current research is unclear. Coordination of the 
research would improve experimental design and enhance research but this could be achieved by more 
efficient means. Funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: Dillard University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of the Computer Laboratory Facilities for 
Science Instruction at Dillard University
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Ruby Broadway

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 2  (of 5 points)
A.2 2  (of 5 points) B.2 9  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 12  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 0.5  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 2  (of 5 points)
C.1 4  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 1  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 8  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 0  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 0  (For S/E) F.1 1  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes No x

H.  Total Score: 49.5  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $78,656
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 002BS-09

This proposal requests funds to enhance the Department of Biology computer lab. It addresses a clear 
need at a deserving school. However, key elements of the proposal are missing and it is poorly written, 
with numerous grammatical and spelling errors. The statement that once students "have state-of-the-art 
equipment in their laboratory, there will be no problem retaining them" is naive. No biographical 
information about the Co-PIs is provided. It is not clear what type of computing facilities are in place 
campus-wide. No comparative benchmarks are provided for goals such as graduate school admissions 
or competitiveness for jobs. Some project goals are actually activities, such as the installation of 
computers. There is no budget justification and no documentation was provided concerning the 
institutional match for equipment installation and maintenance. The section in the narrative concerning 
previous Support Fund awards is missing. A grant labeled "Board of Regents Research" is listed under 
Current and Pending Support, but no details are provided, such as whether the award was funded or is 
currently being applied for. Funding for this project is not recommended.  



INSTITUTION: Dillard University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Instrumental Tools for Enhanced Teaching of Biomolecular
Science and Research
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Ruby Broadway

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 5  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 12  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 8  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 5  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 65  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $85,453
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 003BS-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire equipment such as a centrifuge and ten spectrophotometers in 
order to implement "curricular modifications" in biology and biochemistry. The basic idea of the 
proposal is good, and makes sense. However, the panel has a number of concerns. The proposal lacks 
key required elements such as biographical information for the PI and one of the Co-PIs, and there are 
no formal price quotes in the budget justification. Cost estimates, especially for shipping and handling, 
seem inappropriate. The writing is poorly edited. The term "biomolecular" is misspelled throughout the 
proposal. The proposal inadequately describes the use of the requested equipment.  Also, many very 
good laboratory exercises demonstrating biomolecular events do not require an ultracentrifuge and 
rotors. Based on the information provided, it is not clear that the authors have the expertise to plan and 
execute the laboratory experiences proposed. Funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: Dillard University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: DNA Repair as an Investigative Model for a Microbiological 
Laboratory Experience for Undergraduates
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: LaTanya Hammonds-Odie

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 4.5  (of 5 points) B.2 10  (of 15 points)
A.3 2  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 20 points)

B.4 2.5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1.5  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 1.5  (of 5 points)
C.1 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1.5  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 9  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes No x

H.  Total Score: 66.5  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $56,109
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 004BS-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire laboratory supplies in order to incorporate microbiological 
research experiences into the undergraduate curriculum. This project will benefit a diverse group of 
students in a devastated area. The project rationale utilizes quality education-based literature. However, 
the proposal lacks a number of important details. There is no information about what resources 
currently exist. Measurable objectives are not presented. While one goal is to implement research into 
the teaching labs, the PI states that the actual research component will not be implemented for three to 
four years. It is not clear what current laboratory exercises will be improved upon. The need for 
dedicated laptops is not justified. No plan for funding to sustain the lab beyond the life of the grant is 
given. Future applications for NSF funding through Curriculum and Laboratory Improvement are 
mentioned, but funding rates for this program are very slim and hardly a given. Funding is not 
recommended for this proposal.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Baton Rouge 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Improving Instruction in Clinical Anatomy
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dennis Landin

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 8  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 15  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 4  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 75  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $67,610
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 005BS-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire an isokinetic dynamometer for the Department of 
Kinesiology's clinical anatomy laboratory. The project goals and objectives given are actually 
activities. The objectives should be measurable and related to student learning and faculty 
development, such as improvements in scores on certification exams, improved success in faculty 
publications or grant success. The work plan states that the new equipment will be incorporated into 
classes or graduate student research but no details or specific examples are provided. The section on 
potential to achieve eminence contains an impressive list of current and past accomplishments, but 
there are no details or examples of how the new equipment will allow the department to build on 
those accomplishments. The section concerning impact on curriculum and instruction appears to 
merely be a list of courses offered in the department with no details or examples of how any of the 
them will benefit from the project. A single specific example of a faculty member's research that will 
be strengthened by the project would have greatly improved the narrative. Due to this lack of detail it 
is hard to assess the relationship between the plan and the items requested. No funding is 
recommended.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Baton Rouge

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Acquisition of a Variable Pressure Scanning Electron 
Microscope with Cryostage and EDX for Cell, Developmental 
and Microbiology Research and Education 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: John C. Larkin

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 4.5  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 20  (of 20 points)

B.4 3.5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4.5  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 10  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 90.5  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $145,000
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $145,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 006BS-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire a specialized scanning electron microscope (SEM) for research 
and education. The need for the instrument is well justified and the user base will maximize its 
productivity. An excellent support staff is already in place.  A significant institutional match 
demonstrates commitment by the University. The objectives proposed are actually activities; they 
should be related to the performance measures. The importance of and justification for the cryostage 
could have been better developed. Examples of the proposed K-12 activities should have been 
provided. Some users clearly will make use of the SEM, while others are only possible users. The 
description of what can be done currently versus what will be possible with the new instrument could 
have been stronger. The educational impact noted by the applicants is unclear and may be overstated. 
Despite these concerns the panel feels this proposal is a worthy investment and recommends full 
funding.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Baton Rouge 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Equipment for Polypeptides Synthesis and Analysis
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Vince J. LiCata

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 15  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 92  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $247,002
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $140,708

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 007BS-09

The proposal seeks funding to replace protein and peptide core facility equipment, all of which is 10 
years old or more, and some of which will no longer be supported by the manufacturers. Excellent 
supporting statistics concerning a wide variety of labs, users and usage rates are provided, making it 
clear that the new equipment is needed and will receive continued use. The authors make a compelling 
case that this is a regional facility of some importance and that new equipment is necessary to maintain 
that reputation. Detailed descriptions of research projects from participating faculty clearly demonstrate 
how the equipment will be integrated. A lengthy discussion of how the equipment will be used in 
curriculum development further strengthens the argument for this investment. The specific equipment is 
discussed in adequate detail, as is the presence of supporting equipment. Discussion of how this new 
equipment might leverage additional funding resources in the future might have made the proposal 
even stronger. Partial funding is recommended. The proposal notes that the current CD spectrometer 
remains functional and, due the funding constraints of this competition, the panel does not recommend 
funding the replacement of this piece of equipment. The institutional match should be maintained in full.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Baton Rouge

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancing Outreach Capabilities of the Louisiana State
University Herbarium
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Lowell Urbatsch

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 10  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 12  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 0  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 2  (For S/E) F.1 1  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 64  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $33,373
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 008BS-09

This proposal seeks funding to update a microscope, digital cameras and software to improve online 
development of the LSU herbarium. Use of the current online resource by outside entities is noted. The 
current equipment appears functional, but inadequate to develop an informational resource of superior 
caliber. Descriptions of the desired equipment are provided in detail and the equipment itself appears 
extremely appropriate. The proposal begins with a long and informative history of the herbarium 
development, and a reasonable rationale is provided for the work. However, the proposal did not follow 
the format laid out in the RFP, making it very difficult for the panel to quickly locate pertinent 
information. There is no discrete work plan. There is a general discussion of how digitization of the 
herbarium collection could contribute to curriculum development, but no specific classes, labs or 
research projects are described. Similarly, no specific examples of faculty development (e.g. improved 
access to images for grant writing or publication) are noted. There is no discussion of where the 
equipment is to be housed, how it will be supervised, and who will be responsible for its maintenance. 
The expertise of the oversight faculty is deemed superior, but there is no discussion of staffing for the 
instruments. The only discussion of economic or cultural development is fairly general and superficial. 
No other funding sources are noted. Funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Shreveport 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Pure Water System To Enhance Teaching and Research at LSUS
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Stephen Banks

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4.5  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 14  (of 15 points)
A.3 4.5  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 9  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 9  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 85  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $15,788
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $15,788

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 009BS-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire a water purification system to be utilized in laboratory courses 
and research. The need for the instrumentation is clearly demonstrated. This is standard equipment for 
a Biology Department and absolutely essential for research and classwork. A strong case is made for 
the PI's qualifications. Objectives should be related to student learning rather than activities such as 
acquiring the equipment. Examining student evaluations is not an appropriate means of project 
assessment. Citation is not provided for references. The institutional match is poorly described in the 
budget justification. Despite these concerns about the writing, this is a modest request for a worthy 
investment and the panel recommends full funding.   



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Shreveport

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of Analytical and Critical Thinking Skills
and Data Analysis and Interpretation
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Amy Erickson

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 14  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 10  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 83  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $96,060
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 010BS-09

This proposal addresses the poor problem solving and critical thinking skills of incoming college students, a 
weakness observed by instructors at all types of institutions. The requested equipment has the potential to 
assist faculty in making classes more interesting, hands-on and inquiry-driven, strategies shown to help 
develop problem solving skills. While the proposal is generally put together well, there are some significant 
weaknesses. The authors note that the weak critical thinking skills of their students is a major issue but do 
not provide any data to illustrate that. They do a good job of listing the existing equipment but do not really 
explain the additional impact of the proposed equipment. The goals as stated are not measurable. The 
authors need to indicate a performance measure that can articulately assess the effects of their intervention 
on critical thinking skills, such as the improvement rate of average scores on the major field exam. The 
work plan lacks sufficient details about the items to be purchased. The proposal does not explain how 
improved problem solving and computer skills for graduates will help the school achieve eminence. The 
project targets students, but the discussion of eminence is all about the faculty. The proposal's major 
weakness is that no specific examples of how the equipment will be used in courses are provided. Without 
these details, the potential of the project to improve student outcomes can not be properly assessed. No 
funding is recommended.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Shreveport 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of Spectrophotometry in Cell and Molecular Biology
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Cran Lucas

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 14  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 20  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 93  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $53,500
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $28,500

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 011BS-09

This proposal requests funds to acquire spectrophotometers to be utilized in laboratory courses. It is 
generally well written and addresses a clear need. The impact on instruction will be high. The authors 
provide key data that clearly explains the need for the equipment, such as class enrollments and the 
courses that will be impacted. The need for a new spectrophotometer at each workstation is not 
justified. During the course of a lab, there should be ample time to make readings with just three 
spectrophotometers. The objectives as stated are actually activities, and they should be related to 
student learning goals and performance measures and include numeric targets. The panel 
recommends funding to purchase three spectrophotometers. The institutional match should be 
maintained in full.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College-Shreveport 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of Molecular Genetics at LSUS
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Tara Williams-Hart

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 14  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 8  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 7  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 87  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $110,472
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $62,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 012BS-09

The proposal requests funds to enhance a laboratory for molecular genetics instruction. It is a generally 
well-written proposal. The recommended equipment is critical and useful to the goals of the program. 
The need is well justified. However the objectives as stated are actually activities and the proposal 
would be improved if they were rewritten to include measurable targets related to the performance 
measures. The institutional match is not explained in sufficient detail, and it appears that it may include 
equipment already on hand. Though the justification for the bioanalyzer is clearly written and backed 
with useful data, the panel feels it is unlikely to contribute to student learning. Students are more likely 
to benefit from hands-on activity. The dishwasher is also not justified by the scope of the work 
proposed. The panel suggests that the PIs consider purchasing a new stand-alone QPCR system rather 
than upgrading the iQ5. Partial funding is recommended, with no funding recommended for the 
dishwasher and bioanalyzer. The institutional match should be maintained in full. 



INSTITUTION: Louisiana Tech University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: School of Biological Sciences Sequencing Capacity
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Jeffry Shultz

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 12  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 2  (of 5 points)
C.1 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 6  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes No x

H.  Total Score: 69  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $70,505
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 013BS-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire a DNA sequencer for the School of Biological Sciences. The 
panel feels that the equipment requested in this proposal is not a good investment for research or 
student training. Although the applicants are correct regarding the importance of technology to 
sequence DNA, the era of individuals doing their own sequencing is generally past. It is far more 
efficient and cost-effective to outsource sequencing to facilities providing this service. Clearly, the 
principles of DNA sequencing should be taught to students so they understand the methods involved. 
However, the funds requested cannot be justified for this sequencer. Such funds could purchase a great 
deal of sequencing from a commercial source or a core facility. The real need in molecular biology and 
biotechnology is for people trained in bioinformatics who can analyze sequences and the relationships 
between them. This training can be provided very well without an on-site sequencer. Funding is not 
recommended.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana Tech University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Centrifuge for Biochemistry Labs
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Dale Snow

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 14  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 10  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 94  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $36,000
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $36,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 014BS-09

This proposal seeks funding to replace a 25 year-old preparative centrifuge that is the primary 
workhorse for biochemistry instructional labs. The unreliable instrument currently in use is a critical 
component of two laboratory courses that have an annual enrollment of 60 students per year. Detailed 
study plans are provided for the courses and show a solid training program for undergraduates destined 
for careers in the fields of health and biological sciences. Solid arguments are presented to underscore 
why a new instrument is needed so that students can gain hands-on experience with fundamental 
laboratory techniques. It is also noted that these courses are required for certification of the training 
program by the American Chemical Society. Faculty development and student recruitment are both 
discussed with an appropriate level of detail and consideration. The detailed description of the 
equipment demonstrates its appropriateness for the proposed tasks, and housing and maintenance are 
discussed. Faculty supervisory expertise is sufficient, and a strong discussion of external links between 
the student training program and the local economy is provided. Matching funds will be provided to 
purchase rotors. The panel recommends full funding.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana Tech University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Cell and Molecular Biology Core Facility
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: William Wolf

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 14  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 4  (of 1 point)
C.3 5  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 0  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes No x

H.  Total Score: 93  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $92,232
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $92,232

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 015BS-09

This proposal requests funds to acquire equipment for a cell and molecular biology core facility. It is a 
very well-written proposal. The request is well supported and well justified. The qualifications of the PIs 
are excellent. The proposal guidelines are strictly followed. This is an appropriate piece of equipment 
for a core facility. The project is a bottom-up revamping of the cell molecular program. The authors 
describe exactly what they are going to do with the equipment and why they need it. The listed 
objectives are actually activities and should be measurable and related to improvements in student 
learning goals and faculty productivity. The proposal is otherwise very worthy, and full funding is 
recommended.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana Universities Marine Consortium

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of Phytoplankton Surveys in Louisiana Waters
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Geoffrey Sinclair

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4.5  (of 5 points)
A.2 4.5  (of 5 points) B.2 15  (of 15 points)
A.3 4.5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 3.5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1.5  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 5.5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 9.5  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 90.5  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $126,000
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $126,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 016BS-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire equipment to enhance phytoplankton monitoring. It is very 
compelling and well written. The authors have prior experience with the instrumentation and are well 
versed in its use. The equipment will be utilized in a diverse array of projects. Concrete examples of 
student impact would have strengthened the educational component. Some letters of support 
referenced in the text are missing. The institutional match is poorly described in the budget 
justification. It is a high dollar amount but the nature of it is not entirely clear. Despite these concerns 
the panel recommends full funding.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of Environmental Biology Education at 
Nicholls State University
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Raj Boopathy

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 3.5  (of 5 points) B.2 8  (of 15 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 15  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1.5  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 3.5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 9  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No  

H.  Total Score: 72.5  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $93,128
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 017BS-09

The proposal requests equipment to upgrade the environmental biology laboratory. The authors make 
good use of the major field test as a metric for assessment, and very good connections to local issues 
are made with the research questions addressed. However, the need for the equipment is poorly 
justified. The description lacks details and no examples are provided. Some of the evaluations of 
outcomes are questionable, such as increased student evaluations. While materials are requested for 
both research and teaching, the impact on education is not well developed. It is unclear how culinary 
majors will benefit from this project, as stated. Not all equipment is itemized. The institutional match is 
not fully documented. No funding is recommended.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Dietetics Food Laboratory Enhancement Project
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Simone Camel

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 3  (of 5 points) B.2 4  (of 15 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points) 
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 0  (of 4 points)
or   (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 62  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $106,038
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 018BS-09

The proposal seeks funds to acquire laboratory equipment to enhance dietetics instruction and 
community education programs. The multiple mission statements from colleges, departments and 
programs are not helpful. It would have been more useful for the PI to describe the curricula and the 
typical placements for their graduates. A list of courses and community outreach programs that utilize the 
food lab would have been helpful, along with some specific examples of how the new equipment will 
improve them. Also, examples of some research projects that faculty and students could engage in, or 
have done in the past would have made the claim that the equipment upgrade will improve research 
more credible. It is not clear how this specific equipment is more age-appropriate or how it will help 
develop skills for the healthy modification of food preparation. More details and examples would make 
this more convincing. The equipment includes a long list of videos and other materials divided by topic, 
but provides no examples of how they will be used and in what courses or outreach programs. The 
objectives are sometimes ambiguous and should be rewritten to have measurable goals related to 
improving student outcomes. A poor case is made for the potential to achieve eminence. The description 
of the "blended learning environment" lacks details and no examples of how it will be implemented are 
provided. The panel does not recommended funding.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Upgrading Instructional Computing in the Sciences
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: John Doucet

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes      No x
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 5  (For S/E) F.1 0  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 76  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $106,000
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 019BS-09

The proposal seeks funds to acquire equipment for an undergraduate computer lab and graduate 
student offices. The need for the equipment is poorly justified. The request for a poster maker does not 
seem justified because it is unlikely that many posters would be required and these could be made less 
expensively by a commercial producer. It is not clear how many students will use the computers and the 
proposal even notes that many students are likely to bring their own laptops. A way to quantify the 
performance of the students given the new equipment is not provided. There are no specific examples 
of how it will help any particular class. The objectives are poorly developed, as is the means of 
determining the performance metrics. In addition, there are a number of typographical errors and the 
proposal suffers from a general lack of editing. The guidelines for each of the required proposal 
categories stipulated in the RFP are not carefully followed. No funding is recommended.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancing Molecular, Digital, and Microscopic Technologies
for Environmental and Public Health Microbiology
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Marilyn B. Kilgen

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3.5  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 20 points)

B.4 3.5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 4  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2.5  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 0.5  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 9  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 80  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $139,109
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 020BS-09

The proposal seeks funds to acquire laboratory instrumentation for education and research. The authors 
make good use of data from the program review. The team assembled to implement the project has a 
diverse array of strengths. The proposal would be stronger if it focused on either research or teaching. 
Focusing on both weakens its impact. The student microscopes appear to be an add-on. The authors 
provide abundant and often redundant details about the equipment, yet provide few details to justify the 
need (especially for the PFGE, scanner, water system, glassware washer and NIST thermometers). The 
work plan is actually a restatement of the objectives. No strong means of assessing outcomes are 
provided. No specific examples of how the equipment will improve teaching are provided. No 
documentation is provided for the institutional match. Funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancing Biology Laboratory Experiences for Freshmen
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Rajkumar Nathaniel

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 10  (For S/E) F.1 1  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 86  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $49,770
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $34,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 021BS-09

This proposal seeks to improve freshman laboratory experiences through the acquisition of equipment. It 
addresses a critical need in the department to replace an ancient and venerable (40 year-old) general 
purpose centrifuge. Targeting freshman classes is a good strategy, as it has the potential to increase 
retention. The objectives should be measurable and related to student learning. Purchasing equipment is 
an activity that supports objectives, but the objectives should be reframed in terms of outcomes for 
biology students that can be measured and that the equipment will improve. No examples of how the 
equipment will be integrated into classes are provided in the work plan. What specific exercises will be 
improved by the new equipment? This department is very strong, but the proposal provides no specifics 
on how the equipment will make it stronger and increase eminence. Because the equipment will largely 
benefit a single course series, the section concerning impact on instruction needs specific examples of 
how the equipment will improve it. The authors also need to present at least one specific example in 
order to credibly claim that the new equipment will improve faculty research. The claim that $15,000 
reserved for a renovation project will be applied as an in-kind match is not convincing, as no details are 
provided about what will be renovated and how it relates to the courses impacted by the project. The 
panel recommends funding for the purchase of the centrifuge only. The institutional match, though 
questionable, should be maintained in full.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancing Biological Fieldwork Capabilities of the Department
of Biological Sciences at Nicholls State University
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Aaron Pierce

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 15  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 1  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 9  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 90  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $28,317
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $28,317

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 022BS-09

This proposal seeks funding to purchase a suite of small items for use in field biology research. Nicholls 
has utilized its unique location and demographics to establish a widely recognized training program in 
wetlands and aquatic biology. The requested equipment aligns with an ongoing effort to build on those 
strengths and enhance training experience for students interested in environmental issues. The new 
equipment will greatly expand the utility of existing equipment dedicated to the research and training 
currently underway in the program. Improvements to coursework-related opportunities are expected to 
increase enrollment in several specific lab courses involving fieldwork. A reasonably detailed work plan 
is provided to cover procurement of the equipment and its integration into the curriculum. The recent 
track record of excellence in educational programming for environmental and marine issues provides 
good evidence that this investment will further strengthen institutional leadership in this field. Curriculum 
development, student recruitment and faculty development are all covered in sufficient detail. A 
complete and detailed equipment list is provided, and all items appear to be justified. Housing for the 
equipment is discussed, but some discussion of maintenance should be included (this can be a major 
issue with items used in the field by students, particularly around water). A plan to check items in and out 
of custody would also have been helpful; many of these are small and are the type of thing that can go 
missing rather easily. Faculty expertise appears good, and the discussion of the outreach component is 
well written. Full funding is recommended.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancing Heavy Metal Analytical Capability for Education and
Research in Marine and Environmental Biology
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Enmin Zou

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 3  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 16  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1.5  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 1.5  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 7  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 0.5  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 7  (For S/E) F.1 0  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes No x

H.  Total Score: 68.5  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $127,400
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 023BS-09

The proposal seeks funds to enhance heavy metal analytical capability by acquiring a flame atomic 
absorption spectrometer and a mercury analyzer. The assembled team is very productive and active in 
research. The requested equipment is expensive and appears to have limited impact on researchers 
and students. The proposal would be improved by providing research data in the area of metals. The 
PIs demonstrate no previous experience with this type of instrumentation. Is there a facility or a 
collaborator within close proximity that could provide the PIs with experience in this area? Could 
chemistry (or other) faculty be interested in this instrument to broaden its appeal? Details concerning 
the outcomes of previous Support Fund awards are not provided. Funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: Southeastern Louisiana University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Instrumentation Enhancement for Environmental and Analytical
Laboratory Teaching and Research
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Gary Childers

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 83  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $33,750
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 024BS-09

This proposal seeks funds to procure a spectrofluorometer and a nitrogen chemiluminescence detector 
to test water for environmental contaminants. The PI maintains a NELAP-certified lab that constitutes a 
significant regional resource to the environmental community. The requested equipment would 
strengthen the capabilities of the existing program for handling major classes of water contaminants. A 
thorough discussion to justify instrument selection is provided, and supporting equipment, housing and 
maintenance are adequately addressed. The objectives to bring new capabilities to the existing lab and 
to train students and colleagues in the technology are vague and the panel is concerned that no 
examples of specific contaminants are provided, nor are enhanced capabilities with respect to improved 
sensitivity discussed. The proposal includes a lengthy discussion of the respect the current facility 
receives, but the discussion is fairly general and does not specifically address how the new 
instrumentation will fill gaps or solve problems that could not be handled in the current lab. The 
discussion of curriculum development lacks details. It might have been helpful to include an example of 
a lab activity or experiment that would make use of these instruments and improve or expand a current 
course. The section regarding faculty development would be strengthened through inclusion of specific 
examples of how these instruments could address gaps in current research on campus. Discussion of 
economic development and impact is limited. No funding is recommended.



INSTITUTION: Southeastern Louisiana University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Improvement and Enhancement of the Natural History
Collections at Southeastern Louisiana University
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Kyle Piller

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 15  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 6  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 4  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 79  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $104,191
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 025BS-09

The proposal requests funds to enhance the University's natural history collections. The panel feels that 
collections, particularly herbarium collections, are extremely important. The authors do not provide a 
good justification for why such a collection would best be maintained at this particular institution. It is 
not made clear that the authors possess the necessary experience and expertise to be responsible for 
maintaining and increasing the collections of plants, reptiles and, particularly, insects. It would have 
been helpful if the applicants had broken down the price of individual cabinets for the vertebrate 
collection instead of requesting "a set" for $80,000. No funding is recommended. 



INSTITUTION: Southeastern Louisiana University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Acquisition of a DNA Sequencer to Enhance Teaching and 
Research at Southeastern Louisiana University
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Kyle Piller

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 14  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 4  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 0  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 4  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 71  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $129,575
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 026BS-09

This proposal seeks funds to support the purchase of a DNA sequencer, a thermal cycler, and some 
affiliated equipment for molecular biology research and training. The requested sequencer is meant 
to replace two aging DNA sequencers, including one that is non-functional and another that will soon 
no longer be supported by the manufacturer. Procurement of a new sequencer will eliminate the need 
to hand-transport samples to a remote lab for characterization. No data are provided to indicate how 
many samples per month are currently being sequenced. An estimated cost-savings of 45% per 
sample if the new sequencer is purchased is noted, but no cost breakdown is provided. If this cost 
does not factor in the instrument cost, then it is not a fair comparison. Also, $4.50 per sample is a 
fairly high estimate in the current world of DNA sequencing. The number of companies providing this 
kind of service is growing and prices are contracting, even for small volume producers. The proposal 
lists as an objective the integration of this equipment into laboratory training courses. A list of courses 
is provided, but there are no examples of specific exercises that are being considered if the new 
instrument becomes available. The proposal notes that two faculty members have strong interest in 
procuring these instruments to help their research programs and competitiveness for external 
funding. However, DNA sequencing is well on its way to becoming an outsourced commodity. 
Forward-looking training efforts would be more appropriately focused on bioinformatic analysis of 
data produced at a distance in large sequencing "factories". Funding is not recommended. 



INSTITUTION: Southeastern Louisiana University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Pipeline Program to Enhance Recruitment Activities at 
Southeastern: A Proof of Concept
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Roldan Valverde

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 20  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 87  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $74,850
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $25,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 027BS-09

The proposal requests funds to enhance an indoor teaching and research facility housing red-eared 
slider turtles in order to stimulate undergraduate and graduate student recruitment. The plan of work 
reads like a research proposal. This section presents some retention data, but does not address how the 
project will impact it. The QPCR and Nanodrop systems are research-level instrumentation that will 
benefit the PI's research, but are unlikely to be used as part of outreach or educational activities. The 
advanced techniques proposed for the Upward Bound Math & Science program may be difficult to 
implement with 24 students and only one assistant. The specific objectives listed are actually activities 
rather than measurable objectives that match the performance measures. The section regarding the 
potential to achieve eminence is very good, but the impact on the University students is unclear since so 
much of the proposal focuses on outreach efforts. The cash match for the equipment purchase is a plus. 
The panel recommends funding for the recirculator and sonogram equipment that will benefit the 
outreach program, but funding is not recommended for the other equipment, which is for research and 
should be requested in a separate proposal. The institutional match may be reduced proportionally. 



INSTITUTION: Southern University and A&M College at New Orleans

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Integration of Technology Based Enhancement of the Human
Anatomy and Physiology Instruction at SUNO
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Richard Cosby

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 9  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 9  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes      No x
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 6  (For S/E) F.1 0  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes No x

H.  Total Score: 67  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $14,429
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 028BS-09

The proposal requests supplies and equipment to enhance anatomical science instruction. It presents an 
interesting idea that could potentially tie student learning in classes to emergency preparedness 
activities on the campus. The objectives should all be measurable and not be activities, such as 
purchasing equipment. Performance measures should be related to the objectives and there should be a 
performance measure for each objective. The work plan is difficult to read because the text in different 
sections is written in different fonts and sizes. The summary, rationale and work plan are not alligned. 
For example, the connection to the emergency preparedness and disaster response appears in the 
summary, but no details or further explanation are provided in the work plan. The work plan should 
include specific examples of the hands-on exercises that the equipment will make possible. The section 
regarding eminence recognition lists the accomplishments of some alumni, but does not address how 
the current project will allow them to build on those successes. The PIs state that the project will improve 
learning outcomes in several classes but provide no specific examples to illustrate that. The table of 
grades is interesting but it is not clear how it relates to the proposed project. The institution is deserving 
and the qualifications of the faculty involved are excellent. However, no funding is recommended. The 
panel urges the PIs to further develop the work plan and strengthen the writing for future resubmission.



INSTITUTION: Southern University and A&M College at New Orleans

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of the Biology Laboratory Courses 
Through Development of a New Lab Manual and
Acquisition of New Equipments and Materials

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Joseph Olubadewo

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan

(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 10  (of 20 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 25 points)

B.4 2  (of 5 points)
C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 12 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 12  (of 12 points) B.7   Yes x      No

  
D.  Economic and/or Cultural E.  Additional Funding Sources
Development and Impact (Total of 4 Points)
(Total of 12 Points) E.1 0  (of 4 points)

2  (of 2 points)
D.2a 8  (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes  No x

G.  Total Score: 59  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $78,441
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

PROPOSAL NUMBER:

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

029BS-09

The proposal seeks funds to enhance a biology laboratory and develop a new lab manual. It is difficult 
to read because the text in different sections is written in different fonts and sizes. The rationale section 
would be more effective if it focused on the impact and advantages of a lab book customized for the lab 
exercises used and the equipment available rather than presenting the project as a way to deal with 
deficiencies. Objectives such as purchasing equipment and writing a manual are actually activities, and 
they should be measurable and focused on student learning. In the sections regarding the work plan and 
eminence recognition, the authors need to provide specific examples of how the equipment to be 
purchased will lead to more hands-on lab exercises and how the in-house lab manual will be an 
improvement from the commercial one. Without specific examples, it is not possible to assess the 
impact and value of the project. Due to this lack of detail the proposal is neither compelling nor 
competitive and the panel does not recommended funding.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Upgrade of Genetic Analysis Capabilities for Teaching and 
Research in Evolutionary and Environmental Biology
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Caryl Chlan

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 15  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 3  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 93  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $18,268
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $18,268

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 030BS-09

The proposal requests funds to upgrade existing equipment and to acquire a new PCR system. The 
upgrades include a change from Mac to PC software, which will extend the life of the existing 
equipment for a number of years. This is a well-prepared proposal and the proposed upgrades and 
the need are clearly justified. Education and research incorporating this equipment will be 
significantly enhanced. The panel commends the PIs for recovering the use of existing equipment 
in a cost-efficient manner rather than simply requesting replacements for all of it. Full funding is 
recommended.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: A Redesigned Comparative Physiology Course and 
Laboratory for Biology Majors
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Brad Moon

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 8  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 10  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 87  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $103,115
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $70,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 031BS-09

The proposal seeks to redesign a physiology course and laboratory through the acquisition of 
equipment. The equipment requested is very appropriate and will certainly have the intended impact on 
education. The section regarding the impact on faculty development was the best one read by the 
panel, describing every faculty member involved and exactly how they will utilize the equipment. The 
panel did have concerns with some of the writing. The listed objectives, such as purchasing equipment 
and offering redesigned courses, are actually activities that support objectives and they need to be 
measurable and related to student learning. The SEI and assessments of grade distribution are good 
performance measures that address the real objectives of the project, improved student success. The 
work plan needs examples of learning activities that the equipment will make possible. The list of topics 
and a syllabus for the course do not provide enough information to assess the impact of the equipment 
on the course. It is not clear why 10 workstations are needed. Biopac exercises are designed for groups 
of three to four, so a lab class of 20 students would require six workstations at the most. The panel 
recommends reduced funding to reflect the actual use of the Biopac in classes. Budget reductions are 
to be made at the discretion of the PI. The institutional match should be maintained in full. 



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: A Pipeline for Biological Discovery: Enhancing Molecular
Biology at UL Lafayette with High-Throughput Capabilities
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Joseph Neigel

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 15  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 20  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes      No x
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes No x

H.  Total Score: 96  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $121,000
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $100,000

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 032BS-09

This proposal to enhance research and training in the application of molecular biology is excellent. It is 
very well written, the need is clearly justified and the impact will be high. The project will eliminate a 
bottleneck effect in the student laboratory exercises and increase productivity in faculty research efforts. 
The main piece of equipment will be used in multiple courses, and the listed price is exactly what it 
costs. The stated objectives are actually activities, which should be restated as measurable goals with 
targets related to student outcomes and research productivity. The panel notes a significant institutional 
match for the equipment. Partial funding is recommended for the robotic liquid handling system only 
and not the peripheral equipment. The institutional match should be maintained in full. 



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Monroe

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: A Documentation System for Enhancement of ULM Medicinal
Chemistry Research
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Khalid El Sayed

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 15  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 0  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 5  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 74  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $18,489
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 033BS-09

This proposal seeks funds for the purchase of a CAMAG imaging system to digitize chromatography 
patterns from natural products separations under standardized conditions. The PI provides a long list 
of existing resources in the BPS department, and no comparable equipment appears in the list. It is 
not clear to the panel how the PI currently records such information, since photography has long been 
used to record such ephemera. The panel also wonders why the author does not discuss the potential 
of such equipment to provide information that can be quantified to at least some extent using image 
analysis software. There is a reasonably detailed work plan and timeline provided, and three specific 
projects in the PI's lab are described in order to highlight how this apparatus will enhance program 
eminence. Though educational impact is discussed in general, there are no examples of specific 
experiments that will utilize the imaging station. A general statement alluding to the impact of state-of-
the-art equipment on student recruitment is presented, but there is almost no discussion of the impact 
that this equipment would have on general faculty development. The instrument will be located in the 
PI's lab, and while there is a general statement about its availability to colleagues in BPS and the 
Department of Chemistry, there is little evidence provided to support interest from other colleagues 
and there are no Co-PIs. The PI has had industry contracts previously, and he has provided a 
statement emphasizing student training and its importance to economic development. The panel notes 
a significant institutional match. However, funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Monroe 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of ULM College of Pharmacy NMR Spectrometer
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Khalid El Sayed

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 7  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or   (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 84  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $110,771
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 034BS-09

This proposal requests funds to secure an upgraded control board for an existing NMR spectrometer. The 
NMR is a critical instrument for new compound discoveries and characterization, and the updated control 
system is required to take full advantage of previous upgrades to other parts of the instrument, including 
a microbore sample system awarded in the last funding cycle of this competition. Project objectives are 
to integrate this technology into course training for medicinal chemistry and pharmacognosy students. A 
reasonable work plan is provided, but the panel finds it highly unusual that the PI chooses to use exactly 
the same timeline for this work as he uses in his other proposal submitted in this competition requesting 
an imaging system. Even cursory knowledge of the instruments involved suggests that the timelines 
should be significantly different in these two cases. There is a philosophical discussion about integrating 
the technology into curricula, but it is short on details and examples. Similarly, faculty development is not 
discussed in a detailed fashion. Some discussion of how users of the current instrument are trained, how 
they are allotted time on the instrument, and how instrument charges are assessed would have helped 
provide understanding of how much impact this upgrade will have. It is stated that several faculty across 
multiple departments will benefit, but no current usage data is provided to articulate this point. There is a 
good discussion of how the school, departments and faculty members interact with companies and other 
external entities. However, the discussion of economic development is fairly general and pedestrian. A 
significant institutional match is noted. However, the panel questions whether the piecemeal upgrading of 
this particular instrument through Support Fund requests (including awards in 1995, 2002, and 2007) is 
the wisest approach to enhancing capabilities. Funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Monroe

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: An Integrated Approach to Microscopy: From Sample 
Preparation to Imaging
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Ann Findley

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes X No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 4.5  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 15 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 16  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1.5  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 4.5  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2.5  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1.5  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 81.5  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $121,861
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 035BS-09

The proposal seeks funds to enhance video-capture microscopic capabilities in the cellular biology 
curriculum. The project directors are experienced and capable. However, the writing is inconsistent and 
often confusing. The listed equipment does not appear to match the stated needs. The educational 
impact of the video microscopes is not justified with specific examples. More details about how the 
equipment will be integrated into classes to improve student learning would have improved the proposal. 
It is not clear why additional trinocular microscopes are being requested if the cameras are being 
replaced. A compelling case is not made for the biosafety cabinets. The listed objectives are actually 
activities and they need to be restated in terms of measurable changes in student learning outcomes 
with specific numeric targets. While attention is paid towards assessment, the survey tools are not 
described well. The institutional match is not documented. The panel does not recommend funding.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Monroe 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Facilitating Biology Student Success Through Curriculum Integration
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Ann Findley

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 10  (of 20 points)
A.3 0  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 25 points)

B.4 1  (of 5 points)
C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 12 Points) B.6 5  (of 5 points)
C.1 12  (of 12 points) B.7   Yes x      No

  
D.  Economic and/or Cultural E.  Additional Funding Sources
Development and Impact (Total of 4 Points)
(Total of 12 Points) E.1 3  (of 4 points)

2  (of 2 points)
D.2a 8  (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes x No

G.  Total Score: 61  (of 100 points)

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $43,500
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 036BS-09

The proposal seeks to enhance biology instruction through a series of activities. Objectives should not 
be activities and should be restated in terms of measurable changes in student learning outcomes with 
specific numeric targets. The rationale includes no discussion of the impact of the project on existing 
resources. The enhancement plan provides too many initiatives and too few details. The description of 
upgrades to biology courses includes no examples of hands-on exercises, how the clicker technology 
will be used, or what demonstrations will be added. Other aspects of the proposal are unclear to the 
panel. What is "hot seat student participation"? What kind of curriculum is planned to build problem-
solving and critical-thinking skills? What will the curriculum for the summer boot camp be, and how 
students will be recruited? What will their living arrangements be, and will they have to pay for the 
program? How many students are currently involved in the research program? How many faculty will be 
involved and what are their research projects? How many hours will the students spend in labs? How 
many hours will they spend in the associated academic year boot camp and what will the curriculum be? 
How will students be recruited to the academic year boot camp? The lack of details and examples 
suggests that these programs have not been fully thought out yet, and casts doubt on the ability of the 
program to affect departmental eminence. The lack of examples and details makes it difficult to assess 
the impact of the project on the quality of the curricular offerings. Funding is not recommended.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Monroe 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Incorporating a Bioinformatics Thread Across the Biology Curriculum
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Russell Minton

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 3  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 15  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 18  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 2  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 3  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 12  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 90  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $77,459
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $67,459

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 037BS-09

The proposal seeks to incorporate bioinformatics into the biology curriculum. It is well written and the 
PIs appear capable of maximizing the project's impact on education. Project goals and objectives 
should not be activities, and should be measurable and related to student learning. The performance 
measures are good, but are not linked clearly to the objectives. The PIs claim that this approach will 
increase research opportunities, but do not provide any examples. The examples in the work plan, while 
very good, are all related to courses. The PIs should cite at least one faculty member whose research 
productivity would be improved by the project. The panel recommends partial funding. No funding is 
recommended for supplies, and the panel suggests that these be provided by the users. The institutional 
match should be maintained in full. Implementation of the project is dependent on the s uccess of 
the PI's current application for a LiCor grant, and  the panel recommends that funds for this 
project not be allocated until proof of the LiCor a ward is provided. 



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Monroe 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: CyberFlora Louisiana
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Thomas Sasek

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 14  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 20  (of 20 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 11  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 7  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or   (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 89  (of 100 points)

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

YEAR 1 YEAR 2
SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested
RECOMMENDATIONS: Amount: $54,648 $13,050

Recommended
Amount: $51,000 $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 038BS-09

This proposal seeks funds for several high-resolution digital cameras, accessories, and computers for a 
project to digitize the herbarium holdings at ULM. Images of herbarium specimens and live field 
specimens will be linked through an online database accessible worldwide. The data collection will be 
integrated into current curricula. The project will function as a stand-alone adjunct to a larger project 
proposed to the National Science Foundation. The project will also provide data backup to unique 
herbarium samples in case of catastrophic events. A highly detailed work plan is presented. An excellent 
statement is made in support of the proposition that the project will greatly enhance the eminence of this 
program, which is the strongest part of the proposal. A detailed description of the equipment, as well as 
support equipment and housing, is provided. There is no discussion of maintenance, which is usually a 
significant consideration where field use is contemplated. The biological expertise of the team is 
superior, but, given the issues of database structure and management with large complex datasets, it is 
a weakness that the team does not include a database specialist. The discussion of economic 
development is minimal, and there is no discussion of industrial sponsors or even other users. Partial 
funding is recommended in year one, with no funding recommended in year two. No specific justification 
is provided for needing ten digital SLR cameras for field work, and in light of funding restrictions the 
panel recommends funding for only five of the cameras. The institutional match should be maintained in 
full.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Monroe

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Circular Dichroism Spectropolarimeter for Enhancing Life
Science Research
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Seetharama D. Satyanarayanajois

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 52 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 20 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Equipment B.5 1  (of 2 points)
(Total of 10 Points) B.6 4  (of 5 points)
C.1 6  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 1  (of 1 point)
C.3 2  (of 3 points) D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise

(Total of 12 Points)
E.  Economic and/or Cultural D.1 10  (of 12 points)
Development and Impact
(Total of 12 Points) F.  Additional Funding Sources
E.1 2  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a 8  (For S/E) F.1 3  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 86  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $62,250
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $62,250

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections where
significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposals
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work.)

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 039BS-09

This proposal seeks funds to purchase a CD spectrometer to complement equipment for biomoleculer 
characterization. The instrument provides rapid and sensitive characterization of proteins, peptides and 
nucleic acids relevant to pharmaceutical R&D. It is described in sufficient detail, as is the supporting 
equipment and housing of the instrument. It will provide a novel capability at ULM and will strongly 
complement instruments and expertise in other labs. Faculty objectives are to integrate this technology 
into research and training for students, as well as enhance the ability of the faculty to compete for 
extramural resources. The track records of the six PIs highlight the potential for this instrument to 
facilitate increased grant funding in the future. Some PIs have had industrial contracts in the past, and 
this instrument will enhance further opportunities. Specific examples from the research programs of 
each PI are provided to explain how the instrument will be utilized. In terms of educational impact the 
authors briefly mention that the instrument might have an impact on the Pharm 568 lab course, but no 
specific examples are provided, nor are there any statistics on student enrollment. Details about how 
potential users will get training and sign up to use the instrument are lacking. A straightforward work 
plan is presented along with a timeline. A poor argument is made for economic development. The panel 
notes a significant institutional match. Full funding is recommended.
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Complete List: Enhancement Program: TR Proposals: Biological Sciences  

Number PI Name Project Title Amount Requested 
Year 1      Year2     Total 

Institution 

001BS-09 Butcher, Gregory Video Teleconferencing: A Window on 
Collaborative Science 

$37,575 $0 $37,575 Centenary College 

002BS-09 Broadway, Ruby 
Enhancement of the Computer 

Laboratory Facilities for Science 
Instruction at Dillard University 

$78,656 $0 $78,656 Dillard University 

003BS-09 Broadway, Ruby 
Instrumental Tools for Enhanced 

Teaching of Biomolecular Science and 
Research 

$85,453 $0 $85,453 Dillard University 

004BS-09 
Hammonds-Odie, 

Latanya 

DNA Repair as an Investigative Model 
for a Microbiological Laboratory 
Experience for Undergraduates 

$56,109 $0 $56,109 Dillard University 

005BS-09 Landin, Dennis 
Improving Instruction in Clinical 

Anatomy $67,610 $0 $67,610 
Louisiana State 

University and A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

006BS-09 Larkin, John 

Acquisition of a Variable Pressure 
Scanning Electron Microscope with 

Cryostage and EDX for Cell, 
Developmental and Microbiology 

Research and Education 

$145,000 $0 $145,000 
Louisiana State 

University and A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

007BS-09 LiCata, Vince 
Equipment for Polypeptide Synthesis and 

Analysis $247,002 $0 $247,002 
Louisiana State 

University and A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

008BS-09 Urbatsch, Lowell Enhancing Outreach Capabilities of the 
Louisiana State University Herbarium 

$33,373 $0 $33,373 
Louisiana State 

University and A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 



009BS-09 Banks, Stephen 
Pure Water System to Enhance Teachng 

and Research at LSUS $15,788 $0 $15,788 
Louisiana State 

University and A&M 
College - Shreveport 

010BS-09 Erickson, Amy 
Enhancement of Analytical and Critical 
Thinking Skills and Data Analysis and 

Interpretation 
$96,060 $0 $96,060 

Louisiana State 
University and A&M 
College - Shreveport 

011BS-09 Lucas, M. Cran 
Enhancement of Spectrophotometry in 

Cell and Molecular Biology $53,500 $0 $53,500 
Louisiana State 

University and A&M 
College - Shreveport 

012BS-09 Williams-Hart, Tara 
Enhancement of Molecular Genetics at 

LSUS $110,472 $0 $110,472 
Louisiana State 

University and A&M 
College - Shreveport 

13 BS-09 Shultz, Jeffry School of Biological Sciences 
Sequencing Capacity 

$70,505 $0 $70,505 Louisiana Tech 
University 

014BS-09 Snow, L. Dale Centrifuge for Biochemistry Labs $36,000 $0 $36,000 Louisiana Tech 
University 

015BS-09 Wolf, William Cell and Molecular Biology Core Facility $92,232 $0 $92,232 Louisiana Tech 
University 

016BS-09 Geoffrey, Sinclair Enhancement of Phytoplankton Surveys 
in Louisiana Waters 

$126,000 $0 $126,000 Louisiana Universities 
Marine Consortium 

017BS-09 Boopathy, Raj Enhancement of Environmental Biology 
Education at Nicholls State University 

$93,128 $0 $93,128 Nicholls State 
University 

018BS-09 Camel, Simone Dietetics Food Laboratory Enhancement 
Project 

$106,038 $0 $106,038 Nicholls State 
University 

019BS-09 Doucet, John Upgrading Instructional Computing in the 
Sciences 

$106,000 $0 $106,000 Nicholls State 
University 



020BS-09 Kilgen, Marilyn 

Enhancing Molecular, Digital, and 
Microscopic Technologies for 

Environmental and Public Health 
Microbiology 

$139,109 $0 $139,109 
Nicholls State 

University 

021BS-09 Nathaniel, Rajkumar 
Enhancing Biology Laboratory 

Experiences for Freshmen 
$49,770 $0 $49,770 

Nicholls State 
University 

022BS-09 Pierce, Aaron 

Enhancing Biological Fieldwork 
Capabilities of the Department of 

Biological Sciences at Nicholls State 
University 

$28,317 $0 $28,317 
Nicholls State 

University 

023BS-09 Zou, Enmin 
Enhancing Heavy Metal Analytical 

Capability for Education and Research in 
Marine and Environmental Biology 

$127,400 $0 $127,400 
Nicholls State 

University 

24 BS-09 Childers, Gary 
Instrumentation Enhancement for 

Environmental and Analytical Laboratory 
Teaching and Research 

$33,750 $0 $33,750 
Southeastern 

Louisiana University 

025BS-09 Piller, Kyle 
Improvement and Enhancement of the 

Natural History Collections at 
Southeastern Louisiana University 

$104,191 $0 $104,191 
Southeastern 

Louisiana University 

026BS-09 Piller, Kyle 
Acquisition of a DNA Sequencer to 
Enhance Teaching and Research at 
Southeastern Louisiana University 

$129,575 $0 $129,575 
Southeastern 

Louisiana University 

027BS-09 Valverde, Roldan 
Pipeline Program to Enhance 

Recruitment Activities at Southeastern: A 
Proof of Concept 

$74,850 $0 $74,850 
Southeastern 

Louisiana University 

28 BS-09 Cosby, Richard 
Integration of Technology Based 

Enhancement of the Human Anatomy and 
Physiology Instruction at SUNO 

$14,429 $0 $14,429 
Southern University 
and A&M College at 

New Orleans 



029BS-09 Olubadewo, Joseph 

Enhancement of the Biology Laboratory 
(BIOL 105, 106, 124, 125) Courses 
Through Development of New Lab 

Manual and Acquisition of New 
Equipments and Materials 

$78,441 $0 $78,441 
Southern University 
and A&M College at 

New Orleans 

030BS-09 Chlan, Caryl 
Upgrade of Genetic Analysis Capabilities 

for Teaching and Research in 
Evolutionary and Environmental Biology 

$18,268 $0 $18,268 University of 
Louisiana at Lafayette 

031BS-09 Moon, Brad 
A Redesigned Comparative Physiology 

Course and Laboratory for Biology 
Majors 

$103,115 $0 $103,115 
University of 

Louisiana at Lafayette 

032BS-09 Neigel, Joseph 

A Pipeline for Biological Discovery: 
Enhancing Molecular Biology at UL 

Lafayette with High-Throughput 
Capabilities 

$121,000 $0 $121,000 University of 
Louisiana at Lafayette 

033BS-09 El Sayed, Khalid 
A Documentation System for 

Enhancement of ULM Medicinal 
Chemistry Research 

$18,489 $0 $18,489 
University of 

Louisiana at Monroe 

034BS-09 El Sayed, Khalid Enhancement of ULM College of 
Pharmacy NMR Spectrometer 

$110,771 $0 $110,771 University of 
Louisiana at Monroe 

035BS-09 Findley, Ann An Integrated Approach to Microscopy: 
From Sample Preparation to Imaging 

$121,861 $0 $121,861 University of 
Louisiana at Monroe 

036BS-09 Findley, Ann Facilitating Biology Student Success 
Through Curriculum Integration 

$43,500 $0 $43,500 University of 
Louisiana at Monroe 

037BS-09 Minton, Russell Incorporating a Bioinformatics Thread 
Across the Biology Curriculum 

$77,459 $0 $77,459 University of 
Louisiana at Monroe 

038BS-09 Sasek, Thomas CyberFlora Louisiana $54,648 $13,050 $67,698 University of 
Louisiana at Monroe 



039BS-09 Satyanarayanajois, 
Seetharama 

Circular Dichroism Spectropolarimeter 
for Enhancing Life Science Research 

$62,250 $0 $62,250 University of 
Louisiana at Monroe 

 

Total Number of Proposals submitted 39 

Total Money Requested for First Year $3,167,694 

Total Money Requested for Second Year $13,050 

Total Money Requested  $3,180,744 
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BOARD OF REGENTS SUPPORT FUND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 2008-09 
 

RATING FORM FOR TRADITIONAL AND UNDERGRADUATE ENHANCEMENT PROPOSALS 
PURCHASE OF INSTRUCTIONAL A ND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT 

 
INSTRUCTIONS:  The completed evaluation form should represent the consensus of the expert members of the review panel and, as such, must reflect the 
final decisions of that panel.  Review this form and the program guidelines prior to reading the proposal.  The higher the score, the more clearly the proposal 
satisfies the criterion under consideration.  Guidelines should not be interpreted to exclude from eligibility departments and/or units engaged solely in 
instruction.  Use the white space provided to explain the panel's ratings, especially on items given low scores.  Attach additional pages, as necessary. 
 
A. THE CURRENT SITUATION--Total of 10 points 
 

YES_____NO_____ A.1  Has the applicant adequately described the institution and unit(s)/department(s) that will 
benefit from the proposed project, especially in terms of mission, faculty, students, and 
relevant institutional or departmental resources? 

 
_____ of 5 pts.  A.2  To what extent will the proposed project enhance the affected department(s) or unit(s)? 

 
_____ of 5 pts.  A.3  To what extent will the project complement and improve upon existing resources of the 

department(s) or unit(s)? 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
B. THE ENHANCEMENT PLAN--Total of 52 points 
 

_____ of 5 pts.  B.1  Are the goals and objectives clearly stated?  Can the objectives be completed within the 
timeframe detailed in the proposal? 

 
_____ of 15  pts.  B.2  Does the work plan sufficiently describe the activities that will be undertaken to achieve the 

goals and objectives of the proposal with responsible individuals listed for each activity, a 
schedule of activities with benchmarks to be accomplished, and a description detailing how 
each objective will be evaluated? 

 
_____ of 20 pts.         B.3  To what extent will the proposed project catapult the department(s) or unit(s) into attaining 

a high level of regional, national, or international eminence--or maintaining a current high 
level of eminence--commensurate with degree offerings and/or functions? 

 
_____ of 5 pts.  B.4  To what extent will the proposed project have an impact on the variety and quality of 

curricular offerings and instructional methods within the affected department(s) or unit(s)?  
Appropriate to current thinking in the specific field(s) or discipline(s) of the proposed 
project, is reform of undergraduate education and/or teacher preparation encouraged? 

 
 ____ of 2 pts.  B.5  To what extent will the proposed project enhance the ability of the department(s) or unit(s) 

to attract and/or retain students of high quality, particularly high quality students from 
Louisiana? 

 
_____of 5 pts.  B.6  To what extent will the project contribute to improving the quality and effectiveness of 

faculty teaching and improve faculty pedagogical practices within the context of current 
thinking on reform of undergraduate education and teacher preparation, specific to field(s) 
or discipline(s) of the proposed project? 

 
No Points Given, but  B.7  Does the proposal indicate how the Board of Regents or other entity will determine 

this is a required    whether or not the project has been a success and the degree to  
component.     which it has achieved its goals? 
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Proposal Number: _________________    Principal Investigator: ___________________________ 
 Page 2 of 3 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
C. EQUIPMENT--Total of 10 points 
 

_____ of 6 pts.   C.1   To what extent has the proposal established a relationship between the enhancement 
plan and the items of equipment requested?  Is the equipment well-justified?  Will it 
significantly enhance the existing technological capability of the department?  Does it 
reflect current and projected trends in technology? 

 
______ of 1 pt.  C.2   Has there been a thorough survey of the current equipment inventory and does the 

proposal plan to make full use of it? 
 

______ of 3 pts.       C.3   To what extent does the proposal present a reasonable plan to ensure a maximum 
usable lifetime for the equipment?  Are housing and maintenance arrangements for 
equipment adequate? 

 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
D. FACULTY AND STAFF EXPERTISE--Total of 12 points 
 

_____ of 12 pts       D.1   Are the faculty and support personnel appropriately qualified to implement this 
project?  If special training will be required for faculty and/or other personnel, has an 
appropriate plan been developed? 

 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
E. ECONOMIC AND/OR CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AND IMPACT--Total of 12 points 
 

_____ of 2 pts.   E.1   To what extent will the project assist in establishing a new relationship, or strengthen 
an existing relationship, with one or more industrial/institutional sponsors (e.g., private 
business, trade organization, professional organization, non-profit or community 
organization, another university or consortium of universities, federal government 
agency)? 

 
NOTE TO REVIEWER: Depending on the discipline of the submitting department or unit, provide rating points for either 

E.2a OR E.2b: 
 

_____ of 10 pts.  E.2a  For science/engineering proposals only:  To what extent will the project  assist  the 
submitting department(s)/unit(s) in promoting or enhancing the economic development 
of the State of Louisiana? 

E.2b  For non-science/non-engineering proposals only:  To what extent will the project 
contribute to the academic and/or cultural resources of the State of Louisiana? 

 
COMMENTS: 
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F. ADDITIONAL FUNDING SOURCES--Total of 4 points 
 

_____ of 4 pts.  F.1  To what extent will the costs associated with this project be shared through contributions 
from the institution(s) involved and/or external organizations? 

 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
G. PREVIOUS SUPPORT FUND AWARDS--No points assigned 
 

YES___ NO_____ G.1  If the Project Director or Co-Project Director has received previous Support Fund support, 
has it been adequately documented? 

 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
H. TOTAL SCORE (NOTE:  Proposals with a total score below 70 will not be recommended for funding.) 
 

_____ of 100 points 
 

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Requested Amount $____________________                   Recommended Amount $______________________ 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
==================================================================================================================== 
I agree to maintain in confidence any information, documentation and material of any kind (hereinafter referred to as "Material") included in this proposal; I 
further agree not to disclose, divulge, publish, file patent application on, claim ownership of, exploit or make any other use whatsoever of said "Material" 
without the written permission of the principal investigator.  To the best of my knowledge, no conflict of interest is created as a result of my reviewing this 
proposal. 
 
 
Reviewer's Name and Institution:______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Reviewer's Signature:_______________________________________________________________________Date:____________________________ 
 (Form 6.11, rev 2008) 
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BOARD OF REGENTS SUPPORT FUND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 2008-09 
RATING FORM FOR TRADITIONAL AND UNDERGRADUATE ENHANCEMENT PROPOSALS 

REQUESTS OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES (e.g., Colloquia, Curricular Revisions, etc.)  
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  The completed evaluation form should represent the consensus of the expert members of the review panel and, as such, must reflect the 
final decisions of that panel.  Review this form and the program guidelines prior to reading the proposal.  The higher the score, the more clearly the proposal 
satisfies the criterion under consideration.  Guidelines should not be interpreted to exclude from eligibility departments and/or units engaged solely in 
instruction.  Use the white space provided to explain the panel's ratings, especially on items given low scores.  Attach additional pages, as necessary. 
 
A. THE CURRENT SITUATION--Total of 10 points 
 

YES_____NO_____  A.1  Has the applicant adequately described the institution and unit(s)/department(s) that 
will benefit from the proposed project, especially in terms of mission, faculty, students, 
and relevant institutional or departmental resources? 

 
_____ of 5 pts.    A.2  To what extent will the proposed project enhance the affected department(s) or 

unit(s)? 
 

_____ of 5 pts.   A.3  To what extent will the project complement and improve upon existing resources of the 
department(s) or unit(s)? 

COMMENTS: 
 
 
B. THE ENHANCEMENT PLAN--Total of 62 points 
 

_____ of 5 pts.        B.1  Are the goals and objectives clearly stated?  
 

_____ of 20 pts.         B.2  Does the work plan sufficiently describe the activities that will be undertaken to 
achieve the goals and objectives of the proposal with responsible individuals listed for 
each activity, a schedule of activities with benchmarks to be accomplished, and a 
description detailing how each objective will be evaluated? 

 
_____ of 25 pts.       B.3  To what extent will the proposed project catapult the department(s) or unit(s) into 

attaining a high level of regional, national, or international eminence--or maintaining a 
current high level of eminence--commensurate with degree offerings and/or functions? 

 
_____ of 5 pts.       B.4  To what extent will the proposed project have an impact on the variety and quality of 

curricular offerings and instructional methods within the affected department(s) or 
unit(s)?  Appropriate to current thinking in the specific field(s) or discipline(s) of the 
proposed project, is reform of undergraduate education and/or teacher preparation 
encouraged? 

 
_____ of 2 pts.       B.5  To what extent will the proposed project enhance the ability of the department(s) or 

unit(s) to attract and/or retain students of high quality, particularly high quality students 
from Louisiana? 

 
_____ of 5 pts.        B.6  To what extent will the project contribute to improving the quality and effectiveness of 

faculty teaching and improve faculty pedagogical practices within the context of 
current thinking on reform of undergraduate education and teacher preparation, 
specific to field(s) or discipline(s) of the proposed project? 
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No Points Given,    B.7  Does the proposal indicate how the Board of Regents or other entity will determine 
But this is a required    whether or not the project has been a success and the degree to  
component      which it has achieved its goals? 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
B. FACULTY AND STAFF EXPERTISE--Total of 12 points 

 
_____ of 12 pts       C.1   Are the faculty and support personnel appropriately qualified to implement this 

project?  If special training will be required for faculty and/or other personnel, has an 
appropriate plan been developed? 

 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
D. ECONOMIC AND/OR CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AND IMPACT--Total of 12 points 
 

_____ of 2 pts.  D.1  To what extent will the project assist in establishing a new relationship, or strengthen an 
existing relationship, with one or more industrial/institutional sponsors (e.g., private 
business, trade organization, professional organization, non-profit or community 
organization, another university or consortium of universities, federal government 
agency)? 

 
NOTE TO REVIEWER: Depending on the discipline of the submitting department or unit, provide rating points for either 

D.2a OR D.2b: 
 

_____ of 10 pts.  D.2a  For science/engineering proposals only:  To what extent will the project  assist  the 
submitting department(s)/unit(s) in promoting or enhancing the economic 
development of the State of Louisiana? 

 
      D.2b  For non-science/non-engineering proposals only:  To what extent will the project 

contribute to the academic and/or cultural resources of the State of Louisiana? 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
E. ADDITIONAL FUNDING SOURCES--Total of 4 points 
 

_____ of 4 pts. E.1  To what extent will the costs associated with this project be shared through contributions 
from the institution(s) involved and/or external organizations? 

COMMENTS: 
 
 
F. PREVIOUS SUPPORT FUND AWARDS--No points assigned 
 

YES__ NO__       F.1  If the Project Director or Co-Project Director has received previous Support Fund support, 
has it been adequately documented? 

 
COMMENTS: 
 

G. TOTAL SCORE  (NOTE:  Proposals with a total score below 70 will not be recommended for funding.) 
            
          _____ of 100 points 
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SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
Requested Amount:$_________________________        Recommended Amount:$________________________ 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
==================================================================================================================== 
I agree to maintain in confidence any information, documentation and material of any kind (hereinafter referred to as "Material") included in this proposal; I 
further agree not to disclose, divulge, publish, file patent application on, claim ownership of, exploit or make any other use whatsoever of said "Material" 
without the written permission of the principal investigator.  To the best of my knowledge, no conflict of interest is created as a result of my reviewing this 
proposal. 
 
 
Reviewer's Name and 
Institution:__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Reviewer's Signature:______________________________________________________________________________Date:______________________ 
 (Form 6.12, rev.2008) 
  


