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REPORT TO THE LOUISIANA BOARD OF REGENTS 
REVIEW OF MULTIDISCIPLINARY ENHANCEMENT PROPOSALS 

FY 2008-09 
 

Introduction 
 
 
 Twenty-three (23) Multidisciplinary Enhancement Program proposals were supplied by 
the Louisiana Board of Regents staff for review by the panel chair, Dr. P. Jonathan Patchett of 
the University of Arizona.  The proposals were divided into the root disciplines eligible for 
competition, including Biological Sciences, Computer and Information Sciences, Engineering B, 
Humanities, and Social Sciences, and distributed to five subject-area reviewers.  Total funding 
requested was $2,069,523, with $1,957,801 of that amount requested in first-year funds.  
 
 Dr. Patchett received the following materials for review: (a) the twenty-three (23) 
proposals; (b) a summary of proposals submitted listing titles, principal investigators, their 
institutions, etc.; (c) the FY 2008-09 Traditional and Undergraduate Enhancement Program 
Request for Proposals (RFP); and (d) twenty-three (23) rating forms.  
 
 The subject-area reviewers submitted their evaluations of individual proposals to Dr. 
Patchett electronically for further review and funding recommendations.  After careful 
consideration and communication with subject-area reviewers, the proposals were ranked and 
$949,237 out of $950,000 total funds available to multidisciplinary proposals was recommended 
for seventeen (17) proposals, seven (7) of them at reduced funding levels.  Table I contains a 
rank-order list of proposals recommended for funding, with recommended funding levels.  Table 
II contains a rank-order list of proposals not recommended for funding. 
 
  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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

MULTIDISCIPLIANRY ENHANCEMENT, FY 2008-09 
 

SUBJECT-AREA REVIEWERS 
 

Dr. Melissa Harrington, Delaware State University    Biological Sciences 
 
Dr. John Gorgone, Bentley College       Computer and  

Information Sciences 
 
Dr. Winston Erevelles, Robert Morris University     Engineering B 
 
Dr. Dawn Bratsch-Prince, Iowa State University     Humanities 
 
Dr. John Johannes, Villanova University      Social Sciences 



First Year First Year Second Year Second Year
Proposal Funds Funds Funds Funds

Rank  Rating Number Institution Requested  Recommended Requested Recommended

1 94 012MUL-09 LaTech $10,194 $10,194

1 94 014MUL-09 MCN $37,195 $37,195

1 94 023MUL-09 ULL $102,695 $100,162

4 91 001MUL-09 CEN $17,308 $17,308

4 91 007MUL-09 LSUBR $148,325 $148,325

4 91 015MUL-09 MCN $94,943 $90,443

7 90 021MUL-09 ULL $58,816 $58,816

8 89 018MUL-09 Tulane $62,120 $62,120

9 88 011MUL-09 LaTech $7,500 $7,500   

9 88 017MUL-09 NSU $75,000 $75,000   

9 88 020MUL-09 ULL $89,957 $89,957 $64,282* $50,000

12 87 010MUL-09 LSUS $54,685 $45,795

13 83 016MUL-09 NIC $13,000 $13,000

14 81 019MUL-09 ULL $97,672 $85,672

15 76 005MUL-09 LSUBR $40,750 $37,750 $30,000 $28,000

16 75 006MUL-09 LSUBR $99,205 $30,000
16 75 009MUL-09 LSUBR $82,183 $40,000

$1,091,548 $949,237 $94,282 $78,000

First Year First Year Second Year Second Year
Proposal Funds Funds Funds Funds

Rank  Rating Number Institution Requested  Recommended Requested Recommended
18 73 002MUL-09 Dillard $71,850 $0

18 73 013MUL-09 LaTech $29,000 $0

20 72 022MUL-09 ULL $282,070 $0

21 65 004MUL-09 LSUBR $99,668 $0

21 65 008MUL-09 LSUBR $340,666 $0
23 59 003MUL-09 LSUBR $42,999 $0 $17,440 $0

$866,253 $0 $17,440 $0

*The RFP restricts Second Year Requests to $50,000.

TABLE I
PROPOSALS HIGHLY RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING

TOTALS:

TABLE II
PROPOSALS NOT RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING

TOTALS:



INSTITUTION: Centenary College

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Centenary College LabVIEW Electronics and Instrumentation
Design Curricular Enhancement
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Troy Messina

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 18  (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 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 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 No x

H.  Total Score: 91  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $17,308
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $17,308

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: 001MUL-09

The proposal seeks to acquire and implement a LabVIEW system into the physics, biophysics, and 
engineering curricula at Centenary College. This is a well-developed and well-documented 
proposal. It would be further enhanced by a more detailed description of all faculty involved. This 
is a worthy project at an institution that appears to be engaging its undergraduate student 
population in rigorous and worthwhile inquiry. The panel recommends full funding.



002MUL-09

INSTITUTION: Dillard University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Applied Ethics in Global Caribbean

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Alain Durocher

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4  (of 5 points)
A.2 3  (of 5 points) B.2 12  (of 20 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (of 25 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 12 Points) B.6 3  (of 5 points)
C.1 10  (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 4  (of 4 points)
D.1 2  (of 2 points)
D.2a   (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b 9  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes x No

G.  Total Score: 73  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $71,850
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

The goals and objectives described in this proposal are timely and the approach is innovative. Twenty-first 
century students preparing to enter the workforce need to be equipped with cross-cultural communication 
skills and multidisciplinary training to be competitive. With this project, Dillard seeks to prepare students to 
think beyond disciplinary boundaries, to function in a multilingual environment, and to carry out 
independent research with real-world application. However, the panel has a number of concerns. The 
primary concern is the lack of articulation as to the value-added dimension of taking the students abroad. 
As described in the proposal, students will study in Puerto Rico, but taking courses and interacting only 
with Dillard faculty and students rather than participating in structured interactions with the local 
community. The proposal should include more information on the partner institution, department and 
personnel, as well as the  unique learning opportunity resulting from immersion in another culture. In order 
to meet the goals of the project, all student participants should enroll in both Ethics and Ecology, the core 
materials, plus the Biology research. Philosophy majors should not be exempt, as indicated, from Ecology. 
The role of second-language proficiency is not adequately addressed in the proposal. Will students be 
encouraged to communicate with native Spanish-speakers? Will additional language instruction or 
conversation practice be provided? This is an important value-added component of learning abroad and 
should be highlighted. The substantial expense of a consultant ($5,000) is not justified. The Dillard faculty 
are more than qualified to identify research topics for their students. Four faculty for fifteen students is 
excessive; the project could be directed in a rigorous and safe manner by one faculty member. The 
purchase of four laptops is an excessive request; the program faculty are better served by using the 
computers available at the partner institution. The panel does not recommend funding.     



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

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Gender in New Directions: Board of Regents Enhancement 
Grant for Women's and Gender Studies Program at LSU

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Heather  Ondercin

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 3  (of 5 points) B.2 19  (of 20 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 10  (of 25 points)

B.4 3  (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 9  (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 1  (of 4 points)
D.1 0  (of 2 points)
D.2a   (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b 2  (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.)

YEAR 1 YEAR 2
SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested
RECOMMENDATIONS: Amount: $42,999 $17,440

Recommended
Amount: $0 $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

003MUL-09

This is a marginal proposal. The goals are well stated, and the means to them are appropriate.  
However, there are real questions as to whether the goals are important enough to warrant funding 
and whether, given the funding, there will be any worthwhile and concrete results. The pedagogical 
consulting after the proposed lectures is a good idea, but is there assurance that it can be carried 
out? There are some inconsistencies of logic in the proposal. For example, it is recognized that 
women's studies programs are not very popular nationally, yet it is assumed that lectures, films, and 
so on will increase the visibility and attractiveness of women's studies at LSU, and thus drive up 
enrollments and popularity. That will not happen if there is an underlying lack of interest. It is not clear 
that special funding should be needed in order for the faculty to revitalize the curriculum and 
curricular materials. Should that not be part of the normal work expectations? Enhancement of 
visibility is an assumed result of funding, but clearly this is speculative, as is building stronger 
community connections. In the end, the proposal simply is not persuasive or compelling, and the 
institutional match (5% of someone's time) lacks credibility and does not display commitment of the 
institution. The panel does not recommend funding.



004MUL-09

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

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancements for International Programs at LSU

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Mark Gasiorowski

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4 (of 5 points)
A.2 3  (of 5 points) B.2 15 (of 20 points)
A.3 2  (of 5 points) B.3 15 (of 25 points)

B.4 3 (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 11  (of 12 points) B.7   Yes x     No

 

D.  Economic and/or Cultura E.  Additional Funding Sources
Development and Impact (Total of 4 Points)
(Total of 12 Points) E.1 0 (of 4 points)
D.1 1  (of 2 points)
D.2a   (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b 7  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes x No

G.  Total Score: 65  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $99,668

RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections wher

significant point deductions have been made.  Include suggestions for resubmission.  For proposa
recommended for funding, include all applicable stipulations in budgets and scopes of work

PROPOSAL NUMBER:

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

The proposal presents a good description of the current situation and needs but the means chosen to solve the problems are 
not the best ones. It would be helpful to know exactly how many students study abroad now and how many faculty are or have 
expressed any interest in exchanges. Reliance on passive websites and databases, when clearly active hands-on staff or faculty 
effort is needed, will only increase frustration. Much of what is proposed (e.g., evaluating the Spanish program, finding new 
study abroad sites in India) should be routinely done by existing staff and faculty as part of their basic job responsibilities. 
Faculty release time for the latter project, or providing summer support, would make more sense. Much of the proposal seeks 
funding to do what ought to be being done routinely. It would appear that leadership and coordination are needed. Creating a 
course database presumes that the courses students take abroad are constant, which is not true across the board. With scores 
of possible venues for LSU students to visit, it would be impossible to get all the data into the database, and what happens to 
the data after this is unclear. The department chairs or assistant deans should review the list of courses students propose to 
take abroad and certify them in advance. A web-based database is overkill for that task. If LSU has an internship office or 
officer, she or he should be handling the international internships located in the United States. Though finding more of these 
opportunities is a good idea, the work plan is ambiguous about how it will be done. An information booklet or document for 
foreign scholars would be useful, but it pales in comparison with having an LSU official help secure housing and help with the 
myriad mundane details involved in visiting another country. Individual faculty are the drivers of such programs, not institutional 
offices or websites. It strains credibility to think that the reason LSU students do not study abroad can be fixed by these means. 
There seems to be something much deeper at work, perhaps finances, fear, or culture. It may be better to create a program 
wherein students who have studied abroad become "study abroad ambassadors" to the rest of the student body to help change 
the culture. The goals are very worthy and funding some release time or summer salary and travel funds (to explore India and 
the Middle East) and perhaps a staff person's salary, would be worthwhile. The panel does not recommend funding.



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

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: ASPIRE: A Program to Increase Undergraduate Research 
Involvement in the College of Arts & Sciences

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Janet McDonald

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes  x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 4  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 20 points)
A.3 3  (of 5 points) B.3 21  (of 25 points)

B.4 4  (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 11  (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)
D.1 1  (of 2 points)
D.2a   (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b 7  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes  No x

G.  Total Score: 76  (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: $40,750 $30,000
Recommended

Amount: $37,750 $28,000

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.)

PROPOSAL NUMBER:

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

005MUL-09

The proposal's goals to promote undergraduate research in an organized way are worthy. The new 
research course will present a real challenge, given the range of disciplines and methodologies involved. 
There are unanswered questions about the course. Who will teach it? How will it be funded? Will the 
University guarantee its continuation after two years? How will the PI and school know if it is successful 
and worth retaining? How often will it be offered? The proposal does not offer specific measurements or 
indicators to judge success or failure, although they may be obvious in general terms. Most troubling is 
the future. A program like this takes time to develop and establish itself. There is an indication of 
institutional support, but no assurance that this program will be sustained over time. While the project 
leader (director of undergraduate research) has a vested interest in seeing the program go forward, there 
is not a lot of evidence that other participants are on board yet. Perhaps they will get on board when 
money is provided. The faculty salary budgets could be cut a little without great loss. In spite of these 
worries, the panel finds this project worthy of support and recommends funding, including year two, with 
modest deductions from faculty salaries in both years. The institutional match is to be maintained in full.  



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

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: A New Radiation Monitoring System for LSU-CAMD
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Lorraine Day

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 8  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 13  (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 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 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: 75  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $99,205
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $30,000

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: 006MUL-09

The proposal seeks to upgrade the radiation monitoring system for CAMD that appears to be almost 
two decades old, obsolete, and unserviceable. While the current situation has been documented in 
considerable detail, the work plan for the proposal is weak and short on detail. No schedule of 
activities with attendant benchmarks has been provided. No information has been provided on the 
evaluation of the objectives. The proposal would be strengthened by the inclusion of additional 
information regarding how this project will enhance economic development. There is no institutional 
match, which is disappointing given the nature of the organization and its external contracts. The 
organization is encouraged to plan and implement these upgrades with greater frequency. The panel 
recommends partial funding of $30,000, with reductions to be made at the discretion of the PI.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana State University and A&M College

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Acquisition of a Suite of Field Testing Equipment for Integrated 
Enhancement of Research and Education on Coastal 
Sediment Studies
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Guoping Zhang

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 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 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 3  (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: 91  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $148,325
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $148,325

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: 007MUL-09

The proposal seeks to acquire field testing equipment to enhance educational and research 
activities associated with coastal sediment. It is well thought out and presented, and clearly 
addresses the needs of the region. The enhancement plan describes research in four areas. 
However, the application to education needs to be strengthened and would benefit from additional 
specificity. The PIs need to provide additional information on the evaluation of the objectives of the 
project. The proposal would be further strengthened by the commitment of additional funds from the 
institution. The panel recommends full funding.



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

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Instant Access to Progress Monitoring Data in Mathematics 
and Scientific Education

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Paul Mooney

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 11 (of 20 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 17 (of 25 points)

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

 

D.  Economic and/or Cultura E.  Additional Funding Sources
Development and Impact (Total of 4 Points)
(Total of 12 Points) E.1 1 (of 4 points)
D.1 0  (of 2 points)
D.2a   (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b 8  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes x No

G.  Total Score: 65  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $340,666
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount $0

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections wher

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

008MUL-09

The proposal requests funds to develop software systems for middle school programs in mathematics and science in order to 
provide students and teachers with data that inform instruction. The research is rooted in education and not directly related to 
computer and information sciences (C/IS). The sole PI is an assistant professor in special education. There are no 
researchers from C/IS on the staff team. The proposal could be strengthened by involving a Co-PI faculty member from the 
C/IS area with expertise in software development. The development of the software systems is being outsourced to software 
consultants at a cost of $54,000. The responsibility for supervision and managing the software and database development is 
by a program manager at $90,000, who would be employed full-time. The proposal clearly defines the goals and objectives. 
They include developing online testing programs in math and science, data reporting systems, data warehousing, content 
database of middle school mathematics and science subject matter for the development of assessment tools, and a content 
database of special education teacher education subject matter for the development of assessment tools. The timeframe to 
complete the objectives appears to be understated. The work plan could be improved by describing the software development 
activities in detail, including benchmarks for each software module developed. The proposal could be strengthened by having 
a software engineer involved in developing the timeframe to develop software systems. It is difficult to evaluate staff expertise 
with only a brief paragraph provided for each team member. The only detailed biographical sketch provided is the PIÕs. The 
team appears to have the necessary expertise to carry out the non-programming requirements of the proposal. The 
enhancement plan does not present a persuasive case for undertaking the project. It does not make a resounding case for 
how the project will propel the department into national eminence. The panel does not recommend funding for this proposal.



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

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Internal Operations/External Communications
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Lynne Baggett

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 10  (of 15 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 15  (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 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 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a   (For S/E) F.1 0  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b 7  (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: $82,183
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $40,000

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: 009MUL-09

The proposal's research is rooted in the humanities and embraces digital technology to expand and 
improve the graphic design curriculum. The proposal requests funds to enhance the Digital MediaÕs 
faculty initiatives in launching programs for arts, visualization, advanced technologies and research. 
The request includes funds for equipment, software, and supplies ($67,183), four graduate students 
to work for one year on the proposed projects ($12,000), and travel ($3,000). The proposalÕs goal is 
Òaimed at expanding the reach and scope of initiatives undertaken by Digital Media faculty, and 
formalizing the structures and curriculum for multidisciplinary projects currently undertaken through 
ad hoc collaborations between the investigators.Ó  The funding would provide for the installation of 
equipment for the Òrendering of digital artworks and media projects in the existing computer labÓ and 
would create a Òsignificant resource center for collaboration, and enhance the overall quality and 
efficiency of Digital Media projects.Ó The goals expressed are very broad. A schedule of activities 
with benchmarks to be accomplished was not provided. The proposal could be strengthened by 
providing specific measurable activities or benchmarks to be accomplished to ascertain success.  A 
reasonably convincing argument is made for eminence recognition using previous faculty research 
initiatives. Faculty expertise is excellent and assures quality implementation of the project. The 
economic and/or cultural development and impact sections could be stronger. There are no matching 
funds. The panel recommends partial funding of $40,000, with reductions to be made at the 
discretion of the PI. If the University matched this sum, in whole or in part, much of the desired 
infrastructure could be purchased. 



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

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Advanced 3D Computer-Based Modeling and Prototyping Equipment
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: John Miralles

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 14 (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 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 Cultura 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   (For S/E) F.1 4 (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b 7  (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: $54,685
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount $45,795

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

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER: 010MUL-09

The proposal requests funds to acquire a 3D printer ($42,345), software ($3,450), and supplies ($8,890). There is a healthy 
institutional match ($44,742) for additional equipment, software, supplies, installation, personnel training, indirect costs, 
maintenance, travel, and faculty and student time. The goal of the project is to improve the infrastructure with advanced 
computer modeling and prototyping technology by integrating its use into the curriculum of multiple disciplines. The 
equipment can potentially be used by a wide variety of programs and departments. The proposalÕs goals and objectives are 
clearly stated. The objectives could be strengthened by expanding the necessary details of how the technology will be 
utilized in curricula across the multiple programs and departments mentioned. The enhancement plan presents a 
reasonable case for how the project will evaluate the goals and objectives. This plan could be improved by presenting 
details about how the work will be done in each program and/or department or by indicating what courses will be impacted 
beyond the three key areas (robotics, animation, and mathematics). ABET, AACSB, and other accreditation is an important 
achievement and is evidence of meeting quality program standards. The proposal makes a reasonable case for how this 
project will catapult the department into attaining a high level of regional, national, or international eminence. This is a good 
proposal, with some problems and ambiguities, but very fundable. The panel recommends partial funding for the 3D printer 
and software, but not supplies ($8,890). The panel suggests that these might be funded by educational or research users. 
The institutional match must be maintained in full.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana Tech University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Assessing and Enhancing Information and Communication
Technology at Louisiana Tech

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Brian Etheridge

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 4 (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 15 (of 20 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 22 (of 25 points)

B.4 4 (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 Cultura E.  Additional Funding Sources
Development and Impact (Total of 4 Points)
(Total of 12 Points) E.1 4 (of 4 points)
D.1 2  (of 2 points)
D.2a   (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b 8  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes x No

G.  Total Score: 88  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $7,500
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount $7,500

COMMENTS:  (Discuss proposal strengths and weaknesses, particularly in those sections wher
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

011MUL-09

This proposal to assess student competency in "computer literacy, familiarity with information technologies and information literacy" fulfills a 
Louisiana Board of Regents (BoR) statewide general education requirement in this area. Information literacy is absolutely critical to the future 
career success of today's students. The proposed administration of the i-Skills test to four cohorts of students (freshman and juniors in honors 
program and in regular undergraduate programs) provides nationally recognized benchmarks against which the PIs will be able to measure 
LaTech student competencies. The test result data will inform changes to curriculum and pedagogies in the hope that the retest planned for 
2011-12 will show improved results. Overall this proposal targets improved learning in a competency area that has been identified nationally, 
regionally, and locally as vital to student success. More detail should be provided by the PIs on the work plan. It is unclear how participants will 
be chosen for inclusion in this study or whether human subjects approval is needed. How will the 75-minute test be administered to 200 
students in the course of a semester? How will space and proctoring requirements be met? Following the testing period, students will be given 
prompt feedback on their scores, but there is no indication that there will be follow up by the PIs. If, as expected, test scores are low, it is 
imperative that the students receive some feedback from the PIs. The faculty workshop planned as a follow up to receipt of the institutional test 
results could play a valuable role in identifying real areas for change in the curriculum. It is not entirely clear from the proposal how the event 
be organized. In order to have any impact it should be open to all faculty and not solely those involved in the honors program. The forum should 
be organized workshop style (not as a conference) so that set goals related to curriculum renovation and pedagogical change can be 
accomplished. Implementation of this proposal has strong potential to result in regional prominence for LaTech precisely because the BoR 
competency requirement in information literacy is so new. LaTech is positioned to lead the pack on identifying how to fulfill the general educa
requirement and sharing its resources and success with other institutions in the State, region, and nation. The PIs are well positioned to ensure 
the successful implementation of this project. The panel recommends full funding.



012MUL-09

INSTITUTION: Louisiana Tech University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: The Maya and the World: Interdisciplinary Inquiry in the Liberal Arts

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Taylor E. Mack

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan

(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 17  (of 20 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 24  (of 25 points)

B.4 5  (of 5 points)
C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 12 Points) B.6 4  (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 4  (of 4 points)
D.1 2  (of 2 points)
D.2a   (For S/E) F.  Previous Support Fund Awards
or  (of 10 points) (No Points Assigned)
D.2b 9  (For NS/NE) F.1   Yes x No

G.  Total Score: 94  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $10,194
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $10,194

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

The annual Core Themes of Inquiry initiative (2004, 2007, 2008) is a creative and far-reaching project 
that functions in many ways like a university-wide learning community threading a common theme 
across the curriculum. It is proven that linking "learning communities" to courses can increase student 
retention, which is an additional strength of the project. This year's theme engages students in a 
discussion of diversity as well as internationalization. It will bring to the students critical exposure to 
disciplines not available currently to Louisiana Tech students (Anthropology, Archaeology, and Native 
American Indian Studies) via interaction with renowned visiting experts. The proposal specifically links 
courses in three disciplines (geography, history, and Spanish). The courses engage an impressive 
variety of students: undergraduates, honors students, graduate students, and distance education 
students are all actively involved in the Core Themes of Inquiry. The planned activities will also be taken 
to the community so that the public benefits from the visiting experts. The PIs seek only funds for visitor 
honoraria (which includes all travel costs), which seems reasonable. The institution is covering all other 
expenses. The proposal could be strengthened by some additional detail on the speakers and on 
evaluation of project goals. It is not entirely clear how achievement of goals will be measured: Number of 
students enrolled in the linked courses? Attendance at campus and public events? Quality of research 
presentations? An additional funding source from the Department of History ($3,600) is listed in the 
narrative, but not included in the summary budget. The panel recommends full funding.



INSTITUTION: Louisiana Tech University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: High-end Scientific Visualization and Animation Enhancement 
to Computation Modeling Laboratory
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Pedro Derosa

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 11  (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 2  (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 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 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: 73  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $29,000
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: 013MUL-09

This project seeks to add high-end graphics and projection capabilities to an existing computer 
laboratory to enhance simulation and animation work at facilities that are part of the Institute for 
Micromanufacturing by creating a library of materials that could potentially support multiple faculty, 
classes, and projects. The aims, goals, and objectives of the project do not appear to be 
completely aligned and consistently expressed in the proposal. Although three faculty members 
have signed a letter prepared by the PIs, the proposal does not make it clear that the materials 
developed by the PIs will indeed be embraced and implemented by the proposed user group. It is 
the opinion of the panel that the projection capabilities do not contribute significantly to the success 
of this project and constitute a cost that should be borne by the institution. The institutional match 
could be strengthened significantly beyond the 5% release time and the waiver of indirect costs. 
The scope of work proposed is laudable, but it does not appear that the time committed to the 
project will be sufficient for its success. The panel does not recommend funding.

The panel does not recommend funding.



INSTITUTION: McNeese State University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Bringing Writing to You: Podcasting from the Center
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Delma McLeod-Porter

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 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 1  (of 2 points) (Total of 4 Points)
E.2a   (For S/E) F.1 4  (of 4 points)
or  (of 10 points)
E.2b 10  (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: $37,195
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $37,195

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: 014MUL-09

This is a well-documented, well-written proposal. The Write to Excellence Center (WTEC) is critical to 
achievement of the university-wide Write to Excellence learning outcomes. This proposal seeks to 
maximize current WTEC resources by an investment in podcast delivery of instructional content.  
According to the data provided in the proposal, demand for the services of the newly established 
WTEC currently exceed capacity as students seek one-on-one tutoring sessions and faculty request 
class orientation and assistance in integrating writing-intensive assignments in their courses. The 
WTEC staff plans to increase its work with faculty and students across disciplines to support enhanced 
writing in fields as diverse as microbiology, business management, chemistry, and history.  The 
proposed audio and video podcasts will make tutorials for specific writing genres easily accessible to 
students on demand. The creation of tutor-training podcasts will allow more students to be trained than 
is currently possible. The proposal to create two promotional podcasts is not critical, given that the 
WTEC is already beyond capacity. All resources requested should be invested in the development of 
genre- and/or discipline-specific podcasts and tutor-training materials. One clear strength of the 
proposal is that it reaches across colleges, involves both undergraduate and graduate students, and 
takes advantage of the training of the instructional technology faculty and graduate students. The PI is 
highly qualified and possesses a strong record of previous external funding resulting in demonstrable 
success. Both Co-PIs have participated in an international summer institute on writing and have 
researched the specific equipment requirements to carry out the recordings. The institution is providing 
some cost share and the PI has secured a private match of $4,000, demonstrating a very strong 
commitment to the project. The panel recommends full funding.   



INSTITUTION: McNeese State University 

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Updating the Motors/Rotating Machinery Laboratory
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Nikos Kiritsis

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 4  (of 5 points) B.3 17  (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 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: 91  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $94,943
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $90,443

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: 015MUL-09

The proposal seeks to enhance the rotating machinery laboratory by acquiring simulation software 
and upgrading existing laboratory equipment. The proposal is well thought out and approaches the 
upgrade process in a pragmatic manner. The panel recommends partial funding. Funds are not 
recommended to refurbish the three student workstations. The panel believes the University should 
cover those costs. The institutional match should be maintained in full.



INSTITUTION: Nicholls State University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Improving the Biological Relevance in Chemistry Laboratories
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: April Dupre

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 10  (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 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 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: 83  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $13,000
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $13,000

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: 016MUL-09

The panel is supportive of this endeavor. It is a modest request and a worthy investment. However, 
there are weaknesses in the proposal. The work plan lacks any description of how the equipment 
would be integrated into the courses listed. The courses are listed by title only, with no description 
of the current syllabi or how the syllabi would be upgraded to incorporate laboratories utilizing the 
new equipment. This lack of detail makes it difficult to assess the impact of the equipment on 
instruction. The PI appears to be relatively inexperienced and, in spite of evident enthusiasm, this 
may constitute a risk. However, the panel recommends full funding. 



INSTITUTION: Northwestern State University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Establishment of Microbiology, Anatomy, and Physiology Lab
Facility at NSU's CenLa Campus
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Zafer Hatahet

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 4  (of 5 points) B.3 16  (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 12  (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  (For S/E) F.1 2  (of 4 points)
or 10  (of 10 points)
E.2b  (For NS/NE) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards

(No Points Assigned)
G.1   Yes x No

H.  Total Score: 88  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $75,000
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $75,000

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: 017MUL-09

The panel supports this proposal because of the targeted improvements in nursing courses. 
However, the writing could use some improvement. While the need is obvious and the benefit to 
the institution is clear, these elements were not well described in the proposal. Also, the plan of 
work would be improved by providing a more detailed description of the type of lab activities the 
equipment will be used for instead of simply providing a list of topics. For the Impact on Existing 
Resources section, the proposal states that funding will have a positive impact on the resources 
at NSU, but does not describe any specific impact. For the Plan of Work, instead of simply 
replicating the equipment at Natchitoches, it might be better to investigate potential 
improvements/upgrades. The section concerning evidence of potential to achieve eminence 
could have been expanded to include more details. The budget appears to be appropriate for the 
proposed activities and the panel recommends full funding.



INSTITUTION: Tulane University

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Enhancement of Psychology/Neuroscience Teaching Laboratory
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Thomas Hebert

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 18  (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 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 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: 89  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $62,120
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $62,120

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: 018MUL-09

This is a very well-written proposal that reflects the experience of the PI in writing proposals for 
submission to the Support Fund. The requested equipment will allow the faculty to develop 
neuroscience and psychology lab exercises employing research-grade equipment and techniques. 
The proposal's only weaknesses are in the faculty development and faculty expertise sections. The 
proposal discusses the potential for the equipment to advance faculty research projects, yet the PI 
has had no laboratory-based research publications in 13 years, and of the Co-PIs, only one has had 
a laboratory-based publication in the last five years. Although this is a minor weakness in a 
proposal for teaching equipment, it also weakens the Economic and Cultural Impact section in 
which the PIs claim that the equipment will help faculty obtain external funding, when there is no 
evidence that any of them have had external funding other than the PI's previous Support Fund 
awards. Despite these concerns, the panel recommends full funding.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Computational Resources for Cognitive Science
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Michael Kalish

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 3  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 15  (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 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 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 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: 81  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $97,672
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $85,672

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: 019MUL-09

Overall, this is a sound proposal. The panel sensed a tendency, at times, for the PI to exaggerate 
the importance and impact of the Institute of Cognitive Science (ICS) and its programs. It was also 
sometimes difficult to grasp the link between the goals and the requested software and equipment. 
The goals, though, are solid, and the panel especially appreciates the efforts to broaden the 
undergraduate dimensions of the project. None of this equipment is necessarily essential, but all of 
it will strengthen a solid program in the ICS. The panel is not convinced that the speakers are 
needed and does not recommend funding for this aspect of the project. The panel recommends 
partial funding, with the institutional match to be maintained in full.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Developing Multidisciplinary Lean Manufacturing Course 
through Virtual Reality and Inquiry-Based Learning

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Suren Dwivedi 

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
(Total of 10 Points) (Total of 62 Points)
A.1   Yes x No B.1 5  (of 5 points)
A.2 5  (of 5 points) B.2 17  (of 20 points)
A.3 5  (of 5 points) B.3 21  (of 25 points)

B.4 4  (of 5 points)
C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise B.5 2  (of 2 points)
(Total of 12 Points) B.6 4  (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 4  (of 4 points)
D.1 1  (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: 88  (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: $89,957 $64,282*

Recommended
Amount: $89,957 $50,000

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.)

* The RFP restricts 2nd year requests to $50,000.

PROPOSAL NUMBER:

RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

020MUL-09

This proposal seeks funds to develop a course in lean manufacturing augmented by virtual reality that 
would also include physical simulations and games. The course is intended for engineering and business 
students and would also be presented to faculty at other institutions and industry. The proposal is well 
planned and features a team of experienced PIs. The proposal is supported by reasonable institutional 
and industry matching funds. It would be strengthened by additional specifics on the course, audience, 
the issue of core versus elective status, research applications, and implementation in industry. The 
panel recommends full funding for year one, but year two funding may not exceed $50,000 according to 
the RFP. The institutional should be maintained in full.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Extending the Optical Fiber Technology into Oil and Natural Gas Wells
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Boyun Guo

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 11  (of 15 points)
A.3 4  (of 5 points) B.3 16  (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 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  (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: $58,816
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $58,816

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: 021MUL-09

This proposal seeks to acquire a high-temperature viscometer and a flash tester for education and 
research applications of fiber optics in the oil and natural gas industry. The project involves 
personnel from the petroleum, mechanical, civil, and electrical and computer engineering 
departments at the institution. It would be strengthened by additional detail on the involvement of 
the PIs in the work plan and the inclusion of specific benchmarks and milestones over the life of the 
project. The PIs have presented a well-structured plan to integrate this project into the educational 
and research mission of the institution. The project is a timely one, given the national focus on 
energy-related issues. The panel recommends full funding.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Laser Scanning Microscope (LSM) to Support Teaching and 
Research of Drug Delivery Systems, Polymer/Tissue
Compatibility, and Hydration Inhibited Auto-fluorescence
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Devesh Misra

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 1  (of 5 points) B.2 13  (of 15 points)
A.3 1  (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 3  (of 6 points) B.7   Yes x      No
C.2 0  (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 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: 72  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $282,070
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: 022MUL-09

This project seeks to acquire and implement a Zeiss 710 confocal laser scanning microscope to 
support teaching and research in the biology, chemistry, and chemical engineering departments at 
ULL. This is a well written proposal from a team of experienced PIs. However, the proposal is 
difficult to assess because one of the Co-PIs, Dr. Pesacreta, is director of the Microscope Lab at 
ULL, where there is already a Bio-Rad MRC1024 confocal laser microscope according to the lab's 
website. The PIs of this proposal need to describe why this machine is not adequate, not 
available, unserviceable, or otherwise not suitable for their goals, in order to demonstrate need for 
a new one. They do mention a number of other instruments, but the MRC1024 is not mentioned at 
all. Thus the need for a new instrument cannot be realistically assessed. Neither the Carl Zeiss 
Company single-price quote for $300,000 nor the budget explanation provides details of options, 
breakdown of capabilities, or discounts, as would be usual for such an expensive apparatus. The 
panel does not recommend funding.



INSTITUTION: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

TITLE OF PROPOSAL: Purchase of GC-MS Spectrophotometer
 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Radhey Srivastava

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 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 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 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 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: 94  (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY Requested Amount: $102,695
RECOMMENDATIONS: Recommended Amount: $100,162

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: 023MUL-09

This proposal has a very strong work plan that identifies the courses to be upgraded and includes 
examples of new activities that could be incorporated into the course with the new equipment. The 
description of the integration of the GC-MS into the research of the PI is very clear and is an added 
benefit of the equipment. The plan to involve other faculty whose research could benefit from the 
GC-MS is commendable, although it is not well developed. The strong funding and publishing 
records of the departments involved makes it likely that the additional equipment will help achieve 
further eminence. The assessment plan addresses all three areas of planned equipment use, 
including teaching, research and outreach. The equipment section should have been a little clearer 
regarding the need for the accessories, including the NIST 02 library bundle and the analytical 
water system. Given the size of the request and the research applications of the equipment, the 
panel recommends partial funding, with no funding for supplies. The institutional match should be 
maintained in full.
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Complete List: Enhancement Program: TR Proposals: Multi Disciplinary  

Number PI Name Root Discipline Project Title Amount Requested 
Year 1 ---- Year2-----Total 

Institution 

001MUL-09 Messina, Troy 

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 
 

Centenary College LabVIEW 
Electronics and Instrumentation 
Design Curricular Enhancement 

$17,308 $0 $17,308 Centenary College 

002MUL-09 Durocher, Alain 
 

Humanities 
 

Applied Ethics in Global 
Caribbean $71,850 $0 $71,850 Dillard University 

003MUL-09 Ondercin, Heather 

 
 

Social Sciences 

 

 
Gender in New Directions: 

Board of Regents Enhancement 
Grant for Women's and Gender 
Studies Program at Louisiana 

State University 
 

$42,999 $17,440 $60,439 
Louisiana State 

University And A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

004MUL-09 Gasiorowski, Mark 

 
 
Social Sciences 

 

Enhancements for International 
Programs at LSU $99,668 $0 $99,668 

Louisiana State 
University And A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 



005MUL-09 McDonald, Janet 

 
 

Social Sciences 
 
 

ASPIRE: A Program to Increase 
Undergraduate Research 

Involvement in the College of 
Arts & Sciences 

$40,750 $30,000 $70,750 
Louisiana State 

University And A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

006MUL-09 Day, Lorraine 

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 
 

A New Radiation Monitoring 
System for LSU-CAMD 

$99,205 $0 $99,205 
Louisiana State 

University And A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

007MUL-09 Zhang, Guoping  

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 
 

Acquisition of a Suite of Field 
Testing Equipment for 

Integrated Enhancement of 
Research and Education on 
Coastal Sediment Studies 

$148,325 $0 $148,325 
Louisiana State 

University And A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

008MUL-09 Mooney, Paul 

 
Computer and 
Information 

Sciences 
 

Instant Access to Progress 
Monitoring Data in 

Mathematics and Science 
Education 

$340,666 $0 $340,666 
Louisiana State 

University And A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 

009MUL-09 Baggett, Lynne 

 
Computer and 
Information 

Sciences 
 

Internal Operations/External 
Communications 

$82,183 $0 $82,183 
Louisiana State 

University And A&M 
College - Baton Rouge 



010MUL-09 Miralles, John 

 
Computer and 
Information 

Sciences 
 

Advanced 3D Computer-Based 
Modeling and Prototyping 

Enhancement 
$54,685 $0.00 $54,685 

Louisiana State 
University And A&M 
College - Shreveport 

011MUL-09 Etheridge, Brian 
 

Humanities 
 

 
Assessing and Enhancing 

Information and 
Communication Technology 
Literacy at Louisiana Tech 

University 
 

$7,500 $0 $7,500 
Louisiana Tech 

University 

012MUL-09 Mack, Taylor 
 

Humanities 
 

 
The Maya and the World: 

Interdisciplinary Inquiry in the 
Liberal Arts 

 

$10,194 $0 $10,194 
Louisiana Tech 

University 

013MUL-09 Derosa, Pedro 

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 
 

High-end Scientific 
Visualization and Animation 

Enhancement to Computational 
Modeling Laboratory 

$29,000 $0 $29,000 
Louisiana Tech 

University 

014MUL-09 
McLeod-Porter, 

Delma 

 
Humanities 

 

BRINGING Writing to You: 
Podcasting from the Center 

$37,195 $0 $37,195 
McNeese State 

University 



 
015MUL-09 

 

 
Kiritsis, Nikos 

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 

 
 

Upgrading the Motors/Rotating 
Machinery Laboratory 

 
$94,943 

 
$0 

 
$94,943 

 
McNeese State 

University 

016MUL-09 Dupre, April 

 
Biological 
Sciences 

 

Improving the Biological 
Relevance in Chemistry 

Laboratories 
$13,000 $0 $13,000 Nicholls State 

University 

017MUL-09 Hatahet, Zafer 

 
Biological 
Sciences 

 
Establishment of Microbiology, 
Anatomy, and Physiology Lab 

Facility at NSU's CenLa 
campus. 

$75,000 $0 $75,000 
Northwestern State 

University 

018MUL-09 Hebert, Thomas 

 
Biological 
Sciences 

 

Enhancement of 
Psychology/Neuroscience 

Teaching Laboratory 
$62,120 $0 $62,120 Tulane University 

019MUL-09 Kalish, Michael 
 

Social Sciences 
 

 
Computational Resources for 

Cognitive Science 
 

$97,672 $0 $97,672 University of 
Louisiana at Lafayette 

020MUL-09 Dwivedi, Suren 

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 

Developing Multidisciplinary 
Lean Manufacturing Course 
through Virtual Reality and 

Inquiry-Based Learning 

$89,957 $64,282 $154,239 
University of 

Louisiana at Lafayette 



021MUL-09 Guo, Boyun 

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 

 
Extending the Optical Fiber 

Technology into Oil and Natural 
Gas Wells 

$58,816 $0 $58,816 
University of 

Louisiana at Lafayette 

022MUL-09 Misra, R. Devesh 

 
Engineering B 

(Industrial, 
Materials, 

Mechanical, etc.) 

 

 
Laser Scanning Microscope 

(LSM) to Support Teaching and 
Research of Drug Delivery 
Systems, Polymer/Tissue 

Compatibility, and Hydration 
Inhibited Auto-fluorescence 

 

$282,070 $0 $282,070 
University of 

Louisiana at Lafayette 

023MUL-09 Srivastava, Radhey 

 
Biological 
Sciences 

 
Purchase of GC-MS 
Spectrophotometer 

$102,695 $0 $102,695 
University of 

Louisiana at Lafayette 

 

Total Number of Proposals submitted 23 

Total Money Requested for First Year $1,957,801 

Total Money Requested for Second Year $111,722 

Total Money Requested  $2,069,523 
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Proposal Number: _________________    Principal Investigator: ___________________________ 
 Page 1 of 3 
 

BOARD OF REGENTS SUPPORT FUND ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM, FISCAL YEAR 2008-09 
 

RATING FORM FOR TRADITIONAL AND UNDERGRADUATE ENHANCEMENT PROPOSALS 
PURCHASE OF INSTRUCTIONAL AND 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: 
 
 



 

 

Proposal Number: _________________    Principal Investigator: ___________________________ 
 Page 3 of 3 
 
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) 



 

 

Proposal Number: _________________    Principal Investigator: ___________________________ 
 Page 1 of 3 
 

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? 



 

 

Proposal Number: _________________    Principal Investigator: ___________________________ 
 Page 2 of 3 
 
 
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) 
  


