
2002-03 BOARD OF REGENTS SUPPORT FUND
ENHANCEMENT COMPONENT

SOCIAL SCIENCES

INTRODUCTION

A Social Sciences Review Panel consisting of Dr. John Johannes (Chairperson),
Villanova University, Mr. Roy Knight, Florida A&M University, and Dr. John Pauly, St. Louis
University, met in Baton Rouge during February 19 – 20, 2003, to discuss, evaluate, and
prioritize the thirty-eight (38) proposals submitted to the Louisiana Board of Regents for funding
consideration through the Enhancement component of the Board of Regents Support Fund in FY
2002-2003.

The review panel received the following materials prior to the visit: a) thirty-eight (38)
Social Sciences proposals to be evaluated, with appropriately numbered ratings forms; b) a
summary of proposals listing titles, investigators involved, institutions, and dollars requested,
etc.; and c) the FY 2002-2003 Enhancement Request for Proposals (RFP).

Prior to convening in Baton Rouge, the panel members read and gave tentative ratings to
the proposals.  During the review process in Baton Rouge, each proposal was carefully and fully
discussed, leading to unanimous agreement on the scores, rankings, and recommended funding
amounts.  Each proposal received careful scrutiny based on the criteria enumerated in the RFP
documents.

Table I contains a rank-order list of the proposals highly recommended for funding,
together with the recommended funding level.  Proposals recommended for funding if additional
money becomes available are listed in Table II, with the recommended funding level.  Proposals
not recommended for funding are listed in Table III.  A detailed review of each proposal follows
immediately after the tables.  A summary of all proposals submitted (Appendix A) and a copy of
the ratings forms used in the evaluation (Appendix B) are attached to the end of this report.



FIRST YEAR FIRST YEAR SECOND SECOND
PROPOSAL FUNDS FUNDS YEAR FUNDS YEAR FUNDS

RANK RATING NO. INSTITUTION REQUESTED RECOMMENDED REQUESTED RECOMMENDED

1 91 027SS-03 ULL $75,915 $75,915 $14,572 $14,572

2 89 015SS-03 LA TECH $112,854 $112,854 $0 $0

3 88 005SS-03 LSU-BR $188,817 $162,062 $0 $0

4 87 016SS-03 LA TECH $20,249 $20,249 $0 $0

5 86 013SS-03 LSU-S $39,048 $39,048 $0 $0

6 85 026SS-03 ULL $114,900 $114,900 $0 $0

7 84 004SS-03 LSU-BR $91,368 $91,368 $10,333 $10,333

8 83 010SS-03 LSU-BR $53,910 $53,910 $0 $0

9 82 001SS-03 DILLARD $55,406 $55,406 $34,450 $34,450

10 81 036SS-03 UNO $198,188 $192,990 $0 $0

11 80 022SS-03 SUBR $33,748 $33,748 $0 $0

TOTALS: $984,403 $952,450 $59,355 $59,355

TABLE I

PROPOSALS HIGHLY RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING



FIRST YEAR FIRST YEAR SECOND SECOND
PROPOSAL FUNDS FUNDS YEAR FUNDS YEAR FUNDS

RANK RATING NO. INSTITUTION REQUESTED RECOMMENDED REQUESTED RECOMMENDED

12 78 025SS-03 ULL $93,700 $84,400 $0 $0

13 77 037SS-03 UNO $187,629 $183,939 $0 $0

14 76 009SS-03 LSU-BR $5,934 $5,934 $0 $0

15 75 030SS-03 ULL $139,000 $139,000 $0 $0

16 74 018SS-03 LOYOLA $500,700 $500,700 $0 $0

17 73 029SS-03 ULL $30,559 $30,559 $6,000 $6,000

17 73 008SS-03 LSU-BR $151,716 $119,716 $0 $0

19 72 024SS-03 SUNO $110,198 $70,198 $0 $0

19 72 023SS-03 SUBR $128,271 $128,271 $0 $0

21 71 006SS-03 LSU-BR $166,675 $136,050 $0 $0

22 70 007SS-03 LSU-BR $94,515 $92,715 $47,500 $47,500

TOTALS: $1,608,897 $1,491,482 $53,500 $53,500

TABLE II

PROPOSALS  RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING
IF ADDITIONAL FUNDS BECOME AVAILABLE



FIRST YEAR FIRST YEAR SECOND SECOND
PROPOSAL FUNDS FUNDS YEAR FUNDS YEAR FUNDS

RANK RATING NO. INSTITUTION REQUESTED RECOMMENDED REQUESTED RECOMMENDED

23 62 011SS-03 LSU-BR $200,003 $0 $0 $0

24 61 012SS-03 LSU-E $68,570 $0 $0 $0

25 60 019SS-03 NSU $74,947 $0 $0 $0

26 59 034SS-03 UNO $127,007 $0 $0 $0

27 58 028SS-03 ULL $40,000 $0 $0 $0

28 56 020SS-03 SLU $223,892 $0 $0 $0

29 55 031SS-03 ULM $265,990 $0 $0 $0

30 54 033SS-03 ULM $90,510 $0 $0 $0

31 53 035SS-03 UNO $127,134 $0 $43,009 $0

32 51 003SS-03 LSU-BR $27,072 $0 $11,038 $0

33 50 014SS-03 LA TECH $150,481 $0 $51,886 $0

34 48 017SS-03 LA TECH $61,098 $0 $24,100 $0

35 47 038SS-03 UNO $85,194 $0 $0 $0

36 45 021SS-03 SUBR $124,006 $0 $0 $0

37 44 002SS-03 DILLARD $30,458 $0 $0 $0

38 20 032SS-03 ULM $44,882 $0 $0 $0

TOTALS: $1,741,244 $0 $130,033 $0

TABLE III

PROPOSALS NOT RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  001SS-03

Institution: Dillard University

Title of Proposal: “Enhancement of Mass Communication Education:  A 3/3 Collaboration

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 20 (of 25 points)
A.2 5 (of 5 points) B.2 20 (of 25 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 10 (of 12 points)    D.1 2 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 7 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 2 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 82 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $55,406 Yr. 2 $34,450
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $55,406 Yr. 2 $34,450

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.)

This is a complex proposal involving two schools, Dillard University and Louisiana State University (a
positive in the panel’s view). This is actually the sort of program that, if it proves successful, could offer a
model to other universities across the country that are trying to increase minority enrollments in graduate
school.  The sustainability of the project beyond two years is uncertain; a firmer commitment would be
ideal.  It will be necessary to garner ongoing support from external sources.  The panel is willing to
assume that the two universities will find funding to keep this worthwhile project going.  The proposal
did not follow the RFP’s instructions concerning previous BOR funding; it cited Dillard’s, rather than the
PI’s, previous funding. Nevertheless, full funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  002SS-03

Institution:  Dillard University

Title of Proposal: “Enhancement of Urban Community Development Instruction and
Research”

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 20 points)
A.2 1 (of 5 points) B.2 10 (of 20 points)
A.3 1 (of 5 points) B.3 2 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 2 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 5 (of 6 points) D.1 9 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 1 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 2 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 3 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 44 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $30,458
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.)

A good case presumably can be made for the value of the software requested for urban policy studies. This
particular proposal does not make that case in enough detail.  The background description is rather sketchy. It is
difficult to discern what resources the program currently has or does not have available.  How has the absence of this
software affected the quality of graduates or limited the possible contributions of this program to Louisiana’s public
policy?  It was unclear whether the department had tried in the past to acquire these resources through normal
university processes.  No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  003SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Women and Aging Enhancement Grant”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 10 (of 25 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 11 (of 25 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 2 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 10 (of 12 points)    D.1 1 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)
     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 5 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 0 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 51 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes No X

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $27,072 Yr. 2 $11,038
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $0 Yr. 2 $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.)

This is a decent proposal from a respected source.  However, while bringing in distinguished visitors is always
stimulating, the impact on a program, its students and faculty, tends to dissipate quickly.  In this case, the impact is
stated as hopes and expectations.  There is no hard evidence from previous similar experiences. What seems to be
needed is a permanently endowed speaker’s or visitor’s program that can be sustained beyond the two-year
framework proposed here.  No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  004SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: "The Training, Research, and Infrastructure Initiative in Survey Research
Methodologies"

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 17 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 17 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 9 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 84 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $91,368 Yr. 2 $10,333
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $91,368 Yr. 2 $10,333

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.)

This is a strong, frugal, and common-sense proposal from a reputable source, and is deserving of support.  A strong
point is the interdisciplinary approach; another is the track record of efficiency, giving confidence that the new
equipment will be well used.  The argument that revenues from surveys cannot be channeled into hardware
purchases is not entirely convincing; there are ways to move dollars around to achieve such ends.  Nevertheless, full
funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  005SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Equipment Support for Development of a Research and Teaching Program
in Coastal Geomorphology and Dynamics”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 18 (of 20 points)
A.2 5 (of 5 points) B.2 18 (of 20 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 3 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 8 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 88 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $188,817
Recommended Amount: $162,062

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.)

A sensible and strong proposal made by an established academic department.  This equipment
should enhance the department’s teaching and research agenda.  Given the high cost of this
project, fund limits, and the many other strong proposals, the panel believes that the department,
university or faculty, via extramural grants, should fund both the supplies ($20,272) and shipping
costs ($6,483).  Thus, funding is recommended at the reduced level of $162,062.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  006SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Louisiana Mobile Architecture Studio (LaMAS)”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 10 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 10 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 5 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 5 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 2 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 9 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $166,675
Recommended Amount: $136,050

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This proposal makes a good case for the importance of telecommunications equipment in the practice of geography
studies, environmental management, and community development. The description of this equipment, while
reasonably clear, might have been made a bit more dramatic and concrete at times, as the proposal did on page 7
with the Bastrop project. The “alphabet soup” of organizations, programs, and technologies grows thick at times.
The applicants certainly demonstrate strong expertise not only in these technologies but also in their creative
application to Louisiana problems.  This is a very expensive solution to a real problem; the proposal is clearer about
the technology than about the impact and utility of the technology for improving pedagogical and research missions.
Less the cost of the research associate (which could be covered by the university), funding of $136,050 is
recommended if sufficient additional funds become available.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  007SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Innovation in Autism Program:  Enhancing Research, Training, and
Service in Autism at LSU”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 15 (of 25 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 15 (of 25 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 5 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 11 (of 12 points)    D.1 2 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 5 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 3 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 70 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes No X

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $94,515 Yr. 2 $47,500
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $92,715 Yr. 2 $47,500

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This project offers a noteworthy valuable social service that combines opportunities for faculty research and
publication, graduate training, unusual opportunities for undergraduate students, with genuine contributions to
community service. It sets measurable goals and clear processes for assessing outcomes over the two-year period.
The equipment requested seems appropriate to the particular project described (e.g., laptops for a situation in which
autistic children cannot be observed in a computer lab with fixed stations). The investigators seem well qualified for
the project.  However, there is no evidence that the project can be sustained after the second year, which caused it to
be scored lower than it might otherwise be.  Nonetheless, if sufficient additional funding becomes available, this
proposal should be funded, less the cost of software and supplies, which the institution should cover.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  008SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Louisiana Cultural Collections:  Access and Preservation”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 15 (of 20 points)
A.2 5 (of 5 points) B.2 14 (of 20 points)
A.3 3 (of 5 points) B.3 1 (of 5 points)

B.4 0 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 12 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 8 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 73 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $151,716
Recommended Amount: $119,716

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This is a sound proposal, but one needing clearer prioritization.  It is not clear that all three goals of the
proposal; digitizing for access, preserving, or training students, are equally important.  Given limits on
funding, the panel believes that the graduate student training portion can be funded from other sources,
since it ought to be part and parcel of the university’s basic mission.  One puzzling issue is that there is
little evidence for the demand from students, faculty, and others for these materials.   Another issue
concerns the total value of the collection: is it worthwhile?  The panel suggests that the equipment be
made available to other universities for preservation, rather than have them subsequently submit with
similar requests for the same equipment.  If sufficient additional funds become available, this proposal
should be funded at the reduced level of $119,716.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  009SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “The T. Harry Williams Center for Oral History:  Improving Oral History
Capabilities in Louisiana”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 16 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 15 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 5 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 6 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $5,934
Recommended Amount: $5,934

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This straightforward proposal requests modest equipment that will be immediately usable and will contribute to the
Center’s mission, but it is not of overwhelming weight or urgency.  If sufficient additional funds become available,
this proposal should be funded fully.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  010SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Enhancement of the Zooarchaeological Comparative Collection at the
Museum of Natural Science, LSU”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 21 (of 25 points)
A.2 5 (of 5 points) B.2 20 (of 25 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 11 (of 12 points)    D.1 1 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 7 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 3 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 83 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $53,910
Recommended Amount: $53,910

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.)

This proposal is a model of an elegant but simple explanation of specialized scholarly research that can benefit a
number of constituencies and enhance the university’s reputation. The budget narrative offers an excellent
justification of the particular technology chosen.  The staff has excellent expertise for this project. Full funding is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  011SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Digital Enrichment and Electronic Travel Support Program”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 10 (of 20 points)
A.2 3 (of 5 points) B.2 13 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 3 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 1 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 8 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 62 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $200,003
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.)

This proposal asks for rather expensive mobile media equipment for a somewhat limited number of students and
faculty. The advantages of having the equipment requested are clear, though the immediate need and urgency for
such equipment are not. The proposal states that the number of competing programs with similar equipment is
“limited, but growing,” but it was not clear whether other universities were equipping students this lavishly (travel
packs with laptop, video camera, scanner, printer, and projector). The proposal is somewhat vague about other uses
of the facilities, identifying possible rather than planned uses.  No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  012SS-03

Institution:  Louisiana State University and A&M College - Eunice

Title of Proposal: “Enhancing the LSUE Academic Infrastructure Through Increased Access
to Social Science Resources”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 14 (of 20 points)
A.2 3 (of 5 points) B.2 14 (of 20 points)
A.3 3 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 3 (of 6 points) D.1 9 (of 12 points)
C.2 0 (of 1 point)
C.3 1 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 0 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 6 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes X No

H.   Total Score 61 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $68,570
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.)

The idea behind this proposal is certainly worthy; to correct omissions left by a recent project that made the library catalog
machine unreadable. The impact on faculty and students in the social sciences would be significant. The authors could have
worked harder, however, to translate some of the specialized terms of information science into a more general language. It would
have helped to have a dramatic example or two of how the loss of access points makes texts unavailable.  Is the problem that the
texts are nowhere accessed, or that the access is spotty and unpredictable?  A title search works but a subject search does not?
The steps to be taken to train the assistant and begin the project are clearly outlined but less is stated about just how the library
would assess the effectiveness of its work. The justification of the particular technology chosen might have been stronger.  A
more central question is whether this equipment is needed only for social sciences or for all library holdings.  If the former, what
happens to the equipment after the project is completed?  If the latter, why isn’t this a cross-disciplinary institutional proposal?
No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  013SS-03

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

Title of Proposal: “Multimedia Technology Enhancement”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 17 (of 20 points)
A.2 5 (of 5 points) B.2 17 (of 20 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 5 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 10 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $39,048
Recommended Amount: $39,048

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 proposal makes a strong case for improving the resources and training available to school
librarians. The equipment requested is standard in many university library classrooms and would
make a significant difference on this campus. The directors not only have expertise in these
materials and systems but a record of success supervising other funded programs. The proposal
demonstrates a genuine commitment to the community and to programs that improve the
education of children.  Full funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  014SS-03

Institution: Louisiana Tech University

Title of Proposal: “Creating the Tech Service Learning Program”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 12 (of 25 points)
A.2 2 (of 5 points) B.2 12 (of 25 points)
A.3 2 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 8 (of 12 points)    D.1 1 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)
     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 5 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 1 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 50 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $150,481 Yr. 2 $51,886
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $0 Yr. 2 $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.)

Certainly service learning has become a familiar part of many universities, as this proposal documents. What was
less clear is why the university has not funded this initiative with internal resources. At one point, the author
suggests that Tech Service Learning Program (TSLP) “does not wish to replace any existing efforts.” Does that
mean that TSLP is being developed within the School of Human Ecology without full coordination with other units
on campus? The justification for the technology requested is thin; the plans for integrating the technology into the
service-learning experience are not very well explained. What is academic about this program?  Does it
institutionalize and compel volunteerism?  No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  015SS-03

Institution:  Louisiana Tech University

Title of Proposal: “The Studio for Enhanced 3-D Studies and Rapid Prototyping”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 19 (of 20 points)
A.2 5 (of 5 points) B.2 19 (of 20 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 3 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 7 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $112,854
Recommended Amount: $112,854

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.)

This is a carefully developed proposal that makes a strong argument that the requested equipment would extend and
deepen programs already underway. The proposal notes a number of very specific ways in which the new equipment
would be integrated into the teaching, research, and community service of the architecture school.  Full funding is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  016SS-03

Institution:  Louisiana Tech University

Title of Proposal: “Enhancing Student Learning Through Development of a Nutrition
Assessment Laboratory”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 17 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 17 (of 20 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 4 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 4 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 9 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $20,249
Recommended Amount: $20,249

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.)

This is a logical proposal flowing from core missions.  Knowing precisely how many students
would be affected would make the case even more persuasive.  Nevertheless, full funding is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  017SS-03

Institution:  Louisiana Tech University

Title of Proposal: "Enhancement of Research Infrastructure in Psychology"

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 9 (of 20 points)
A.2 2 (of 5 points) B.2 9 (of 20 points)
A.3 2 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 3 (of 6 points) D.1 6 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 2 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a 0 (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 5 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 48 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $61,098 Yr. 2 $24,100
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $0 Yr. 2 $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.)

Exaggerated claims about the impact of the proposal, and of the research it seeks to support, render this proposal unpersuasive.  The
exact focus of this project is difficult to discern. It seems a plan to simultaneously ; improve the technical resources of the
department, encourage student and faculty research, publication, grants, and market a product. The proposal seems vague or tentative
at several points, “…students would be involved in the planning, and perhaps, the running of businesses that sell the products
developed….”  It was not clear whether the psychological literature supports the notion of monitoring depression and anxiety in real
time.  Which prompts the question: Will seriously depressed clients really complete a short inventory several times a day?  The
applicant’s experience with Personal Digital Assistants (PDAs) is clear, but not with analysis and treatment of depression. There are
too many contingencies and unforeseen factors that will determine the success or failure of this project, in part because there are too
many outcomes expected.  The likelihood of establishing a business from the results of this project is slim.  No funding is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  018SS-03

Institution:  Loyola University New Orleans

Title of Proposal: “Center for Digital Video Conceptualization, Production, and Delivery”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 15 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 14 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 4 (of 6 points) D.1 8 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 4 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 6 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $500,700
Recommended Amount: $500,700

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This expensive proposal makes a strong case, based heavily on the existing quality and reputation of the
Communications Department.  The only serious weakness in the proposal is a lack of specificity about exactly what
will occur in the lab and what will occur as a result of funding. In general, the proposal was much clearer about the
potential of the equipment than it was about the pedagogical uses of that equipment.  The panel was unsure as to: a)
In what way would the proposed new course differ from those already offered? b) Why is such a large installation
absolutely needed to offer such coursework? This is a bold proposal with good likelihood of success and impact.
The supporting letters are strong.  Loyola’s commitment (one-third of the total project cost) is very impressive.  In a
different year, with significantly more money available, this would have been recommended for funding.  If
sufficient additional funds become available, this proposal should be fully funded.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  019SS-03

Institution:  Northwestern State University

Title of Proposal: “Enhancement of the Archaeological Geophysics Component of the
Northwestern State University Anthropology Program”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 12 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 11 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 2 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 2 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 4 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 1 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 2 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 5 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes X No

H.   Total Score 60 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $74,947
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.)

This reasonably well-written proposal requests funding for basic equipment that, arguably, the institution
ought to provide via its normal budgeting process.  The low number of students who will use this
requested equipment is a concern of the panel (25 majors and 8 minors).  A strong point is the potential
for further collaboration with outside agencies and groups.  The panel was surprised by the absence of
letters of support or some contractual commitment.  The university and departmental matches for the
proposal are disappointing.  Why is the $12,600 annual rental not stated as a match?  Why cannot NSU
pay the shipping?  A stronger institutional relationship with its cooperating partners might yield contract
revenue to purchase equipment. The anticipated teaching and research outcomes are not as clear as they
could be.  There is too much focus on potential rather than likely results. No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  020SS-03

Institution:  Southeastern Louisiana University

Title of Proposal: “Events and Tele-courses:  Capturing, Editing, Dubbing, and Educating”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 10 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 10 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 2 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 3 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 1 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 5 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 56 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $223,892
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.)

The proposal makes a case for the desirability of more broadcasting from the field and from the sites
where classes, festivals, lectures, and other events take place, but the case is not compelling.  It was not
entirely clear why the mission of the The Southeastern Channel (TSC) has been defined in terms of field
production, given how little technology the university had for such work. Many universities with
broadcast curricula produce programming for a local cable access channel, though such programming is
often produced, for the most part, in the campus studio rather than in the field. The disadvantages of a 2-3
day delay were not entirely clear, given the expense of providing the flypacks.  It is not clear how many
students will benefit from this equipment, and it is even less clear how many local residents would utilize
the products of the equipment, whether in classes or by news coverage.  No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  021SS-03

Institution:  Southern University and A&M College - Baton Rouge

Title of Proposal: “Psychology and E-Learning”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 7 (of 20 points)
A.2 2 (of 5 points) B.2 7 (of 20 points)
A.3 2 (of 5 points) B.3 2 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 4 (of 6 points) D.1 8 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 1 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 0 (of 4 points)
    E.2a 0 (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 6 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 45 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $124,006
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.)

This proposal is an equipment request seeking a range of hardware.  The need appears to be evident, given that there are only 14
computers in the department for student use now.  However, the justification is weak, with little specificity. The proposal does
not state enough about the pedagogical improvements that the new computers would make possible. Much of the language is
tentative; with the focus on the development of programs, plans to expand course offerings, or intentions to incorporate virtual
reality.  The discussion of distance learning for substance abuse counselors was very interesting, although not fully integrated
into the rationale for the new equipment.  Beyond the obvious statement that students will enhance their technology skills and
that E-learning will become more accessible; there is no concrete indication of precisely how skills will grow, of what the
curricular impact will be, nor of how the collaborative work with Nicholls State and Northwestern will be strengthened.  How
many students, traditional and non-traditional, will take advantage of the new technology? That fact there are 300 people
statewide seeking drug abuse counseling certification does not answer the question for this department.  There is no institutional
match, which may indicate less than a strong commitment.  The lack of a distance learning strategic plan is troubling.  No
funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  022SS-03

Institution:  Southern University and A&M College - Baton Rouge

Title of Proposal: “Enhancement of Quantitative Instruction and Research in Sociology and
Criminal Justice”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 16 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 16 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 2 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a 8 (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $33,748
Recommended Amount: $33,748

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.)

This is a straightforward equipment replacement and enhancement proposal, aimed at continuing
extant programs and strengthening modes of instruction. The claims about the impact of
upgrading the lab appear a bit overstated.  A stronger argument could have been made that the
computers cost what is quoted in the budget narrative.  Nevertheless, full funding is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  023SS-03

Institution:  Southern University and A&M College - Baton Rouge

Title of Proposal: “Enhancement of the Computer-Aided-Design Laboratory”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 15 (of 20 points)
A.2 3 (of 5 points) B.2 15 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 4 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 1 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 7 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $128,271
Recommended Amount: $128,271

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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 proposal makes a strong case that 3D body scanning and mass customization are likely trends in the textile
business. It is less clear what university technology programs in family and consumer sciences need in order to
respond to that trend. The value of computers in fabric design is clear.  However, the body scanning technology
seemed more tied to the manufacturing process rather than to issues of research, history, aesthetics, design,
marketing, and promotion covered in the coursework. A better case for the linkage should have been made. It was
not entirely clear how the new technology would be integrated into the curriculum.  If sufficient additional funds
become available, this proposal could be fully funded.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  024SS-03

Institution:  Southern University and A&M College - New Orleans

Title of Proposal: “A Collaborative to Enhance Technology in Teaching in the Social Work
Program”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 19 (of 25 points)
A.2 5 (of 5 points) B.2 18 (of 25 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 0 (of 2 points)
B.5 5 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 10 (of 12 points)    D.1 1 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 3 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 1 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 72 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $110,198
Recommended Amount: $70,198

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This is not a particularly well-written proposal, although it does address a genuine need.  The concept of partnering
with non-faculty experts is clever and sensible, but the costs are high. It is an expensive stopgap measure where
more fundamental improvements are needed that should have institutional support.  The major problem is that extra
compensation is sought for persons currently employed by the State, which may violate the rules of the
Enhancement program.  Also disappointing is the virtual absence of any genuine matching funds from the
department or the university.  If additional funds become available, this proposal should be funded, minus the
$40,000 in extra compensation for the three state employees.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  025SS-03

Institution:  University of Louisiana at Lafayette

Title of Proposal: “Digital Video (DV) Multimedia Lab”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 16 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 16 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 5 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 3 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 6 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes X No

H.   Total Score 78 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $93,700
Recommended Amount: $84,400

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This is a carefully composed proposal that argues for the sort of broadcast production equipment that many colleges have
invested in over the last several years. The proposal is correct that Accrediting Council of Education in Journalism and Mass
Communication (ACEJMC) accredited programs are expected to have appropriate levels of technology for students. There is also
some sense in the field that universities have been ratcheting up their technology the last several years, largely in response to the
digital revolution in the media professions and organizations they serve; so the proposal offers some advantages for students. The
argument that “successful production and distribution of a news or entertainment project is considered an equivalent to
publication” is less compelling; that particular tenure/promotion standard varies widely. Perhaps at Lafayette that is the case.
Universities (including some very fine ones) do recognize such work, but typically treat it in the spirit of Masters of Fine Arts
programs. They expect a very high level of creativity and imagination. A serious documentary film might be the equivalent of a
book, but short public-service-announcements are not the equivalent of articles. The pedagogical application of the new
equipment could have been more clearly anticipated and planned.  The university should cover the installation and personnel
training costs.  The panel recommends funding of $84,400 if sufficient additional funds become available.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  026SS-03

Institution:  University of Louisiana at Lafayette

Title of Proposal: “Rapid Prototyping Laboratory for Building Design, Manufacturing and
Construction”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 18 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 18 (of 20 points)
A.3 3 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 5 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 2 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 2 (of 2 points) F.1 0 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 8 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $114,900
Recommended Amount: $114,900

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.)

This is a bold proposal, potentially leading to significant results.  On the downside, one could argue that this
initiative is not truly essential for ULL’s future success; on the upside, it could help leapfrog the competition and
greatly enrich the educational program.  Although there is reference to outcomes assessment, none are specified. The
institutional match appears to be a straightforward pledge of $20,000 towards the equipment, signaling the
institution’s commitment.  Full funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  027SS-03

Institution: University of Louisiana at Lafayette

Title of Proposal: “To Preserve Cultures and Nurture Generations:  Building a Collection of
Cajun and Creole Music at the University Library”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 24 (of 25 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 22 (of 25 points)
A.3 5 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 11 (of 12 points)    D.1 2 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 10 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 4 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 91 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $75,915 Yr. 2 $14,572
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $75,915 Yr. 2 $14,572

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.)

This is an excellent proposal; the explanation is clear and systematic.  The applicant makes a strong case for the
importance of the project as scholarly work and in relation to Louisiana’s cultural heritage. The proposal is
particularly clear about responsibility for the work to be done and about the outcomes to be achieved. The only
missing element, perhaps, is any indication of how the library might, in the future, make these resources digitally
available to a national or international audience. The eminence of the collection would be strengthened by having a
plan, eventually, to make some of these resources available on the web.  Full funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  028SS-03

Institution:  University of Louisiana at Lafayette

Title of Proposal: “African-American Collection Enhancement for Dupre' Library”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 13 (of 25 points)
A.2 3 (of 5 points) B.2 9 (of 25 points)
A.3 3 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 10 (of 12 points)    D.1 2 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)
     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 10 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 1 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 58 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $40,000
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.)

This is a worthy project, but relative to many others, it does not have the weight or urgency to make it compelling. It
is somewhat shocking that the university and academic departments have not seen fit to fund this area. If the
situation described,-- favoring scientific journal publications for doctoral programs over African-American
resources that serve undergraduates and the community more generally -- is true; then that should be a topic for
serious debate over campus priorities.  The list of books in the appendix was helpful, but the proposal might have
included more about the shape of the acquisitions planned.  Are those mostly in reference works, older classic
works, or contemporary debates?  Moreover, for a social science competition, the focus on social science works
should have been more emphatic. The most appealing dimension of the proposal is the sharing of resources, via
interlibrary loan, with regional and local libraries.
One would expect that if this collection is as important as suggested the university’s budget should and would face
the challenge and support the project, creating a base on which future grants could be built.  No funding is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  029SS-03

Institution:  University of Louisiana at Lafayette

Title of Proposal: "Digitization and Preservation of an Historic Photographic Collection
Within the University Archives, Edith Garland Dupre' Library, University
of Louisiana at Lafayette"

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 19 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 12 (of 20 points)
A.3 3 (of 5 points) B.3 2 (of 5 points)

B.4 0 (of 2 points)
B.5 2 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 4 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 6 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No

H.   Total Score 73 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $30,559 Yr. 2 $6,000
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $30,559 Yr. 2 $6,000

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This is a fascinating proposal with a number of potentially useful outcomes, and it complements various other initiatives by the
Dupre’ Library to capture and make available cultural records of southwestern Louisiana.  It is well written and presented,
leaving little in doubt.  Nonetheless, the basic question of its inherent importance relative to the many other strong proposals
remains.  Unclear, for example, is the precise nature of demand for the collection, and thus, its actual impact.  Obviously,
availability of the requested equipment could bring benefits beyond those described in the aerial photographs.  The panel
questions why the University of Louisiana libraries do not form a consortium to purchase this digitization and preservation
equipment and seek an ample supply of other materials in a mobile form to go from library to library to undertake this valuable
work.  If sufficient additional funds become available, this should be fully funded.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  030SS-03

Institution:  University of Louisiana at Lafayette

Title of Proposal: “Visualization Enhancements for School of Architecture and Design”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 18 (of 20 points)
A.2 3 (of 5 points) B.2 17 (of 20 points)
A.3 3 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 9 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 3 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 4 (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $139,000
Recommended Amount: $139,000

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This proposal seeks funds to enhance equipment in an existing laboratory of the Community Development
Workshop by moving to 3-D visualization of student and faculty designs to improve communication of designs.  It is
an appropriate addition to existing capabilities.  The case is well made for the utility, but not the urgency, of this
added equipment.  This proposal is worthy of full funding if sufficient additional funds become available.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  031SS-03
Institution:  University of Louisiana at Monroe

Title of Proposal: “Quality Enhancement of Community Mental Health Needs:  Providing In-
Home Therapy to Isolated, Disadvantaged, and Underserved Families in
Northeast Louisiana”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 11 (of 25 points)
A.2 2 (of 5 points) B.2 15 (of 25 points)
A.3 2 (of 5 points) B.3 4 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 12 points)    D.1 1 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)
     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 7 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 1 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 55 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes No X

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $265,990
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.)

The proposal certainly establishes the need for better in-home therapy services in the Monroe area. It does not, however,
anticipate misgivings or possible problems with encouraging students to practice marriage counseling in the home. The plan is
rather vague as to particulars: “…through this enhancement plan, an in-home program [will] be implemented….”  For more than
a quarter of a million dollars, the panel needs a lot more detail about the program.  All universities engage in some sort of off-
campus activity, but the proposed program seems rather extensive: the proposal should at least acknowledge how the risks will be
managed.  The proposal does not explain how the department will handle the insurance and safety problems of sending students
off campus so frequently. Given that some of the need for counseling comes out of domestic violence, are students being brought
into potentially dangerous situations?  One of the purposes of bringing clients to a professional site is to create a neutral
environment that moderates and controls their behavior.  Is there any evidence that the clients would welcome in-house visits?

More fundamentally, one might wonder why this is a university project rather than a parish or statewide human services project.
While the goal of better service to northeast Louisiana residents is laudable, is it the function of the university system to deliver
it? Are students prepared to deliver the level of service that would be required?  Moreover, it is difficult to believe that the only
way students can learn about in-home therapy is to deliver it in homes! Putting a graduate student in the position of clinical
coordinator is risky at best.  The weakest part of the proposal, however, is the total lack of certainty of future funding; thus no
funding is recommended.  .



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  032SS-03

Institution:  University of Louisiana at Monroe

Title of Proposal: “Psychology Department Infrastructure Improvements”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes No X B.1 0 (of 20 points)
A.2 0 (of 5 points) B.2 0 (of 20 points)
A.3 0 (of 5 points) B.3 0 (of 5 points)

B.4 0 (of 2 points)
B.5 0 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 0 (of 2 points) F.1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a 0 (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 0 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No X

H.   Total Score 20 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $44,882
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.)

The proposal presented to the panel appeared to be incomplete and did not meet basic provisions of the RFP.  No
funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  033SS-03

Institution: University of Louisiana at Monroe
Northwestern State University

Title of Proposal: “Bringing the Experiences of Classical Italy to North Louisiana”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 12 (of 25 points)
A.2 3 (of 5 points) B.2 12 (of 25 points)
A.3 3 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 9 (of 12 points)    D.1 0 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 6 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 1 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 54 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $90,510
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.)

This is an interesting proposal featuring collaboration between two institutions, field trips, and the
presence of a major scholar.  Nonetheless, it is one that could be described as “icing on the cake.”  What
is needed, first, is the cake.  There are many much less expensive and more enduring ways to teach
students about Italy or about archeology.  This is a lot of money to fund a trip for two faculty and ten
students.  Exposure to a major international scholar can be accomplished through the Fulbright program
without major infusions of funds from the Enhancement program.  The impact of Dr. DiGiovanni’s visit
and of the whole program is vastly over stated.  The collaborative aspect of the proposal is worthy of
special praise; Louisiana needs more of this. The connection between the hardware aspect and the rest of
the proposal is somewhat tenuous.  No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  034SS-03

Institution:  University of New Orleans

Title of Proposal: “Enhancing Technology to Meet Professional Standards”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes No X B.1 14 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 14 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 4 (of 6 points) D.1 11 (of 12 points)
C.2 0 (of 1 point)
C.3 0 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 0 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a 0 (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 0 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes No
NOTE:  PIs neglected to provide prior BoRSF information.

H.   Total Score 59 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $127,007
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.)

This is a basic hardware upgrade and expansion request to alleviate crowding relative to existing hardware.  As
such, it begs the usual question: when these computers become obsolete, then what?  Some of the proposal’s
objectives are vague.  For example, it is claimed that the new equipment will lead to creation of at least three new
courses, but there is no detail concerning the need for the courses or their content and expected outcomes.  The
institutional matches, portions of salary, were not deemed serious.  No funding is recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  035SS-03
Institution: University of New Orleans

Title of Proposal: “Establishing a Clinic for Studying Violence Throughout the Lifespan”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 13 (of 25 points)
A.2 2 (of 5 points) B.2 11 (of 25 points)
A.3 2 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 3 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 9 (of 12 points)    D.1 2 (of 2 points)
   D.2a (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 6 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 1 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 53 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY
RECOMMENDATIONS:

Requested
Amount: Yr. 1 $127,134 Yr. 2 $43,009
Recommended
Amount: Yr. 1 $0 Yr. 2 $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.)

UNO’s Department of Psychology wants to extend its clinical reach, largely to support faculty research on multiple causes of
aggressive behavior and also to deliver services as well as to teach.   Specialty equipment is needed for the biological aspect of
the research.  The description of this clinic -- its purposes, methods, and clientele -- seemed somewhat confused and hard to
follow. Given the prevalence of violent behavior in the community, one can imagine several responses by psychologists. This
proposal chooses one -- measuring the physical changes characteristic of individuals who are susceptible to violence -- without
ever fully explaining why this approach, rather than others, deserves so much attention. Similarly, the clients for this clinic would
apparently come from referrals from the criminal justice system.  It was unclear how such assessments of violence would help
reduce violence, as seemingly claimed.

As always, there is concern about maintaining the operation of the clinic.  Apparently future funding, quite uncertain, depends on
successful operations of the clinic in its first two years.  Why do the PIs (who have strong credentials) not go directly to the
alternate funding sources?  The panel is uneasy about the claim that this clinic would be essentially unique.  Although a laudable
proposal, funding is risky, given the need for long-term support.  The payoff is too uncertain to justify the expense.  Moreover,
the proposal violates the RFP’s 15-page limit on the narrative, undermining through excessive repetition what otherwise would
be a well-written proposal.  The proposal seeks excessive amounts of support for faculty release time.  No funding is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  036SS-03

Institution:  University of New Orleans

Title of Proposal: “Integrated Collaborative Production Environment for Digital Cinema
Technology”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 15 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 16 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 5 (of 5 points)

B.4 2 (of 2 points)
B.5 5 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 6 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 3 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 2 (of 4 points)
    E.2a 7 (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b (For NS/NE)      (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 RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $198,188
Recommended Amount: $192,990

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.)

There are a number of reasons to encourage this film production project: the state has invested much already, the
program has a record of success, the New Orleans area hopes to promote itself as a site for feature film production;
and the project directors are experienced filmmakers.  Although the university is generous in pledging matching
funds, the panel believes it should also cover the cost of the maintenance contract ($5198).  Funding of $192,990 is
recommended.



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT INSTRUCTIONAL
AND RESEARCH EQUIPMENT REQUESTS

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  037SS-03

Institution:  University of New Orleans

Title of Proposal: “UNOGEO:  A Geographic Information Domain for Multidisciplinary
Teaching and Research in the Social Sciences and Other Disciplines”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 52 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 17 (of 20 points)
A.2 4 (of 5 points) B.2 16 (of 20 points)
A.3 4 (of 5 points) B.3 3 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 4 (of 5 points)

C.  Equipment D.  Faculty and Staff Expertise
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 5 (of 6 points) D.1 10 (of 12 points)
C.2 1 (of 1 point)
C.3 4 (of 3 points)

E.  Economic and/or Cultural Development
and Impact

F.  Additional Funding Sources

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 4 Points)

    E.1 1 (of 2 points) F.1 1 (of 4 points)
    E.2a (For S/E)

or (of 10 points) G.  Previous Support Fund Awards
    E.2b 6 (For NS/NE)      (No Points Assigned)

G.1 Yes X No

H.   Total Score 77 (of 100 points)

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $187,629
Recommended Amount: $183,939

(If Additional Funds Become Available)

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.)

This proposal reminds the panel of a similar one from three years ago, yet it is more developed and sophisticated,
and too long!  The case is well made, but a) the problem begs for a statewide consortium approach; b) the
pedagogical implications are unclear; c) it is unclear that all the requested equipment is needed (e.g., four computers
for graduate assistants) or that sending graduate students off for training will enhance the long-term sustainability of
the project; or d) the University and department have done much to match the requested funds.  Release time and
graduate tuition constitute “soft” rather than “hard” matches.  Nonetheless, this is a worthy project.  If sufficient
additional funds become available, it should be funded at $183,939.  The university should support the costs of
shipping and supplies (and, if necessary, the graduate student stipends).



RATING FORM FOR ENHANCEMENT REQUESTS
OTHER THAN EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

PROPOSAL NUMBER:  038SS-03

Institution:  University of New Orleans

Title of Proposal: “Advanced Geoprocessing Deployment in Louisiana's Statewide Geospatial
Infrastructure”

A.  The Current Situation B.  The Enhancement Plan
     (Total of 10 Points)      (Total of 62 Points)

A.1 Yes X No B.1 9 (of 25 points)
A.2 2 (of 5 points) B.2 12 (of 25 points)
A.3 2 (of 5 points) B.3 1 (of 5 points)

B.4 1 (of 2 points)
B.5 1 (of 5 points)

C.  Faculty and Staff Expertise D.  Economic and/or Cultural
     Development and Impact

     (Total of 12 Points)      (Total of 12 Points)

C.1 11 (of 12 points)    D.1 1 (of 2 points)
   D.2a 0 (For S/E)

E.  Additional Funding Sources or (of 10 points)

     (Total of 4 Points)    D.2b 6 (For NS/NE)

    E.1 1 (of 4 points)

F.  Previous Support Fund Awards G.  Total Score 47 (of 100 points)
     (No Points Assigned)

F.1 Yes X No

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

SPECIFIC BUDGETARY RECOMMENDATIONS: Requested Amount: $85,194
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.)

This seems like a very worthy and valuable project, but the proposal itself is rather disjointed and difficult to follow.
It makes a good case for the value of the geospatial data that LouisianaMAP offers and the relevance of such data to
the work of many state agencies. The author could have worked harder to make the technical language more
vernacular. The BoR proposal format takes a back seat to the display of the images. The proposal narrative is much
longer than the RFPs 15-page maximum, and its margins are much too small.  The support of LouisianaMAP is not
clear and requires documentation of some sort.  No funding is recommended.



APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF PROPOSALS SUBMITTED



 
 
 
 

Discipline/ 
Proposal

Title Institution/Department Principal Investigator(s) Duration 
(Years)

BoRSF 
Money Requested

018SS-03 
 
 
E

Center for Digital Video 
Conceptualization, Production, and 
Delivery

Loyola University New Orleans 
(Communications) ;

Mary I. Blue ; 1 

Total

$500700 

$500700 

Proposal is a New Request

019SS-03 
 
 
E

Enhancement of the Archaeological 
Geophysics Component of the 
Northwestern State University 
Anthropology Program

Northwestern State University 
(Social Sciences) ;

Tommy I. Hailey ; David W. 
Morgan ;

1 

Total

$74947 

$74947 

Proposal is a New Request

020SS-03 
 
 
E

Events and Tele-courses: 
Capturing, Editing, Dubbing, and 
Educating

Southeastern Louisiana University 
(Communication) ;

Joseph E. Burns ; 1 

Total

$223892 

$223892 

Proposal is a New Request



 
 
 
 

Discipline/ 
Proposal

Title Institution/Department Principal Investigator(s) Duration 
(Years)

BoRSF 
Money Requested

021SS-03 
 
 
E

Psychology and E-Learning Southern University and A&M 
College at Baton Rouge 
(Psychology) ;

Cecil Duncan ; Doreen M. Miller ; 
Murelle G. Harrison ; Myrna 
Lane ;

1 

Total

$124006 

$124006 

Proposal is a New Request

022SS-03 
 
 
E

Enhancement of Quantitative 
Instruction and Research in 
Sociology and Criminal Justice

Southern University and A&M 
College at Baton Rouge 
(Sociology) ;

Christopher N. Hunte ; Mary 
Joseph-White ;

1 

Total

$33748 

$33748 

Proposal is a New Request

023SS-03 
 
 
E

Enhancement of the Computer-
Aided-Design Laboratory

Southern University and A&M 
College at Baton Rouge (Family 
and Consumer Sciences) ;

Grace W. Namwamba ; Devona L. 
Dixon ; Doze Y. Butler ;

1 

Total

$128271 

$128271 

Proposal is a New Request


