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Augusta University’s inaugural quality 
enhancement plan, Learning by Doing, will 
enhance student learning and offer a 
leadership certificate for undergraduate 
students who will engage in new course 
work, achieve new learning outcomes, and 
be exposed to new experiential learning 
opportunities. The plan will primarily focus 
on enhancing key learning outcomes, but it 
will also impact the learning environment 
by providing AU faculty not only the 
opportunity to provide leadership in 
teaching innovations but also to mentor 
future generations of leaders within their 
respective disciplines. 

 
Learning by Doing includes a certificate 
program that incorporates three stages of 
completion – an introductory leadership 
course, major-related (bridge) courses that 
apply key QEP learning outcomes and/or 
demonstrated leadership experiences, and 
completion of a capstone project. 
 
Students who successfully complete all of 
the requirements listed above will be 
awarded the Leadership Certificate in 
addition to their baccalaureate degree upon 
graduation.  
 

Learning by Doing will broaden its impact on 
student learning through a comprehensive 

effort to develop faculty as innovative 
teachers who integrate experiential 
learning. While the Leadership Certificate 
serves as the central and most visible 
component of this quality enhancement 

plan, even students not pursuing the 
certificate will benefit.  

 
The quality enhancement plan will be 
administratively housed under the Provost’s 

organizational structure, with the 
Experiential Learning Director managing a 
staff of personnel who provides operational 
support for the day-to-day implementation 
of the plan. He/she will also lead a 
governance process that ensures ongoing 
input and collaboration with key 
stakeholders to provide support and 
assistance with carrying actions and 
decisions related identified throughout the 
implementation of the plan. 

 
Augusta University has committed the 
financial resources needed to implement 
Learning by Doing over the next five years. A 
significant proportion of the resources will 
be applied to personnel and general 
operating expenses associated with the 
creation of a new unit. Additionally, 
funding has also been established to support 
faculty and students in their efforts related 
to experiential learning and leadership 
development. 

 
Evaluating the impact of the quality 
enhancement plan will be a broad-based 
activity that continues to involve students, 
faculty, staff, and community members. The 
teams who have developed Learning by 

Doing have identified both program goals 
and student learning outcomes. The student 

learning outcomes describe its benefits to 
the individual students who participate in 
the Leadership Certificate, while the 

program goals describe the plan’s 
overarching benefits to the university’s 

mission. To assess the student learning 
outcomes at each stage of the Leadership 

Certificate, rubrics have been designed to 
enable faculty to assess students’ level of 
sophistication with specific criteria for each 

SLO. 

  



 

 

  

  



 

 
Augusta University (AU) is one of four 
public research institutions in the state of 
Georgia, governed by the Board of Regents 
of the University System of Georgia. The 
university includes nine colleges and 
schools with nearly 9,000 students, over 
1,000 full-time faculty, and nearly 7,000 
staff. We are home to the nation's ninth-
largest and 13th-oldest medical school, the 
state's sole dental college, an aligned and 
integrated health system, a growing 
intercollegiate athletics program, and are 
highly respected in the areas of liberal arts, 
education nursing, allied health professions, 
basic science, and social sciences. In 2015, 
Augusta University began the Educational 
Innovation EdD, the institution’s first 
doctoral program outside of health and 
medicine.  
 
With a campus of approximately 157 
buildings, the university is a $1 billion-plus 
enterprise with statewide and national 
reach. We have a strong commitment to 

research, building on a proud tradition that 
boasts, among other achievements, the 
groundwork for such breakthroughs as 
fertility treatments and beta-blocking drugs 
for cardiac arrhythmias.  
 
AU fosters interdisciplinary research 
collaboration at all levels. The Center for 
Undergraduate Research and Scholarship, 
for instance, sponsors a number of 
initiatives to promote faculty-led research 
and scholarship in all disciplines across 
campus.  
 
The university fields teams in NCAA 
Division I men's and women's golf, and the 
men's team claimed back-to-back national 
championships in 2010 and 2011. The 

Jaguars compete in the Peach Belt 
Conference in Division II in basketball, 
baseball, cross country, softball, volleyball, 
tennis, and outdoor track and field. 
 

 
While our roots go back centuries, AU as it 
is known today was established on January 
8, 2013. On that date, following a year of 
planning and approval from the SACSCOC, 
the Georgia Board of Regents formally 
voted to consolidate two of its member 
institutions – Augusta State University 
(ASU) and Georgia Health Sciences 
University (GHSU). 
 
Historically, ASU and GHSU operated 
under separate and radically different 
missions, organizations, and governance 
structures. As a four-year, masters-level 
university, ASU’s mission was focused 
primarily on the educational enrichment of 
the local community, with programs 

primarily in the liberal arts and with a 
strong emphasis on local student access. In 
contrast, as a research university, GHSU’s 
mission was highly specialized, with a 
concentration in the healthcare professions 

and biomedical sciences, and highly 
competitive student admissions standards. 
The only common educational program 
provided at both universities was the 
Bachelor of Science in Nursing degree. 

Organizationally, GHSU had a larger 
administration and corps of instruction, 

while ASU enrolled more than double the 
number of students. Table 1 further 
compares the predecessor universities prior 
to this consolidation.  

 
  



 

 
The formation of AU, which incorporated a 
primarily liberal arts-focused 
undergraduate culture with a 
predominantly health science, professional-
focused graduate culture, demanded a new 
mission. This new mission states that AU 
will “provide leadership and excellence in 
teaching, discovery, clinical care, and 
service as a student-centered 
comprehensive research university and 
academic health center with a wide range of 
programs from learning assistance through 
postdoctoral studies.” This mission 

accurately represents the best of both 
former universities and embraces the 
comprehensive nature of our academic, 
research, and clinical environment. 
 
This mission is carried out primarily within 
the University's nine colleges/schools: 
 

 College of Allied Health Sciences 

 Pamplin College of Arts, 
Humanities, & Social Sciences 

 Hull College of Business 

 Dental College of Georgia 

 College of Education 

 Graduate School 

 College of Nursing 

 College of Science and Mathematics 

 Medical College of Georgia 
 

In our new university, instruction is 
complemented by abundant research and 
scholarship opportunities and bolstered by 
the integration of a health system where 
health sciences students can apply lessons in 
the hands-on clinical environment.  

 

 
Much has been accomplished at many levels 
since planning for this consolidation began 
in January 2012, and again since the action 
was approved by the SACSCOC in 
December 2012. This effort represents a 
complex process of deconstruction and 
subsequent reassembly based on a broad, 
deep, and well-coordinated self-
examination and review process, much of it 
informed by the significance of maintaining 
compliance with the SACSCOC Principles of 
Accreditation. 

 
During the consolidation effort, over 75 

jointly appointed teams oversaw the 
unification process, addressing both 
structural issues, such as faculty governance 

and campus security, and cultural issues, 
such as honor societies and unique 

traditions of staff and faculty recognitions. 
Since the consolidation was implemented in 

January 2013, the work of many of these 
teams has been completed, but the hard 
work of unifying cultures, policies and 
regulations, and operational matters has 
continued under reorganized functional 



and governance structures. The model for 

the thorough pre-consolidation planning 
process, which applied project management 
methodologies to organize teams' efforts, 
communications, and documentation, laid a 
strong groundwork for post-consolidation 
efforts. 
 
Since the consolidation was enacted just 
three years ago, AU has achieved significant 
progress, and our faculty, staff, and students 
continue to transform their services and 

processes to reach the AU vision "to be a 

top-tier university that is a destination of 
choice for education, health care, discovery, 
creativity, and innovation." Much of this 
progress is demonstrated by the 
development of this plan, which 
necessitated collaboration across not only 
colleges and disciplines, but across 
distinctive histories and cultures, to 
enhance student learning for all 
undergraduates .

  



 
 
Augusta University’s quality enhancement 
plan was developed over a period of two 
and half years, with the initial planning 
stages following the university’s 
Substantive Change Committee Visit in 
September 2013. The completion of that 
milestone in consolidating the legacy 
institutions enabled the university to turn 
its attention to its first SACSCOC 
reaffirmation of accreditation. The 
university’s leadership immediately 
recognized that completing the Compliance 
Certification could leverage much of the 
infrastructure used in documenting 
compliance with the 39 Principles of 
Accreditation for the Substantive Change 
Committee Visit. However, developing the 
QEP would necessitate a different 
approach, including project leadership by a 
member of the faculty and deliberate and 
timely communication with stakeholders. 
 
The process used to develop the plan 
entailed two phases: selection and 

development. In the Selection Phase, a Core 
Development Team of representatives from 
educational programs and key academic 
and student support units engaged the 
broader institution – their peers – to raise 
awareness of the accreditation, including 
the QEP, and to gather input through 
multiple levels of effort that culminated in 
the selection of AU’s first QEP. In the 
Development Phase, multiple teams with 
broad-based representation and specific 
tasks worked together to conceptualize a 

plan that could be implemented and 
assessed upon our SACSCOC 
reaffirmation. Facilitation of both phases 
was co-led by Dr. Cathy Tugmon, Associate 
Professor of Biological Sciences, and 
Mickey Williford, Director of 
Accreditation.  

 

 
The Phase 1 Core Team was appointed by 
Provost Gretchen Caughman to develop 
and facilitate the process, which included a 
variety of assessment methods and a call for 
proposals that invited participation from 
faculty, staff, and students across the 
educational programs and academic 
support units. The team, which included 
instructional faculty from each of the 
colleges as well as representatives from 
student and academic support units, divided 
its work into two stages – theme selection 
and proposal selection. 
 

 
During the first six months of their charge, 
the Phase 1 Core Team facilitated a five-
step process (illustrated in Figure 1) to 
identify a narrow set of QEP themes based 
on broad-based involvement and evaluation 
of existing assessments that could be 
endorsed by the President and Provost. 

 
  

Discovery Communication
Theme 

Gather ing
Theme 

Evaluat ion
Theme 

Selection



In the Discovery phase, team members 

took the time to gain greater understanding 

of the QEP universe prior to embarking on 

the more operational aspects of their 

charge. Discovery activities included 

learning about SACSCOC expectations for 

a QEP, learning about the legacy 

institutions’ QEPs, assessing QEP 

awareness and attitudes among their peers 

on campus, and researching QEP processes 

and materials at other SACSCOC-

accredited institutions. Based on their 

discoveries, the team developed a 

Communication plan that served to 

increase QEP awareness among the campus 

community about the selection process. 

Communications efforts entailed both mass 

communications as well as special 

presentations at standing departmental, 

committee, and other organizational 

meetings across all colleges and schools.  

Following these discovery and 
communication steps, the team was poised 
to give serious consideration to potential 
themes for AU’s quality enhancement plan. 

First, the AU community was invited to 
participate in the Theme Gathering 
processes in one of two ways: (a) submit a 
theme idea and/or (b) comment on others’ 
submitted themes. Ideas were submitted via 
a web-based form that required submitters 
to provide some context on how their ideas 
aligned with the university’s strategic plan, 
Transition Forward, and to provide 
additional justification such as assessment 
data, relationships with other initiatives, 
and references. Ideas were then published 
to the QEP Website for anyone to review 
and provide comments. In total, the team 
received 54 theme ideas from faculty, staff, 

students, and community members and 
more than 100 comments on them. 

Theme Evaluation of all 54 submissions 

and the comments involved three 
integrated activities:  

 

 Crosswalk Themes to NSSE Domains: 
Team members completed a crosswalk 
to link all 54 themes to one or more of 
the five NSSE domains: Level of Academic 
Challenge; Active and Collaborative 
Learning; Student-Faculty Interaction; 
Enriching Educational Experiences; and 
Supportive Campus Environment. The 
team analysis indicated that a majority 
of the themes correlated with three key 
domains: Active and Collaborative 
Learning, Enriching Educational 
Experiences, and Supportive Campus 
Environment. The team then reviewed an 
analysis of how the legacy institutions 
compared to benchmarked institutions 
in those three domains that enabled us 
to evaluate areas of weakness and 
strength. [See full analysis in Appendix 
A] 

 
2. Assess the Theme Submissions. To 

evaluate all of the themes and 

comments, the team designed an 
evaluation form to rate the theme 
components based on alignment with 
the strategic plan, likelihood for being 
assessable, potential for affordability, 
and level of interest and relevance based 
on Augusta University community 
comments. The form also enabled team 
members to indicate which theme ideas 
overlapped with others. The evaluation 
data was then analyzed by the team 
members with statistics expertise to 

determine which themes were rated 

highest.  
 

  



3. Categorize the 54 Theme Submissions. 

After the process of intensive review of 
themes and comments to complete the 
first two activities, team members were 
able to see some key concepts threaded 
throughout the 54 submissions. In all, 
the team noted 10 overarching themes 
among the ideas submitted: 

 

 Post-Graduation Skills  

 Leadership (Global) 

 Research 

 Experiential Learning 

 Pedagogy 

 Community Engagement 

 Class Access/Non-Traditional 

 Well-Being 

 Cultural Competency (Global) 

 Oral/Written Communication 
 

Based on these integrated evaluations, the 

team was able to rule out categories that did 
not align with the top-rated theme 
suggestions. The team then engaged in 
further discussion over two meetings on the 
remaining categories. Discussions 
incorporated findings from the NSSE 
benchmarks, the SACSCOC expectations 
that our plan must be assessable and 
implementable, and preliminary feedback 
from the Provost. Their efforts culminated 
in a recommendation to the President and 
Provost for a set of themes and a required 
learning expectation. Theme Selection was 
finalized with the endorsement of the 
team’s recommendation to adopt the 
principal theme and subthemes illustrated 
in Figure 2. The President and Provost also 
endorsed the team’s recommendation that 
QEP include a required learning outcome 
related to written and oral communication. 

 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
The second stage of the Phase 1 Core 

Team’s work began immediately with the 
selection of the principal theme and 

subthemes. An institution-wide proposal 

process was center stage during the next 
phase of the selection process. The process 
was preceded by communication efforts to 

inform key stakeholders of the principal 
theme and subthemes as well as promote the 
proposal process. Communications 



methods included both mass 

communications as well as small group 
presentations to faculty, students, and staff. 
Additionally, the campus community was 
invited to comment on the theme and 
subthemes via Theme Profiles published on 
the QEP Website; the profiles included 
topic-specific videos, articles, web links, etc. 

 
The call for potential QEP proposals was 
opened in September 2014, and all 
interested parties were encouraged to 
submit proposals [see Appendix B for QEP 
Proposal Guidelines]. In addition to 
publishing the proposal guidelines on the 
QEP website, the Core Team also hosted 
two workshops for those interested in 
submitting proposals. A total of six qualified 
proposals were submitted by GRU faculty 
and staff across multiple colleges and units.  
 
The Core Team reviewed the qualified 
proposals based on an Evaluation Rubric 
that was released with the proposal 
guidelines [see Appendix C for QEP 
Proposal Evaluation Rubric]. Based on the 
evaluation criteria, the team identified two 

proposals that were forwarded to a QEP 
Leadership Panel for further consideration: 

 

 Academic Community Engagement 
(ACE) – “The ACE Program fosters 
student engagement and leadership 
within three contexts: the academic 
department, the Augusta community, 

and a study away community. The 
components of the ACE Program 
include local service-learning research 
days, a study away experience, INQR 
1000 paired with a Core course (for 

rising sophomores), and a newly 
developed one credit leadership course 

(for juniors and seniors).” 
 
  

 Leadership, Engagement, and 

Professionalism (LEAP) – “With three 
levels of involvement—innovative 
courses, service learning, and a 
certificate of completion—LEAP 
cultivates successful traits that are 
valued highly by faculty and employers 
alike. This allows LEAP to significantly 
enhance student learning while also 
providing a strong competitive edge on 
the job market.” 

 
The QEP Leadership Panel, which included 
the Provost, the deans of all nine colleges 
and schools, the University Senate 
chairperson, the Executive Vice President 
for Administration and Finance, and other 
key officers from academic and student 
support units, heard presentations from 
both sets of proposal authors in early 
January 2015. The proposal authors were 
asked to structure their presentations based 
on a prescribed logic model [See Selected 
Proposals Logic Models in Appendix D], 
ensuring that outcomes and resources were 
adequately considered. Following the 
presentations, panelists were asked to 

submit their feedback to the Project Co-
Leaders in writing. The feedback from the 
panelists was that both were excellent 
proposals with potential to significantly 
impact student learning, foster 
collaboration and buy-in across multiple 
programs, and feasibility to be implemented 
in the timeframe that will be expected by the 

SACSCOC [See QEP Proposals Written 
Feedback in Appendix E].  

 
The panel discussed the possibility of 
combining the proposals to leverage the 

strengths of each, leading to a QEP with a 
higher likelihood for success. The 

consensus of the panel was that LEAP was 
the stronger proposal overall, but ACE’s 
integration of community engagement was 
more clearly articulated. Based on the input 
from the Leadership Panel, the Provost 



recommended to the President that a QEP 

should be further developed based on 
LEAP’s overall framework with the ACE’s 
structure for community-based research 
and Study Away integrated as part of the 
capstone experience. The President 
endorsed this recommendation and asked 
the Provost to convene a team of 
stakeholders to further develop the 
proposals into a quality enhancement plan. 

 

 

The QEP Phase 2 Core Development Team 
was appointed to develop a QEP that built 
on the strengths of the two proposals 
selected in Phase 1. The QEP Phase 2 Core 
Development Team comprised 
instructional faculty from each of the 
colleges, students, and representatives from 
key support units. Additionally, some 
members were retained from the first phase 
to ensure continuity. The Core 
Development Team included sub-teams to 
address the plan’s design, assessment, 
resources, literature review, and 
engagement and awareness. The teams 
completed their task over nearly a year in 
three stages: 
 

 Discovery Period – The teams began 
their work by ensuring they understood 
the proposals that were to be combined. 
A kick-off in February 2015 included 
presentations from the authors of the 
selected proposals. Teams were asked to 
continue their discoveries following the 
meeting by reviewing the SACSCOC 

resources provided them and 

researching QEPs at other SACSCOC 
member institutions. 
 

 Design and Conceptualization – 
Teams worked interdependently under 
the oversight of the Core Development 
Team to develop on the details of the 
plan based on the proposals selected. 
During this time, team members raised 
questions, identified obstacles, and 
proposed solutions to create a plan 
designed to positively impact the 
students who will participate in the 
QEP.  

 

 Refinement and Writing – The process 
of writing the plan and soliciting input 
by all the various committee members 
enabled the plan to be further refined to 
address any gaps that resulted during 
the design and conceptualization stage. 
Additionally, committee members 
actualized elements of the plan that 
necessitated formal procedures and 
approvals, such as those related to 
curricula, personnel, and budget.  
Actively seeking institutional 
stakeholder input from faculty, 
department chairs, program 
coordinators, deans, associate deans, 
student and academic support services 
officers, students, and community 
members during plan refinement 
enabled any conceptual gaps and 
actualization issues to be identified, 
resolved, and reflected in the plan. 

 

  



 
 
Augusta University’s inaugural quality 
enhancement plan, Learning by Doing, will 
enhance student learning and offer a 
leadership certificate for undergraduate 
students who will engage in new course 
work, achieve new learning outcomes, and 
be exposed to new experiential learning 
opportunities. The plan will primarily focus 
on enhancing key learning outcomes, but it 
will also impact the learning environment 
by providing AU faculty not only the 
opportunity to provide leadership in 
teaching innovations but also to mentor 
future generations of leaders within their 
respective disciplines. 
 

 
Learning by Doing begins with the 
institution’s mission, vision, and values (see 
inset). The plan will be integral to fulfilling 
the mission “to provide leadership and 

excellence in teaching” and reaching the 
vision to become a destination for 
innovation and education. While Learning 
by Doing aligns most closely with the AU 
value of leadership, the plan reflects all the 
institutional values through a commitment 
to a sense of community, teamwork, social 
responsibility, passion, respect, 
accountability, and reliability.   
 
Learning by Doing relates to AU’s strategic 
plan, Transition Forward, which was adopted 
in spring 2013 shortly after the consolidated 

university was formed. Table 2 illustrates 
how elements of the plan uphold the 

strategic priorities of the university. 
 

 

  



 
To support execution of Transition Forward, 
the university published the Education 
Mission Strategic Plan in June 2015. This 
document will serve to map our educational 
priorities for the next four years, including 
the implementation of the quality 
enhancement plan. The Education Mission 
Strategic Plan addresses four Strategic 
Focus Areas – student success, curriculum 

and pedagogy, academic programs and 
reputation, and culture and engagement. 
The Learning by Doing program goals listed 
after key terms are defined are each aligned 
with the Education Mission Strategic Plan, 
which is described in more detail in Section 
X-The Plan for Assessing the QEP.  
  



 
Through the process of consolidating two 
universities, we found the distinctiveness of 
the two cultures was due in part to the 
diversity of perspectives based on 
institutional histories as well as professional 
and academic practices. For example, terms 
such as “research,” “service,” and 
“professionalism” are described differently 
within various disciplines. Therefore, the 
faculty, staff, and students developing the 
quality enhancement plan noted the 

necessity of establishing standard 
definitions early in the design process. 
Based on review of the literature described 
in Section V, the following terms as used in 
this quality enhancement plan are defined 
as follows: 
 
Community is a group of people, outside the 
classroom, who share common 
perspectives, and engage in joint actions in 
geographical locations or settings.  
 
Community Engagement is cooperative 
efforts among organizations with students 
in order to foster the growth and 
development of tomorrow’s leaders 
through experiential learning.  
 
Experiential Learning is learning through 
directed reflection on doing. 
 
Leadership is a process of influencing people, 

which maximizes the efforts of others, 
towards the achievement of a goal. 

 
Professionalism is the ability to conduct 

oneself with responsibility, integrity, 
accountability, and excellence in 
accordance with the professional or 
academic community’s shared practices and 
values. 

 

Research is scholarly and/or creative work, 

appropriate to the undergraduate, 
undertaken in a systematic manner in order 
to increase the overall knowledge of 
humanity. 
 
Service Learning is an educational 
methodology that integrates classroom 
instruction with service to the community 
in which the student interacts and learns 
with the goal of achieving educational 
outcomes and benefiting the community.  

 

 
In addition to the expected learning 
outcomes described in Section IV, the 
institution has identified some 
fundamental, overarching goals of the plan. 
By identifying these goals, the institution is 
able to assess impacts broadly throughout 
the duration of implementing the plan.  
 
GOAL 1. Enhance instructional delivery 

through activity-based and 
experiential learning practices. 
 

GOAL 2. Provide opportunities for 
students to apply skills and 
knowledge acquired through 
activity-based and experiential 
learning in practical experiences. 

 

GOAL 3. Prepare students to be leaders in 
their future professional, 

educational, and service 
endeavors by providing 
leadership curriculum that can 
lead to a certificate. 

 

The assessment methods and success 
measures for each goal are described in the 

assessment plan discussed in Section X.  
 



 
As described above, Learning by Doing 
includes a certificate program that 
incorporates three stages of completion – 
an introductory leadership course, major-
related (bridge) courses that apply key QEP 
learning outcomes and/or demonstrated 
leadership experiences, and completion of a 
capstone project. Figure 3 illustrates how 

these stages work together. 
 

 
A new, three-credit, introductory course on 
leadership has been established to 
implement this plan. LDRS 2000 will be a 
required course for students wishing to 
pursue the Leadership Certificate and a free 
elective for any student meeting the 
prerequisites. To support the expectation 
that AU’s quality enhancement plan include 

written and oral communications as a 
required learning outcome, students must 
have completed College Composition I 
(ENGL 1101) or Fundamentals of Human 
Communication (COMS 1100) prior to 
enrolling in LDRS 2000.  

The course will introduce the concepts and 
relationships among leadership, 
engagement, and professionalism through 
readings, experiences, and assignments. 
Assignments will involve self-reflections, 
teamwork, planning academic pathways for 
the Leadership Certificate, and a project. 
The intent of the course is to develop 
students who will exhibit the following 
characteristics: 

 

 Think critically and creatively 

 Make ethical and evidence-based 
decisions 

 Communicate and collaborate 
effectively 

 Synthesize skills from multiple aspects 
and sources 

 Demonstrate personal responsibility 

 Respond constructively to feedback 
from peers and professors 

 Inspire others to work together toward 
common goals 

 
The readings will introduce students to 
different concepts, styles, and theories of 
leadership that are applied through 

experiences, and the assignments enable 
them to practice leadership, engagement, 



and professionalism. A critical component 

is the requirement for students to be self-
reflective; students will record their 
reflections on the leadership and 
professionalism concepts being introduced 
in an e-portfolio. The course will be 
strengthened by invited lectures and 
presentations from civic and community 
leaders in government, military, business, 
media, and academia to frame the practice 
of leadership and professionalism.  
 
A preliminary syllabus has been developed 
for this course, and it is provided in 
Appendix F.  
 

 
Since part of the purpose of Learning by 
Doing is to develop leadership and 
professionalism across multiple disciplines, 
applying the concepts learned in LDRS 
2000 as part of their educational experience 
is a vital component. In order to accomplish 
this stage, students can choose one of two 
pathways where coursework is embedded 
in the student’s respective degree program: 
 

I. Complete two 3000/4000 level courses 
that have been designated as Learning by 
Doing courses 
 

II. Complete one 3000/4000 level course 
that has been designated as a Learning by 
Doing course and 150 hours of an 
approved leadership experience 

 
The upper division courses should count 

toward the student’s major, whether it is in 
the respective discipline or as an elective 
accepted by the student’s degree plan. 
Courses must be designated as qualified for 
Learning by Doing based on whether they 
incorporate learning outcome 4 and either 

learning outcome 1 or 2, described in 

Section IV. 
 
A preliminary list of bridge courses has been 
identified by the Core Development Team 
and other academic stakeholders. The 
Experiential Learning Director will  further 
refine the list of qualified bridge courses by 
recruiting the faculty who teach the courses 
and who must participate in a workshop on 
experiential learning and rubrics training. 
This process will be repeated every 
semester with the guidance of the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee. The 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee’s 
composition and role is described in Section 
VIII-The Organizational Structure for the 
QEP.  
 
As indicated in option B above, students 
who choose to engage in a leadership 
experience must complete 150 hours of 
service in an AU student organization, 
community organization, or other 
leadership experience that has been 
authorized as part of Learning by Doing. 
Authorized experiences include holding an 

official position in student government, 
serving as an orientation leader, and other 
leadership positions in student 
organizations. A student who wishes to use 
an authorized leadership experience must 
notify the Experiential Learning Director 
prior to beginning the 150 hours to ensure 
the assessment rubrics can be completed. If 
a student wishes to pursue leadership 

service that is not an authorized experience 
for Learning by Doing, the student must 
request approval from the Learning by Doing 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee, 
described in the organizational structure 
section of this plan, prior to beginning the 
150 hours of service. All leadership 
experiences will entail a self-reflection 
assignment as determined by the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee.  

 



 
The culmination of the student’s course 
work and leadership experience that took 
place in the first and second stages of the 
program will be a capstone project that 
involves one of the following activities:  
 

 Research or Scholarship (XXXX 4990) 
– Students must meet the expectations 
of the program that houses the 
respective course. 
 

 Internships (XXXX 4960) – Students 

must meet the expectations of the 
program that houses the respective 
course. The internship must also be 
project/problem-based and utilize a 
mentor from the AU program and the 
internship host company or 
organization.  

 

 Study Away (SABR 4930) – Students 
must meet the criteria of a research or 
scholarship project or internship as 
described above and receive approval 
from the Learning by Doing Curriculum 
& Assessment Committee.  

 
The capstone will be completed as part of a 
three-credit course that is preferably 
offered in the student’s respective major. 
Students must submit a Capstone 
Application at least one semester prior to 
enrolling in the course to indicate indicate 
which course they plan to pursue, which 
faculty member will mentor the project, and 
an outline of the project. If the student’s 
major does not contain a capstone course 

that relates to his/her chosen project, the 

student may enroll in a related program’s 
course upon approval from the Curriculum 

& Assessment Committee.  
 

Students must demonstrate their written 

and oral communication skills through 
successful completion of a capstone report 
and an oral presentation. The report must 
be submitted in a format and style 
appropriate to a publishable paper for that 
project’s program of study, and it must meet 
minimal program standards for content 
level of a thesis at the undergraduate level. 
 
The oral presentation must be to students’ 
peers and/or the public. Acceptable venues 
for the capstone presentation include the 
Phi Kappa Phi (PKP) Student Research and 
Fine Arts Conference, Center for 
Undergraduate Research and Scholarship 
(CURS) Brown Bag sessions, and 
professional association conferences. Class 
presentations that are open to lower-
division students who are pursuing or 
considering pursuing the Leadership 
Certificate may be acceptable also. 
 
The final requirement for the capstone is 
the completion of the e-portfolio. The tool 
that will used for students to prepare their 
e-portfolios is LiveText. Students will begin 

to maintain their e-portfolios during the 
introductory LDRS 2000 course and are 
expected to incorporate completed 
portfolio assignments throughout the 
program. Portfolios will include:  
 

 Student learning outcomes assessment 
rubrics (completed during all stages) 

 Self-reflection assignments (completed 
during all stages) 

 Certificate pathway plan (completed in 
LDRS 2000) 

 Oral presentation video (completed in 

Capstone) 

 Written project report (completed in 
Capstone) 



 
  
This quality enhancement plan will impact 
student learning at Augusta University by 
exposing students to experiential learning 
through a newly established Leadership 
Certificate program and increasing the use 
of experiential learning across the 
institution by offering developing faculty as 
innovative teachers. The expected learning 
outcomes for students who participate in 
the Leadership Certificate follow:  
 
SLO 1. Students will demonstrate the 

ability to effectively communicate 
purpose, knowledge, and objectives 
to a target or general audience 
using oral, written, or visual means.   

 
SLO 2. Students will acquire, integrate, and 

apply information from a variety of 
sources. 

 
SLO 3. Students will explain selected 

leadership theories or models as 
related to the student’s own lead-

ership development/experience. 

SLO 4. Students will exhibit behaviors  
that distinguish competent pro-
fessionals. 

 
These learning outcomes were identified as 
a result of extensive review of the outcomes 
identified by the original proposal authors 
and with the input of faculty with expertise 
in assessment and student leadership 
development. 
 

 
As part of the process for soliciting plan 
proposals in fall 2014, proposal authors 
were directed to describe their plans’ 
expected student learning outcomes, one of 
which should be related to written and oral 
communications. For the top proposals 
identified by the Phase 1 Core Team, the 
authors identified a cumulative total of 11 
learning outcomes, shown in Table 3. 

 

  

  

  

  

  

 

 



One of the first tasks of the Phase 2 Core 

Development Team, specifically the 
members assigned to curricular and 
assessment design, was to synthesize these 
11 outcomes. The team members engaged 
in multiple deliberations that involved 
comparing the similarities among outcomes 

and determining the appropriateness of the 

outcomes to the scope of the plan. The team 
ultimately identified four student learning 
outcomes for Learning by Doing that each 
incorporated elements with the initial, 
proposed outcomes, shown in Table 4: 

 

  

 

 

 

  

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
Each of the student learning outcomes will 
be assessed using both direct and indirect 
measures at multiple stages within the 
curriculum. Section X-The Plan for 

Assessing the QEP describes the 
standardization of assessment among all 
stages of the Leadership Certificate 

curriculum through established rubrics. 
Faculty teaching the bridge courses and 
mentors for the capstones will be trained to 
ensure interrater reliability in their 

application. The student learning outcomes 
also support the program goals of the plan 
described in Section IV.  

 
  



 
 
As described in Section II, the selection of 
the quality enhancement plan was greatly 
informed by the legacy institutions’ results 
from the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE) over an eight-year 
span prior to the consolidation. Juxtaposing 
the collective results of that survey with the 
54 theme ideas submitted by institutional 
stakeholders further emphasized the need 
to strengthen the methods by which 
students are engaged in their educational 
experience. Notably, a NSSE domain where 
opportunities for improving student 
engagement were apparent was the domain 
then labelled “enriching educational 
experiences.” This domain has since been 
redesigned to provide more emphasis on 
the value of high-impact educational 
practices as defined by George Kuh (“High-
impact Education Practices,” 2008), which 
include collaborative assignments and 
projects, undergraduate research, service 
learning, community-based learning, 
internships, and capstone courses and 

projects, among other practices. These 
high-impact learning practices are further 
emphasized by the American Association of 
Colleges and Universities’ VALUE rubrics 
(AAC&U VALUE). 

The concept of experiential learning dates 
at least as far back as Julius Caesar’s oft-
quoted maxim, “experience is the teacher of 
all things.” However, contemporary 
approaches to experiential learning 
originate with mid-twentieth century 
theorists John Dewey, Kurt Lewin, and Jean 
Piaget. In the later part of the twentieth 
century, David Kolb produced his seminal 
work on the topic, defining learning itself as 
“the process by which knowledge is created 
through the transformation of experience” 
(Kolb, 1984).  
 
What is clear from scholarly discussions on 
experiential learning is that the experiential 
learning activity must be purposeful and 
meaningful. The National Society for 
Experiential Education lists “Eight 
Principles of Good Practice for All 
Experiential Learning Activities” (Ehrlich, 
1998). By integrating leadership 
development, research and scholarship, and 
community engagement within experiential 

activities, the plan adheres to all eight of the 
NSEE’s principles. Augusta University 
seeks to apply these principles to Learning by 
Doing by the means described in Table 5.

 

1. 

 



2. 

3. 

4. 



5. 

6. 

 

  



7. 

8. 

 

 
Leadership theory over the last few decades 
indicates no chicken-or-egg quandaries 
about the relationship between leadership 
and experience. Authentic leaders are those 
who are self-aware and who remain true to 
themselves and their values (Shamir & 
Eilam, 2005; George et al., 2007). They are 
grown from experience.  
 
Much of the literature goes beyond a 

leader’s experience itself. Shamir and Eilam, 
theorize that authentic leaders are 
developed through their life-stories – 
particularly those providing accounts of 
learning from experience (2005). This life-
story approach to leadership aligns with the 

fourth principle of experiential learning 
good practice – reflection (Ehrlich, 1998). 
The literature on leadership development 
among undergraduate college students 
supports the integration of reflection on 
experiences as a key component of a 
leadership development curriculum 
(Belton, 2010; Gifford et al., 2011; Lester, 
2015).  

 
The use of experiential education in 
developing students’ leadership skills is 

particularly well-suited for Millenials. 
Wilson (2004) cites student-faculty contact, 
reciprocity and cooperation, and active 
learning among the principles that should 

be applied to varied instruction for this 
generation. Scholars assert that leadership 
education must effectively combine 



theoretical instruction with opportunities 

for students to apply those concepts 
(Arensdorf and Adenoro, 2009). 

 
The types of experiences described in these 
publications include undergraduate 
leadership, service learning, study abroad, 
internships (Belton, 2010), all of which are 
aligned with the high-impact educational 
practices described by George Kuh (“High-
impact Education Practices,” 2008).   
 

 
Much has been shared by scholars on the 
benefits of research experience to students, 
including improved “confidence, critical 
thinking, and problem solving skills” 
(Hussie & Hensel, 2011) – all characteristics 
typically associated with leadership. The 
experience of undergraduate research has 
also been found to increase students’ 
likelihood of pursuing advanced education 
(Russell et al., 2007).  
 
Much of the literature related to 
undergraduate research has focused on the 
STEM disciplines, but studies of student 
research experiences across the spectrum of 
disciplines have also found benefits to 
students in other fields.  Researchers 
analyzing the 2008 NSSE dataset compared 

how students in various majors reflected on 
their research experiences (Buckley et al., 
2008). Findings noted that students in arts 

and humanities reported increased 
independence and enjoyed the imaginative 
thinking that came from their research and 
scholarship experiences. Education, social 

science, business, and engineering students 
particularly cited work-related gains, such 
as the problem-solving, collaboration, and 

the ability to analyze the quality of 

information.  
 
In its 2012 monograph “Characteristics of 
Excellence in Undergraduate Research” 
(Hensel, 2012), the Center for 
Undergraduate Research (CUR) 
enumerates the elements of an effective 
undergraduate research program. Among 
the characteristics listed are some that will 
be vital to implementing the research and 
scholarship component of Learning by 
Doing. For one, the institution must develop 
faculty mentors and recognize their 
contributions to undergraduate research. 
Secondly, the institution must provide 
opportunities and forums for students to 
disseminate the results of their research and 
scholarship.  
 

 
The issue of community engagement as it 
stands today can be traced back to the mid-
1990s with the scholarship of Charles Boyer 
and the findings of the Kellogg Commission 
on the Future of State and Land-Grant 

Universities. Among that Commission’s 
recommendations in its series of reports, 
Returning to Our Roots, was a call for 
universities to rethink their “teaching, 
research, and extension and service 
functions to become even more 
sympathetically and productively involved 
with their communities, however 
community may be defined” (“Returning to 

our Roots,” 2001). The Commission 
asserted that “one of the best ways to 
prepare students for the challenges life will 

place before them lies in integrating the 
community with their academic 

experiences.” Engagement as described by 
the Commission should be inclusive of both 
service learning and research within the 
service context. 
    



The attention to community engagement in 

higher education has continued since the 
Kellogg Commission’s work, as apparent 
from its integration in various institutional 
systems of classification and association 
membership. The Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching first began 
selecting colleges and universities to receive 
its Community Engagement Classification 
in 2006; the list of institutions with this 
classification has grown from 66 to 240 in 
the most recent 2015 selections (“Previous 
Community Engagement Classifications”). 
Discretionary membership to the 
Association of Public and Land-Grant 
Universities is partially dependent on 
institutions’ adherence to community 
engagement criterion (APLU, 2014), which 
takes its guidance from the Kellogg 
Foundation reports. The AAC&U VALUE 
rubrics include a rubric devoted to civic 
engagement, which is described by the 
AAC&U as including “community-based 
learning through service-learning classes, 
community-based research, or service 
within the community” (AAC&U).  
 

The scholarship on higher education and 
learning also supports students’ 
engagement with the community as part of 
their educational experiences. Community 
engagement, through internships or 
community-based research projects, 
encompasses actions wherein individuals 
participate in activities of personal and 
public concern that are both individually 

life-enriching and social beneficial to the 
community (Ehrlich, 2000).  
 
The attention on service learning in the 
mid-1990s yielded numerous studies whose 
findings support the positive impacts on 
students’ education. Such gains summarized 
by Peterson (2009) have included increased 
student academic engagement, higher 
grades, improved learning outcomes, and 

higher social responsibility and community 

engagement.  
 
Considering community engagement in 
combination with authentic leadership can 
yield important insights in regards to the 
elements that each encompasses and that 
become catalysts for each other. Service 
learning aligns with Wilson’s (2004) 
emphasis on active learning as an effective 
pedagogy for millennials. One of the four 
components of service learning cited by 
scholars is reflection on the service 
experience through class discussions and 
written assignments to reinforce the 
relationship between what is learned in 
class and what is experienced in the 
community (Arensdorf and Adenoro, 2009;  
Felton and Clayton, 2011; Chupp and 
Joseph, 2010). For many students, their life-
stories approach to leadership growth 
begins with these service learning 
experiences. 
 

 
Offering research/scholarship and 

community engagement experiences at 
distant locations broadens the active-
learning opportunities for students. The 
symbiosis among experiential learning and 
study abroad/away is apparent from the 

literature. What is vital for any effective 
study abroad/away program is the 

integration of a highly structured and in-
depth experience that requires the student 
to reflect on what is learned from the 
experience (Montrose, 2002; Donnelly-
Smith, 2009).  
 
While much of the literature focuses 
specifically on study abroad programs, the 
same concepts can be applied to study away 
experiences as well. Sobania and Braskamp 
(2009) assert that community-based 
educational experiences that involve 



internships and service are more easily 

developed in domestic programs. Further, 
the United States’ diversity of cultures, 
races, and traditions offers students a 
multitude of locations where they can 
encounter differences that they can reflect 
on as part of their service and research 
projects.  
 
The key is ensuring that students’ 
experiences yield productive reflection. 
Harkening back to the NSEE’s “Principles 
of Good Practice of Experiential 
Education,” Montrose (2002) reemphasizes 

that learning does not derive from the 

experience itself, but from the student’s 
analysis of the experience, and the same 
educational expectation applies to study 
abroad/away, experiences. Among the “Five 
Best Practices for Short-Term Study 
Abroad Programs” outlined by Donnelly-
Smith (2009), learning is best assured when 
the program entails service or a project that 
requires interaction with the host 
community; however, faculty involved in 
such programs should be capable of 
teaching experientially.   

 
 

  



 
 
The overarching intent of Learning by Doing 
is to enhance students’ education via 
experiential learning. AU will accomplish 
this through a new academic program that 
uses innovative teaching methods to 
develop students’ leadership and 
professionalism. The faculty, staff, students, 
and community members who have 
contributed to developing this plan have 
identified program goals for the plan overall 
and student learning outcomes for the 
Leadership Certificate. Attaining these 
goals and achieving these outcomes will be 
dependent on an operational infrastructure 
that continues to leverage input by a broad 
base of stakeholders. 
 

 
An Experiential Learning Director is 
currently being recruited via a nationwide 
search. The qualified candidate will have 

extensive experience and scholarship in the 
area of experiential learning and leadership 
and will be a full-time member of the 
Augusta University faculty. In the 
beginning, the Director will provide all 
instruction for the LDRS 2000 course as 
part of 40 percent of his/her teaching effort. 
His/her remaining 60 percent effort will be 
managing the logistics of the plan through 
leading and staffing the governance teams, 
documenting progress, and interacting with 
stakeholders to ensure the plan’s success. 
The Experiential Learning Director will be 

supported by a business manager, a 
graduate student, and student assistant. 
He/she will also have dotted line oversight 
for a Research Concierge who will support 

students with navigating institutional 
procedures to conduct research. More 

information about the organizational 

structure and these positions is described in 
Section VIII. 
 
While the Experiential Learning Director 
will lead the implementation of the QEP, 
the responsibility for executing the actions 
related to the plan do not rest on his/her 
shoulders alone. The following governance 
teams will be led and staffed by the Director 
to assist with logistical implementation, 
curricular oversight, and community 
support:  
 

 Implementation Committee  
Fosters the implementation of the 
quality enhancement plan from a 
planning state to operations.  
 

 Curriculum & Assessment Committee  
Provides oversight for the academic 
aspects of the plan, including the 
Leadership Certificate curriculum, the 
assessment of student learning 
outcomes, and approving students’ 
leadership experiences and capstones. 
 

 Community Advisory Board  
Provides guidance to the Director on the 
capstone component of the Leadership 

Certificate and feedback on the use of 
results of student learning outcomes 

assessment.  
 
The composition and responsibilities of 

these teams are described in Section VIII-
The Organizational Structure for the QEP, 

with more information provided in the 
team charters in Appendix G.  

 



 
The centerpiece of this quality 
enhancement plan will be the newly 
established Leadership Certificate, which 
will be rolled out incrementally, beginning 
with the first cohort of students taking the 
LDRS 2000 course in spring 2017. 
However, the plan also calls for increasing 
faculty use of experiential learning 
techniques; therefore, development 
opportunities will be offered as early as 

summer 2016. All of the steps taken to 
implement the plan will be guided, steered, 
and advised by the governance teams 
described above. 
 

 
Students wishing to earn the Leadership 
Certificate must complete nine to 12 hours 
of course work, with a C or better, in which 
they engage in leadership theories and 
models, experiential learning assignments, 
oral and written communications, research 

or scholarship, and self-reflection. As 
illustrated in Figure 3 in Section III-An 
Overview of AU’s QEP, students must 
complete the following curriculum:  
 

 LDRS 2000 – Introduction to 
Leadership and Professionalism (3 
credits) 

 

 Bridge Courses/Experience: 
 

Two 3000/4000 level courses selected 
from an approved list or approved by 
the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee (6 credits) 
 
or 

 
One 3000/4000 level course selected 

from an approved list or approved by 

the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee (3 credits)  and 150 hours of 
leadership experience authorized by the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee 
 

 Capstone Experience (3 credits) to be 
selected from: 
o Research or Scholarship  
o Internship 
o Study Away 

 
Students who successfully complete all of 
the requirements listed above will be 
awarded the Leadership Certificate in 
addition to their baccalaureate degree upon 
graduation. Hypothetical student degree 
plans are provided in Appendix H. 
 

 
The newly established LDRS 2000 course 
will be a three-credit, sophomore-level 
course that can be taken after students have 
successfully completed either College 
Composition I (ENGL 1101) or 
Fundamentals of Human Communication 
(COMS 1100). This course is the first course 
in the Leadership Certificate program and 
required for students to earn the certificate. 
However, enrolling in LDRS 2000 does not 
obligate students to complete the full 
certificate program. Students who enroll in 
the course will be given an LDRS attribute 
in Banner, the student information system 
used by Augusta University, so they can be 
tracked in future Leadership Certificate 
requirements for assessment purposes 
using LiveText. 

 
The QEP Core Development Team has 
developed a preliminary syllabus for the 
course to identify course objectives, 
recommended readings, and required 
topics and content to be addressed in the 
course. The assignments will include 



readings of leadership theories and models 

and completion of a project that involves 
experiential learning. Students will be 
introduced to LiveText, which will be used 
throughout their course work for the 
leadership certificate, and begin to build 
their ePortfolios.   
 
The team has also designed an assignment 
for students in the LDRS 2000 to develop a 
Leadership Certificate Proposal. In the 
assignment, students are directed to prepare 
a one to two page proposal for their 
imagined trek to earning the Leadership 
Certificate. The proposal should include a 
description of which “bridge” requirements 
the students will complete, consideration 
for the type of capstone project they could 
pursue, and a timeline for completing the 
program. The Leadership Certificate 
Proposal Assignment is included in 
Appendix I. 
 
Initially, two sections of the course will be 
offered per fall and spring semester, with 20 
students enrolled per section, through the 
first two years of the plan. The budget 

provided in Section IX-The Commitment 
of Financial Resources illustrates that 
funding has been planned to support efforts 
toward recruiting students into the 
Leadership Certificate throughout the 
implementation and for additional sections 
to be offered and taught by other instructors 
beginning in year three of the plan. 
 

 

This plan intends to expose students to 
learning experiences that foster their 
leadership and professional development 

within their chosen fields. Therefore, students 
who have completed the LDRS 2000 course 
and wish to pursue the Leadership 
Certificate must complete three to six 

course credits in their degree plans that 

utilize experiential learning teaching 
methods and/or incorporate leadership 
development. Students will be provided a 
list of 3000/4000-level courses in his/her 
degree plan that have been designated as 
Learning by Doing Courses. Such courses 
may relate directly to the major or may be a 
qualified elective in the program’s 
curriculum. The course array will be 
determined and monitored by the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee 
based on the following criteria: 
 

 Course objectives align with the 
Learning by Doing SLO4 (professional 
behaviors) and either SLO1 (effective 
communication) or SLO2 (information 
literacy).  
 

 Inclusion of assignments that do one or 
more of the following: 
o Address leadership models or 

theories 
o Have a service learning component 
o Have an experiential learning 

component 
o Have a group project that develops 

some aspect of leadership skills, 
such as collaboration, 
communication, etc. 

 
Students may opt to pursue an alternative 
path entailing one, three-credit, 
3000/4000-level course and 150 hours of 
leadership service. The 3000/4000-level 
course will derive from the list of 
designated courses endorsed by the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee, 
therefore meeting the program’s criteria. 

Leadership experiences must also derive 

from a list of experiences authorized by the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee. 

Authorized experiences include holding an 
official position in student government, 
serving as an orientation leader, and other 



leadership positions in student 

organizations. Students who opt to apply 
another leadership experience as part of the 
program must request approval from the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee prior 
to beginning the experience. Such 
experiences include local community 
organizations, military experience, and 
other high impact leadership experiences 
proposed by the student and supported with 
documentation. Approval will be based on 
the experience’s adherence to the same 
standards expected of authorized leadership 
experiences. If an internship is approved for 
the 150-hour leadership experience in this 
bridge course stage, then the same 
internship may not be utilized for the 
Capstone project. The Director will track 
and monitor students’ completion of 150 
hours of leadership experience, and faculty 
who mentor students completing a 
leadership experience will use the rubrics 
described in Section X-The Plan for 
Assessing the QEP. 
 
The Core Development Team has identified 
a preliminary list of potential Learning by 

Doing-designated courses, provided in 
Appendix J. The Experiential Learning 
Director and Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee will further refine the list 
during the 2016-2017 academic year so that 
students can begin this stage of the 
Leadership Certificate program starting in 
fall 2017. The list will be refined each 
semester through the duration of 

implementing the plan by the Director and 
the Assessment & Curriculum Committee; 
refinements to the list will be based on 
faculty who have participated in the 
training described later in this section. 
 

 
The final step in earning the Leadership 
Certificate will be the completion of a 

capstone project that enables students to 

apply the knowledge and skills gained 
through the assignments and experiences in 
LDRS 2000 and their bridge 
courses/leadership experiences to tackle a 
“real world” problem. Regardless of the type 
of project selected, all students engaging in 
the capstone experience must complete a 
capstone report and present their results 
and outcomes in a formal, videotaped 
presentation to their peers and/or a public 
audience. Each student must also maintain 
and submit the e-portfolio that was begun 
in LDRS 2000.  
 
Students will complete a capstone 
application to request and receive project 
approval by the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee at least one semester prior to 
enrolling in the capstone course. Students 
will have three options for their capstone 
projects:  
 
• Research or Scholarship (XXXX 4990) 

– Students must meet the expectations 
of their program to enroll in these 
courses. Courses designated with 4990 

course numbers are undergraduate 
research courses normally taken by 
higher achieving students toward the 
end of a program. Such courses imply a 
level of sophistication, fundamental 
knowledge, communication, and 
interest by the student as determined by 
programs offering 4990 courses. 
Therefore, expectations of one program 
should not be imparted on another in 
recognition that approaches to research 
and research methods vary among 
disciplines. Prior to students initiating 
projects, research involving human 
subjects, animals, or chemical 

substances will require additional 
approvals by regulating units (e.g., 
institutional review boards, safety 
committees). A newly appointed 
Research Concierge will help students 



with navigating the policies and 

procedures of these regulating units. 
Community-based research projects 
will require an organizational mentor in 
addition to the faculty mentor. 

 
• Internships (XXXX 4960) – Courses 

numbered as 4960 are undergraduate 
internships normally completed toward 
the end of a student’s degree program. 
Students enrolling in a 4960 course for 
the Leadership Certificate must meet 
the expectations of the program of study 
associated with the internship. If the 
program does not have set standards for 
internship work hours, then the 
mentor(s) and Director will assess the 
project/problem of the internship and 
develop realistic time-to-credit 
expectations for the student. The 
internship must also be 
project/problem-based and utilize a 
faculty mentor from the AU program 
and a mentor from the internship host.  

 
• Study Away (SABR 4930) – Students 

must meet the criteria of a research 

project, community based research 
project, or internship as described above 
or receive approval from the Learning by 
Doing Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee. The study away project 
must be completed away from campus, 
away from the immediate AU 
community, and away from the 
student’s personal residence but take 

place within the United States. Projects 
must include explorations of at least one 
of the following influences as part of the 
project: cultural, geographic, 
ecological/biological, historical, or 
socioeconomic; projects involving 
alternative influences must be approved 
by the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee. Study away projects require 
a minimum of five days working at the 

study away location or are a maximum 

of one semester. The length of the 

project requires the approval from both 
the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee and the Study Abroad 
Committee and will depend on ancillary 
time and project preparation. 

 
The QEP Core Development Team has 
identified preliminary lists of XXXX 4990 
and XXXX 4960 courses currently offered 
in AU’s undergraduate degree programs 
(see Appendix K). The Experiential 
Learning Director and Curriculum & 
Assessment Committee will further refine 
the list each semester during the plan’s 
implementation. The first cohort of 
students could be poised to start their 
capstone as early as spring 2018. 
 
Students must submit a Learning by Doing 
Capstone Project Application to the 
Experiential Learning Director prior to 
beginning the project, at a minimum at the 
beginning of the semester preceding course 
enrollment; some project may necessitate 
earlier approval [see Appendix L for the 
Capstone Project Application]. The 

Curriculum & Assessment Committee will 
approve projects, and the Experiential 
Learning Director will assist students with 
navigating the logistics for starting their 
projects, including working with the 
Research Concierge for support with 
additional approvals needed and requests 
for funding. Financial resources have been 
planned to support students’ needs for 

supplies and other resources to execute 
their project ideas, as illustrated in the 
budget presented in Section IX-The 
Commitment of Financial Resources. 
 

 
Learning by Doing will broaden its impact on 
student learning through a comprehensive 
effort to develop faculty as innovative 



teachers who integrate experiential 

learning. While the Leadership Certificate 
serves as the central and most visible 
component of this quality enhancement 
plan, even students not pursuing the 
certificate will benefit. The institution is 
committing resources to develop and 
recognize faculty efforts to enhance their 
own teaching skills as well as for supporting 
their direct contributions to Learning by 
Doing. Additionally, the Experiential 
Learning Director will collaborate with the 
Office of Faculty Development and 
Teaching Excellence (OFDTE) to leverage 
existing faculty development programs as 
well as establish new opportunities and 
events.  
 

 
The Leadership Certificate curriculum will, 
at least initially, depend on faculty 
contributions during the latter two phases – 
teaching the Learning by Doing-designated 
courses and mentoring students completing 
Leadership Service and capstone projects. 
In addition to the faculty development 

programs that will be enhanced, such as 
those described above, the Experiential 
Learning Director and the OFDTE Director 
will also collaborate to train faculty who 

participate in the quality enhancement plan. 
The ability to effectively assess the plan’s 
impact on student learning will be 
dependent upon some standardization in 
the faculty’s understanding of experiential 
learning and the application of the 
assessment rubrics that will be discussed in 

Section X-The Plan for Assessing the QEP.  
 
Faculty who teach the Learning by Doing-
designated bridge courses will be expected 
to apply experiential learning techniques as 
part of their instruction as well as to use 
standardized assessment rubrics. Those 
faculty will be expected to participate in a 

newly offered, one-day workshop during 

the summer before teaching Learning by 
Doing-designated bridge courses or 
mentoring students in the leadership 
experience or the capstone. Half of the 
workshop will be devoted to understanding 
experiential learning and discussing how 
they will apply innovative teaching methods 
in their courses; the second half will focus 
on training faculty to use the assessment 
rubrics that have been designed by the Core 
Development Team, further described in 
Section X-The Plan for Assessing the QEP. 
As illustrated in Section IX-The 
Commitment of Financial Resources, 
faculty will be paid an honorarium for their 
participation in the workshops.  
 
Faculty who integrate innovative teaching 
methods into their courses will be 
supported through available grants that can 
be applied to supplies, equipment, fees, 
registrations, transportation, and other 
costs directly associated with creating and 
implementing the new experiential learning 
techniques. Other types of support will 
include development opportunities for 

faculty and recognition for those who 
exemplify the application of innovative 
teaching methods (e.g., a teaching 
innovation award). Additionally, faculty can 
request that the Experiential Learning 
Director submit one of the required letters 
for their promotion and tenure application 
portfolios. The budget plan provided in the 
Section IX-The Commitment of Financial 

Resources demonstrates the institutions 
commitment to developing and supporting 
faculty participation in the quality 
enhancement plan.    
 

 
Developing faculty as innovative teachers 
who integrate experiential learning in their 
courses will support the growth of the 



program as it will prepare more faculty for 

leading bridge courses, thereby increasing 
the plan’s impact on student learning. While 
new opportunities for developing faculty as 
innovative teachers will be created, the 
institution can leverage existing 
opportunities already available to faculty. 
One such program that has been identified 
as an ideal forum for enhancing the faculty’s 
understanding of experiential learning 
techniques is the Curriculum Design 
Academy that is coordinated by OFDTE. 
This academy is an off-campus workshop 
with the goal of enhancing student success 
through the application of new 
instructional methods. Many other 
activities currently offered by OFDTE can 
be leveraged to incorporate training related 
to experiential learning. Reading circles, 
lunch and learn sessions, and faculty 
learning communities are already in place 
to provide faculty with various forums for 
exploring issues, problems, and pedagogy as 
educators. The collaboration Experiential 
Learning Director will work with the 
OFDTE Director and staff to identify 
opportunities for integrating experiential 

learning into these existing activities.  
 

 
The effectiveness of the faculty 
development will be tied to the impact on 
student learning through assessment on 

progress toward the quality enhancement 
goal related to innovative teaching: 

 
GOAL 1. Enhance instructional delivery 

through activity-based and 
experiential learning practices. 

 

As will be described in Section X-The Plan 
for Assessing the QEP, this goal will be 
assessed through measuring participation in 
faculty development activities related to the 

plan, determining changes to course design 

by participating faculty, and measuring 
student participation and perceptions of 
learning in changed courses. 
 
As members of the Academic and Faculty 
Affairs leadership team, the Experiential 
Learning Director and Director of OFDTE 
will have regular opportunities to interact 
and collaborate. Additionally, the OFDTE 
Director will serve as a member of the 
Implementation Committee and consult 
regularly with the Curriculum & 
Assessment Committee to identify 
development opportunities related to 
teaching methods, curricular design, and 
assessment of learning. 
 

 
Key constituents will be engaged in the plan 
throughout implementation and 
assessment. The role of the Community 
Advisory Board is partially to help promote 
the program to members of the community 
and prospective internship hosts, research 
hosts, and employers. Academic and student 
services units will also provide invaluable 
support in promoting the plan. The 
Academic Advisement Center, in particular, 
will be crucial to both ensuring students are 
aware of the certificate option and guiding 
them through their education to ensure 
timely progression through the program. 
Student services staff, particularly those 
who coordinate student leadership groups, 
will also be engaged to assist with 
promoting the plan.   
 

The faculty contribute throughout the 

lifecycle of the plan, as they will take part in 
promoting the Certificate program to their 

students and provide useful guidance. The 
Experiential Learning Director will work 
with academic officers in the colleges and 
departments, including deans, associate 



deans, chairs, and program directors, to 

promote faculty involvement in the plan. 
Faculty, along with Career Services staff, 
will be helpful in identifying internship 
opportunities that support the goals and 
expected outcomes of the quality 
enhancement plan.  
 
The ultimate cheerleaders for the plan will 
be the students themselves. As students 
complete the LDRS 2000 course and 
progress further toward completing the 
Leadership Certificate, they will naturally 
take on the roles of champions and, perhaps, 
even mentors to their peers. Additionally, 
events that feature students’ research and 
reflections related to experiential learning 
will provide a valuable platform for 
promoting the quality enhancement plan. 
For example, students who present their 
capstone projects at on campus conferences 

and other broadly reaching events (e.g., 

brown bag sessions) will undoubtedly make 
an impression on their peers interesting in 
research and scholarship, community 
engagement, and leadership. Funding has 
been planned to support an in-house 
conference with guest speaker that will 
provide this type of venue for students’ 
presentations (see Section IX-The 
Commitment of Financial Resources). 
 
The Director will foster relationships with 
these institutional stakeholders through the 
governance process as well as direct 
marketing through promotional materials 
and recruitment events. Funding has been 
planned for marketing the quality 
enhancement plan, as illustrated in the 
budget provided in Section IX-The 
Commitment of Financial Resources. 

 

  



 
 

 
 Gain understanding of SACSCOC 

expectations 

 Research other universities’ QEP 
selection and development processes 

 Evaluate legacy institutions’ previous 
QEPs and development processes 

 Appoint QEP Project Co-Directors 

 Identify project structure, including 
timelines, team members, and team 
charters 

 Receive SACSCOC continued 
accreditation following the on-site 
review of the consolidation 

 Receive approval from institutional 
leadership on selection and 
development process 

 

 

 Kick-off QEP Project with members of 
the Phase 1 Core Team 

 Communicate with stakeholders via 
various methods to raise awareness of 
the institutional process for selecting 
the institution’s inaugural QEP 

 Gather and analyze institutional 
mission, strategic plan, and assessment 
data 

 Develop questionnaire and evaluation 
rubric for assessing potential themes 
for the QEP 

 Solicit stakeholders’ ideas for potential 
QEP themes and comments on 
submitted themes 

 
 
 

 Evaluate stakeholders’ ideas for 
potential QEP themes based on the 
rubric, and categorize and prioritize 
the themes in conjunction with 
institutional mission, strategic plan, and 
assessment data 

 Develop guidelines for QEP proposals 
and the rubric for evaluating 
submissions based on SACSCOC 
expectations and institutional mission, 
strategic plan, and assessment 

 Solicit and evaluate stakeholders’ 
proposals for potential plans based on 
prescribed guidelines and the 
evaluation rubric 

 Begin planning the Phase 2 project 
structure, including timelines, team 
members, and team charters 

 Convene Leadership Panel to hear 
presentations by the authors of the 
Phase 1 Core Team’s recommended 
proposals for further consideration of 
feasibility 

 Submit Leadership Panel’s feedback on 

proposals presented to the Provost 

 Submit the Provost’s recommendation 
to the President for the QEP selection  

 Receive the President’s endorsement of 
the selected QEP and approval to begin 
the development phase 

 Notify the proposal authors of the 
President’s endorsement 

 Inform the institution of the QEP 

selection 
 

 



 

 Kick-off development phase of the QEP 
Project with members of the Phase 2 
Core Development Team and subteams 

 Build on the review of literature and 
best practices started by the proposal 
authors to inform definitions of key 
terms and other elements of the plan 

 Synthesize the selected proposals to 
design and conceptualize the quality 
enhancement plan, including 
Leadership Certificate curriculum 

 Identify the plan’s goals and expected 
learning outcomes, develop an 
assessment plan for measuring 
effectiveness, and design any new 
assessments needed  

 Begin process to gain approvals for the 
Leadership Certificate (approved 
December 18, 2015) and LDRS 2000 
(approved October 15, 2015) from 
appropriate institutional units and 
committees  

 Establish the timeline for implementing 

the Leadership Certificate and faculty 
development 

 Determine the resources needed to 
implement the plan, and establish a 
multi-year budget for ensuring 
resources continue to be supported 

 Develop the organizational structure 
for implementing the plan, and begin 
process of recruiting the Experiential 
Learning Director and locating office 
space for the Learning by Doing staff  

 Solicit and incorporate feedback on the 
plan from a broader representation of 
stakeholders, including faculty, 
academic program officers, student and 
academic support services 
administrators, students, alumni, and 
community members 

 Select software to be used for student 

e-portfolios and assessment rubrics and 
begin discussions with vendor 

 Determine name for the quality 
enhancement plan 

 Begin socializing the plan to the 
broader community 

 Begin planning the Phase 3 project 
structure, including timelines, team 
members, and team charters 

 Present quality enhancement plan 
budget as part of annual budget 
planning process 

 Communicate the plan to the campus 

community  
 

 

 Submit the plan to the SACSCOC On-
Site Review Committee 

 Continue socializing the plan and the 
SACSCOC approval process to the 
campus community 

 Test the assessment rubrics during 
spring semester 

 Appoint and convene the 
Implementation Committee and 
Assessment & Curriculum Committee, 
with representation from groups both 
forming an Experiential Learning 
Director search committee  

 Interview and select the Experiential 

Learning Director; director begins 
position no later than July 2016 

 Host the SACSCOC On-Site Review 

 Incorporate feedback from On-Site 

Review Committee into plan 

 Recruit freshmen students to 
participate in the first LDRS 2000 
course in spring 2017 (when they will 
be sophomores) 

 Plan and schedule faculty development 
programs and events for the 2016-2017 
academic year 



 Hold initial summer training for faculty 

who will participate in fall collection of 
baseline data 

 Finalize lists of Curriculum & 
Assessment Committee-approved 
Learning by Doing-designated courses 
and Leadership Service experiences for 
the 2017-2018 academic year 

 Finalize syllabus for LDRS 2000 

 Work with faculty trained in rubric use 
in Summer 2016 to use the 
standardized rubrics in their 
3000/4000-level courses to collect 
baseline data 

 Appoint and convene the Community 
Advisory Board 

 Recruit other Learning by Doing staff 

 Train Experiential Learning Director, 
staff, and other key personnel on 
LiveText, the software selected for e-
portfolios and assessment rubrics 

 Train Research Concierge on 

institutional policies and procedures 
for conducting research 

 Establish baseline data, including 
descriptive data (e.g., demographics, 
majors, GPAs) on undergraduates and 
scores on tested rubrics in sophomore 
classes, potential bridge courses, 
potential capstone courses, and 
leadership experiences.   

 Receive SACSCOC reaffirmation of 
accreditation 

 

 
The timeline of actions by semester for 
each of the implementation years appears 
in Table 6.  

  



  



 
 
The quality enhancement plan will be 
administratively housed under the Provost’s 
organizational structure, with the 
Experiential Learning Director reporting to 
the Vice President for Academic and 
Faculty Affairs. The Director will manage a 
staff of personnel who provides operational 
support for the day-to-day implementation 
of the plan. He/she will also lead a 
governance process that ensures ongoing 
input and collaboration with key 
stakeholders to provide support and 
assistance with carrying actions and 
decisions related identified throughout the 
implementation of the plan. Figure 4 
illustrates the reporting relationship of staff 
and stakeholders who will implement the 
quality enhancement plan. 
 

 

 
The newly formed Experiential Learning 

Office will include two full-time and two 
part-time staff as well as an additional key 
staff person with a dotted line responsibility 
to the Experiential Learning Director. 
Primary responsibility for implementing 
the plan will rest with the Experiential 
Learning Director, who will be a full-time 
member of the faculty on a 12-month 
contract. The Director will oversee all facets 
of the plan and lead implementation 
through 2021, when the institution will 
submit its Fifth-Year Impact Report to the 
SACSCOC and evaluate the benefit and 

sustainability of the plan. As part of a 40 
percent teaching effort, the Director will be 
the only instructor for the LDRS 2000 
courses in the early part of the 

implementation and continue to teach two 
sections per semester as other faculty are 

added to teach other sections. The  

 
Director’s other 60 percent effort will be 
administration of the plan, particularly 
executing the timeline described in Section 
VII and the assessment plan described in 
Section X.  
 

Reporting to the Director will be one full-
time Business Manager and a Graduate 
Assistant. The Business Manager will 
oversee the operations of the office, 
including managing budget, expenses, and 

allocations; human resources; support for 
the governance teams; and documentation 
of the plan’s progress. The Graduate 
Assistant (GA) will assist the Director with 
collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and 
disseminating the results of student 
learning outcomes assessment and progress 



for achieving the plan’s program goals. The 

GA will also provide support to the Director 
on scholarship related to the quality 
enhancement plan, including preparing 
papers and presentations at conferences 
and meetings. The Student Assistant will 
provide general office support, including 
reception and basic clerical tasks. 
 
An outcome of faculty involvement in 
developing the plan is the identification of a 
new institutional resource to support 
undergraduate students conducting 
research. A Research Concierge will be 
hired to assist baccalaureate students with 
navigating the institution’s various 
processes for getting research projects 
approved. The Concierge will help students 
understand which processes apply to their 
projects, complete applicable prerequisite 
training, prepare research proposal forms 
and other materials, and maintain 
appropriate follow-up documentation. This 
position will report directly to the Director 
for the Center for Undergraduate Research 
and Scholarship (CURS) to broaden the 
support to all students engaged in 

undergraduate research. The Concierge will 
have a dotted line responsibility to the 
Honors Program Director and the 
Experiential Learning Director to ensure 
adherence with those programs’ research 
processes as well.    
 

 
The Experiential Learning Director will 
chair three teams that will provide strategic 
support for executing and continuing to 

refine the plan. These teams will enable the 

continuation of stakeholder input even as 
the plan is being implemented. The 

committees’ charters are provided in 
Appendix G. 
 

The Implementation Committee will 

actively assist the Director in implementing 
the plan, including the following 
responsibilities: 
 

 Ensure that the QEP is in keeping 
with Augusta University’s mission.  

 Actively assist the Experiential 
Learning Director in navigating the 
organization and executing the 
proper procedures for 
accomplishing tasks related to the 
QEP.  

 Advise the Experiential Learning 

Director on the assessment of QEP 
goals, including determining the use 
of assessment results to promote 
continuous improvement of the 
plan. 

 Support the growth of the QEP 
Program in regards to faculty and 
student recruitment. 

 Annually assess the necessity for this 
body and its charge based on 
remaining actions to be 
implemented. 

 
The composition of the team will include 
individuals who have appropriate authority 
to carry out or to request completion of 
operational tasks. Representation on the 
committee includes leaders from areas that 
oversee advising, career services, faculty 
development, honors, institutional 
effectiveness, instructional technology, 
student life, study abroad, and 
undergraduate research and scholarship.  
 
The Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee will assist the Director in 

overseeing the curricular integrity of the 
Leadership Certificate and in using 
assessment results of student learning to 
ensure continuous improvement of the 
program. Its responsibilities will include: 
 



 Review assessment results each 

semester. 

 Recommend revisions to the 
Leadership Certificate curriculum as 
a result of evaluation of student 
learning assessment results and 
programmatic outcomes.  

 Identify opportunities for faculty 
development to deliver and 
demonstrate experiential learning. 

 Participate in processes for 
receiving, reviewing, and approving 
Leadership Certificate students’ 
applications for Leadership Service 
Experiences and Capstone Projects. 

 
The Experiential Learning Director will 
chair the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee, and other members will include 
students and one representative from each 
college that offers undergraduate programs.  
 
The Community Advisory Board will 
provide guidance to the Experiential 
Learning Director on the capstone 

component of the Leadership Certificate 

and feedback on the use of results of student 
learning outcomes assessment. The board’s 
responsibilities include: 
 

 Continually assist in identifying, 
facilitating, and promoting 
experiential learning opportunities 
for Augusta University’s faculty, 
staff, and students. 

 Provide guidance and advice to 
develop and continuously improve 
the institution’s promotion of 
experiential learning and the 

progress of students pursuing the 
Leadership Certificate. 

 Promote the Leadership Certificate 
as an Augusta University program of 
excellence to community peers. 

 
Members of the advisory board will include 
internship hosts, research/scholarship 
hosts, local employers, local government 
representatives, and alumni as well as 
community-minded faculty and staff.  

  



 
 
Augusta University has committed the 
financial resources needed to implement 
Learning by Doing over the next five years. A 
significant proportion of the resources will 
be applied to personnel and general 
operating expenses associated with the 
creation of a new unit. Additionally, 
funding has also been established to support 
faculty and students in their efforts related 
to experiential learning and leadership 
development. 
 

 
The newly established Experiential 
Learning Office will be staffed by one full-
time faculty member, one full-time staff 
person, one graduate assistant, and one 
student assistant, all of whose efforts will be 
totally focused on executing the plan. In 
addition to a stipend, the graduate assistant 
will be eligible for a tuition waiver. An 
outcome of conceptualizing the plan has 
been the identification of a new staff 
position for supporting the institution’s 
commitment to undergraduate research; a 
research concierge will be housed in the 
Center for Undergraduate Research and 
will have dotted line responsibilities to 
Learning by Doing and to the Honors 
Program. The funding for personnel 
includes salary and wages appropriate to the 
responsibilities and qualifications for these 
positions as well as benefits and fringe.  
 

 
Operational expenses, including general 
supplies and equipment, have been included 

in the budget to anticipate an office staffed 
by two full-time and two part-time staff. 
Travel and registration for professional 
meetings is budgeted to ensure that those 

implementing the quality enhancement 
plan are participating in the regional and 
national conversation about quality 
enhancement plans, experiential learning, 
and student leadership development. The 
current funding is based on travel to 
meetings for the Director, the Graduate 
Assistant, and faculty representatives from 
the Curriculum & Assessment Committee. 
 

 
The institution has identified LiveText as 
the technology tool that will house students’ 
e-portfolios and manage the rubrics that 
have been designed for the Leadership 
Certificate. However, the e-portfolios and 
the rubrics can be used for all courses even 
if they are not applicable to the Leadership 
Certificate. Faculty in all programs will be 
encouraged to capitalize on these tools to 
broaden the impact of the plan across the 
institution. Therefore, the funding 
established for LiveText will be utilized to 
secure licenses for undergraduate students 
in LDRS 2000, and these students will have 
access for five years to reflect on their 
educational experiences as well as share 
their e-portfolios with potential employers. 
 

 
In partnership with the Director of Faculty 
Development and Teaching Excellence, the 
Experiential Learning Director will plan 
and execute programs to develop faculty’s 
innovative teaching and assessment skills as 
well as to recognize those who embody the 
spirit of the  quality enhancement plan. 
Faculty development programs will include 



newly created training opportunities as well 

as enhancements to existing events.  
 
The key new event will be the Learning by 
Doing summer training required for faculty 
who teach the bridge courses and/or 
mentor students completing leadership 
experiences and capstone projects. The 
purpose of the workshop will be to expose 
faculty to innovative teaching methods and 
train them on consistent use of the 
assessment rubrics. Initially, this one-day 
workshop will take place during the 
summer when many faculty who teach in 
the undergraduate programs are not on 
contract. In addition to funding to cover 
facility, catering, and other expenses 
associated with hosting the event, the 
budget presented estimates approximately 
25 faculty per year each being paid a small 
honorarium for participating in the 
workshop. Faculty will be expected to 
attend the workshop prior to participating 
in the Learning by Doing, and the workshop 
will be open to all faculty interested in 
experiential learning.  
 

An Education Innovation Fund has been 
established to support other initiatives 
related to faculty development and 
recognition for participation in the quality 
enhancement plan. The fund will primarily 
provide grants to faculty to enable them to 
execute innovative teaching methods or 
active learning experiences. Grants can be 
applied to supplies, equipment, software, 

fees, transportation, and other costs directly 
associated with executing the learning 
experience in the faculty member’s course 
or courses. Other uses for the fund will 
include special training or development 
opportunities for faculty and faculty 
recognition for those who exemplify the 
application of innovative teaching methods 
(e.g., a teaching innovation award). The 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee will 

recommend Education Innovation Fund 

allocations to the Vice President for 

Academic and Faculty Affairs through the 
Experiential Learning Director. 
 

 
The institution wants to minimize financial 
barriers faced by students in executing their 
ideas for their capstone projects. Capstone 
projects grants will provide funding for 
Leadership Certificate students to purchase 
supplies and other resources needed to aid 
in completing their capstone projects, such 
as supplies, equipment, software, and fees. 
As with the Education Innovation Fund, 
allocations will be recommended by the 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee. 
Additionally, Student Travel Grants have 
been budgeted to support students wishing 
to present their capstone projects at state, 
regional, and national professional 
meetings. The process for requesting and 
receiving grants will be on a competitive 
basis. 
 

 
Continuous engagement with the 
institutional community throughout the 
implementation of the plan will be critical 

to its success. Funding is established for 
student engagement, for those students 
already pursuing the Leadership Certificate 
and for prospective Leadership Certificate 
candidates. Such engagement may include 

reunions for LDRS 2000 cohorts to keep 
them invested in the certificate program as 

well as recruitment events to raise freshmen 
awareness about the program. Promotional 
materials, such as information cards and 
giveaways, are also included in the budget 
for promoting the plan to students, faculty, 
staff, and community members. Finally, the 
institution plans to host an on-campus 



conference open to all faculty, students, and 

staff that will provide a broad-based forum 
on the themes of the plan (experiential 
learning, leadership, research and 
scholarship, and community engagement), 
highlight the related accomplishments of 
the faculty and students, and feature an 
invited speaker. The conference will 
include events for celebrating and 
recognizing student and faculty 
accomplishments related to the quality 
enhancement plan.  
 

 
The quality enhancement plan will be 

included in the university’s annual financial 
planning and resource allocation process. In 
this process, institutional officers are 
invited to present requests for the 
upcoming fiscal year’s budget to senior 
leaders in a forum that is open to all 

members of the institution. As required for 

all budget presentations, the Director will 

address the Experiential Learning Office’s 
mission, organizational structure, relevant 
performance metrics, assessment of prior 
year performance, status of current year 
plans, and next fiscal year’s planning and 
resource priorities. The result of these 
presentations is a list of institutional 
priorities that are used to develop the next 
fiscal year budget as well as special funding 
requests. By including the quality 
enhancement plan in each year’s budget 
planning process, the university’s 

leadership can continuously assess the 
growth and progress of the Leadership 

Certificate and other experiential learning 
initiatives to ensure adequate resources are 

being applied to its implementation.  
 
Table 7 on the following page illustrates the 
financial resources that have been 
committed by Augusta University to 
implement its quality enhancement plan. 

  



  



 
 
Evaluating the impact of the quality 
enhancement plan will be a broad-based 
activity that continues to involve students, 
faculty, staff, and community members. As 
described in previous sections, the teams 
who have developed Learning by Doing have 
identified both program goals and student 
learning outcomes. The student learning 
outcomes describe its benefits to the 
individual students who participate in the 
Leadership Certificate, while the program 

goals describe the plan’s overarching 
benefits to the university’s mission. 
 

 
As described in Section IV, the student 
learning outcomes identified for Learning by 
Doing are as follows: 
 
SLO 1. Student will demonstrate the 

ability to effectively communicate 
purpose, knowledge, and 
objectives using oral, written, or 
visual means to a target or general 
audience.   

 
SLO 2. Students will acquire, integrate, 

and apply information from a 
variety of sources. 

 

SLO 3. Students will explain selected 
leadership theories or models as 
related to the student’s own 
leadership 

development/experience. 
 

SLO 4. Students will exhibit behaviors 

that distinguish competent 
professionals. 

 

The Core Development Team has 
developed rubrics for assessing all four 
student learning outcomes (SLO) at each 
stage of the Leadership Certificate, as 
appropriate. The rubrics are designed to 
enable faculty to assess students’ level of 
sophistication with specific criteria for each 
SLO. For each rubric, students’ level of 
sophistication for all criteria will be scored 
as follows with “sophisticated” indicating a 
high level of mastery and “absent” 

indicating no mastery at all: 
 

 Sophisticated = 3 

 Developing = 2 

 Emerging = 1 

 Absent = 0 

 Not applicable 
 
Determination for the criteria included for 
each SLO and the scores for scoring levels 
of sophistication were partially adapted 
from the VALUE rubrics published by the 
Association of American Colleges & 

Universities (AAC&U). More information 
on the rubrics and the planned methods 
(when, who, and how) for assessing all four 
SLOs are described below. The schedule for 
using the rubrics within the Leadership 

Certificate is illustrated in Table 8 on the 
next page. The rubrics for each SLO are 

further described and provided on pages 45 
through 52.  

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
   



 

  



 

SLO 1:  Students will demonstrate the ability to effectively communicate purpose, knowledge, 

and objectives to a target or general audience using oral, written, or visual means. 

 
During the process of soliciting QEP 
proposals from the university community, 
the proposal guidelines stipulated that at 
least one proposed learning outcome must 
pertain to oral and written 
communications. This SLO will be assessed 
using the standardized rubric as part of the 
grading process for all three stages of the 
Leadership Certificate program. The 
rubrics will be completed by the faculty 

member who is teaching the course or 
mentoring the leadership experience or 
capstone project. Additionally, supervisors 
at internship or research sites will also be 
expected to complete the rubric. 
 
In developing the rubrics for assessing this 
learning outcome, the Core Development 
Team identified six criteria related to 
communication. The criteria and the 
expectations for mastering these qualities 
are below: 
 

1. Context and Purpose for 
Communication – Demonstrates a 
thorough understanding of context, 
audience, and purpose that is 
responsive to the assigned task(s) 

and focuses all elements of the 
work. 

2. Organization – Organizational 
pattern is clearly and consistently 
observable and is skillful and makes 
the content of the presentation 
cohesive. 

3. Language – Language choices are 
imaginative, memorable, and 

compelling, and enhance the 
effectiveness of the presentation 
and topic, with minimal 
grammar/spelling errors. Language 

in presentation is appropriate to the 
entire audience. 

4. Delivery – Delivery techniques 
(posture, gesture, eye contact, and 
vocal expressiveness) make the 
presentation compelling, and 
speaker appears polished and 
confident. 

5. Supporting Material – A variety of 
types of supporting materials 

(explanations, examples, 
illustrations, statistics, analogies, 
quotations from relevant 
authorities) make appropriate 
reference to information or analysis 
that significantly supports the 
presentation or establishes the 
presenter’s credibility/authority on 
the topic. 

6. Central Message – Central message is 
compelling (precisely stated, 
appropriately repeated, memorable, 
and strongly supported). 

 
The criteria for the SLO 1 rubric is based on 
VALUE (Valid Assessment of Learning in 
Undergraduate Education) rubrics 
developed as part of the Association of 
American Colleges & Universities’ 
(AAC&U) Liberal Education & America’s 
Promise initiative. The criterion described 
in the rubric for the “Context and Purpose 
for Communication” competency was 
adapted from the Written Communication 
VALUE rubric, and the other criteria were 

adapted from the Oral Communication 
VALUE rubric.  

 
The rubric for SLO1 is available on the 
following page.

 



  



SLO 2:  Students will acquire, integrate, and apply information from a variety of sources.   

 
This SLO will also be assessed using a 
standardized rubric as part of the grading 
process for all three stages of the Leadership 
Certificate program. The rubrics will be 
completed by the faculty member who is 
teaching the course or mentoring the 
leadership experience or capstone project. 
Additionally, supervisors at internship or 
research sites will also be expected to 
complete the rubric. 
 
In developing the rubrics for assessing this 
learning outcome, the Core Development 
Team identified four criteria based on the 
Written Communication VALUE rubric.  
The criteria and the expectations for 
mastering these qualities are below: 
 

1. Content Development – Uses 
appropriate, relevant, and 
compelling content to illustrate 
mastery of the subject. Integrates 
information fully to achieve the 

specific topic with clarity and 
depth. 

2. Genre and Disciplinary Conventions – 
Demonstrates detailed attention to 
and successful execution of a wide 
range of conventions particular to a 
specific discipline and/or task(s) 
including organization, content, 
presentation, formatting, and 
stylistic choices. 

3. Sources and Evidence – Demonstrates 
highly effective use of high-quality, 
credible, relevant sources to 
develop ideas that are appropriate 
for the discipline and genre. 

4. Control of Syntax and Mechanics – 
Uses appropriate language that 
skillfully communicates meaning 
with clarity, fluency, and accuracy. 

 
The rubric for SLO2 is available is provided 
on the next page.

 

 

  



    



SLO3:  Students will explain selected leadership theories or models as related to student's own 

leadership development experience. 

 
This SLO will be assessed on a reflection 
paper assignment. Reflection papers are 
assigned in conjunction with experiential 
learning assignments and help "cement" the 
lessons learned in the experience. The SLO 
will be assessed using the rubric that 
specifically challenges the student to link 
the experience to leadership material 
covered in class. Baseline assessment will 
occur in LDRS 2000 and will culminate in 
the capstone course. Students who 
participate in leadership experiences in the 
middle stage will also complete a reflection 
assignment that will be assessed by the 
Experiential Learning Director using the 
rubric. 
 
In developing the rubrics for assessing this 
learning outcome, the Core Development 
Team identified five criteria related to 
leadership theories and models. The criteria 
and the expectations for mastering these 
qualities are below: 
 

1. Overall depth of reflection – Response 
demonstrates complete reflection of 
and personalization of selected 
theories. Perspectives are insightful 
and well-supported. Detailed, clear 
examples are provided where 
appropriate. 

2. Level of internal and external reflection 
– Describes a situation, provides at 
least a moderate explanation for 
why the situation exists (or its 
meaning), and integrates results of 
skillful reflection and solicited 
external feedback into the 
explanation. 

3. Infusion of leadership into the response 
– Consistently uses specific and 
direct examples to link leadership 
theories from class to the 
experience and makes insightful 
connections between theory and 
experience. 

4. Assignment adherence – Response 
meets or exceeds all components of 
the assignment. Each section of the 
assignment is addressed thoroughly. 
All supplemental material is 
included as required.  

5. Writing quality – Uses stylistically 
sophisticated writing, with no more 
than three spelling, syntax, or 

grammar errors – engaging, self-
aware, purposeful writing. 

 
The rubric for SLO3 is available on the next 
page. 

  



   
  



SLO4:  Students will exhibit behaviors that distinguish competent professionals. 

 
This SLO will be assessed in all stages of the 
Leadership Certificate program using the 
standardized rubric. In LDRS 2000, rubrics 
will be completed by the students as a self-
assessment at the beginning of the semester. 
The instructor will then use the rubric at 
mid-term as part of a face-to-face meeting 
to discuss student strengths and weaknesses 
but not as part of the grading process; the 
faculty member will again use the rubric at 
the end of the course as part of the grading 
structure. 
 
For 3000/4000-level courses to qualify as 
bridge courses, SLO 4 must be assessable. As 
for LDRS 2000, the rubric will be completed 
first by the faculty member at mid-term as 
part of a face-to-face meeting to discuss 
student strengths and weaknesses but not as 
part of the grading process; the faculty 
member will again use the rubric at the end 
of the course as part of the grading 
structure. For students who opt to complete 
150 hours of a leadership experience in lieu 
of one of the bridge courses, the supervisor 

for the experience will complete the rubrics 
according to the same plan as faculty 
teaching bridge courses. 
 
In the capstone course, the faculty member 
in addition to the internship or research site 
supervisor will complete the rubric at the 
end of the semester as part of the grading 
process. 

 
The Core Development Team identified 
eight criteria related to professional 
behaviors. The criteria and the expectations 
for mastering these qualities are below: 

1. Responsibility – Demonstrates 
perfect attendance, always on time 
or early, and exceptional 
participation. 

2. Respect – Demonstrates sensitivity, 
honesty, ethical consideration, and 
respect for the culture, language, 
gender, socio-economic status, and 
exceptionalities. 

3. Reliability – Quality work is 
submitted and/or provided on time. 
Keeps accurate records of field 
experience requirements. 

4. Communication – Demonstrates 
professionalism in all situations, 
conversations, and documents. 

5. Professionalism & Appearance – 
Always wears proper attire and 
displays professional grooming in 
accordance with school dress codes 
and policies.  

6. Collaboration – Equitably 
collaborates on projects, planning, 
discussion, and meetings. 
Demonstrates ability to work with 

peers.  
7. Contributions – Contributes 

meaningfully to discussions, work, 
searches for answers, encourages 
and supports others.  

8. Self-reflection – Demonstrates 
learning and growth from self-
reflection on experiences, learning, 
and practices 

 
The rubric for SLO4 is available on the next 
page. 

  



 

  
  



 
Consistent use of the assessment rubrics 
will be vital to their effectiveness in 
measuring the impact of the QEP on student 
learning. The core method for ensuring 
interrater reliability will be to require 
participation in summer training for faculty 
who will offer bridge courses or mentor 
leadership experiences or capstones. When 
additional course sections of LDRS 2000 are 
offered beginning in year 3, the faculty 

teaching those courses will also participate 
in summer training.  The summer training 
will be coordinated and led by the 
Experiential Learning Director in 
collaboration with the Director of Faculty 
Development and Teaching Excellence 
(OFDTE). This summer training will 
support the establishment of interrater 
reliability as follows: 
 

 The Experiential Learning Director and 
the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee will develop sample 

scenarios that could be included as 
assignments in bridge courses or as part 
of leadership experiences or capstones. 

 Before summer training, the faculty who 
will participate in the training will 
receive the sample scenarios to rate 
using the appropriate rubric with 
LiveText. 

 The Experiential Learning Director and 
the OFDTE Director will evaluate the 
faculty’s work to detect inconsistencies 
between raters. 

 At summer training, the Experiential 

Learning Director and the OFDTE 

Director will discuss the rubrics, 
emphasizing those areas where 
inconsistencies existed in the pre-test 
and help faculty to normalize their 
rating process. 

 As a homework assignment, the faculty 

will be given new sample scenarios to 
rate using the same rubrics. 

 The Experiential Learning Director and 
the OFDTE Director will evaluate the 
faculty’s homework to detect any 
remaining inconsistencies and will then 
meet with those respective faculty as 
needed.   

 
The use of LiveText for completing the 
rubrics will enable the Experiential 
Learning Director to continuously monitor 
interrater reliability. 

 

 
The Graduate Assistant will upload all four 
rubrics into LiveText and distribute them to 
appropriate faculty when students in the 
Leadership Certificate pathway enroll in 
their QEP-designated bridge courses.  
When students submit QEP related 
assignments, the faculty member will use 
the QEP rubrics in LiveText that are 

appropriate to that assignment to grade all 
students (Leadership certificate and non-
leadership certificate) in the class. The data 
from the non-Leadership Certificate 
students will be used as control data to 
enable accurate detection of the impact on 
students. 
 
The graduate assistant will generate data 
reports from LiveText entries each 
semester and analyze the data for evaluation 
by the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee. This committee will work with 
the Experiential Learning Director each 
semester to determine opportunities for 
refinement and will advise the Director on 
what improvements to the plan should be 
addressed in the Annual Report of Impact 
that will be submitted to the Vice President 



for Academic and Faculty Affairs at the end 

of each academic year.  
 
The QEP student learning assessment 
process explicitly addresses continuous and 
systematic data collection, regular analysis 
and sharing of data, and explicit use of data. 

The collection, analysis, and use of data 

support actions to improve student learning 
impact and QEP courses. Figure 5 below 
illustrates the annual process for assessing 
student learning outcomes. 
 

 

    

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 



Three goals will be assessed over the 
duration of the plan’s implementation to 
measure Learning by Doing’s overall 
impact on the institution. The goals for 
the quality enhancement plan are to: 
 
GOAL 1. Enhance instructional delivery 

through activity-based and 
experiential learning practices. 

 
GOAL 2. Provide opportunities for 

students to apply skills and 
knowledge acquired through 
activity-based and experiential 
learning in practical 
experiences. 

 

GOAL 3. Prepare students to be leaders 
in their future professional, 
educational, and service 
endeavors by providing 
leadership curriculum that can 
lead to a certificate. 

 
Goals will be assessed as part of the 
standardized institutional effectiveness 
processes for unit planning and assessment 
reporting. The Experiential Learning 
Director will have responsibility for 

collecting and analyzing relevant data to 

measure attainment of the quality 
enhancement plan goals and reporting on 
progress and recommendations annually. In 
keeping with the institutional effectiveness 
process, the Learning by Doing unit plan 
includes the following elements: 
 

 Goal: A clear statement of intention 
around a specific area that could span 
multiple years. These goals directly 
support the college, division, and/or 
mission-focused plans. 

 Tactic: Specific activities or tasks to 
accomplish a goal - describes how the 

goal will be met. 
 Measure: A statement of expected 

results for a specific tactic - describes 
what results are expected and how to 
measure the achievement of the results. 

 Assessment Method: A statement of 
how the measure will be assessed, 
including what data will be analyzed. 

 Expected Results: Threshold, target, 

and high performance indicators for 
progress toward reaching the goals. 

 

Tactics and expected results have been 
preliminarily identified through the fifth 

year of implementation to support long-
term planning. For each of the program 
goals, tactics for achieving those goals and 
how achievement will be measured have 
been identified. 

 
  



GOAL 1.  Enhance instructional delivery through activity-based and experiential learning 

practices. 

 
This goal links to institution’s Education 
Mission Plan goal to “incorporate activity-
based and experiential learning practices 
into their course curricula, as appropriate, 
using academically endorsed best 
practices.” Achieving this goal will hinge on 
collaboration between the Experiential 
Learning Director and the Director of 
Faculty Development and Teaching 
Excellence. The following tactics apply to 

Goal 1: 
 

Tactic 1.1  Provide faculty development 
to increase activity-based and 

experiential learning practices. 
 
Tactic 1.2  Provide faculty development 

to increase activity-based and 
experiential learning practices. 

Measuring how these tactics are met will 
involve tracking the faculty who participate 
in development related to experiential 
learning and how they revise course designs 
to incorporate relevant practices beginning 
in academic year 2016-2017 (year 1). Then, 
beginning in academic year 2018-2019 
(year 3), students’ self-reported perceptions 
of learning will be gathered for comparing 
students in courses revised to incorporate 

experiential learning and those that have 
not been revised.  

 
The assessment plan for program goal 1 is 
available on the next page. 

 
  



 

  



GOAL 2.  Provide opportunities for students to apply skills and knowledge acquired through 

activity-based and experiential learning in practical experiences. 

 
This goal links to two of AU’s Education 
Mission Plan – “increase the number of 
students who engage in academic 
enrichment programs including the Honors 
Program, the Center for Undergraduate 
Research and Scholarship (CURS), and 
Study Away/Abroad” and “integrate inter-
professional and multidisciplinary 
educational opportunities into the course 
curricula.” Achieving this goal will be reliant 

on close relationships between the 
Experiential Learning Director and the 

directors who lead the educational support 
services related to the capstone component 

of the QEP – research and scholarship, 
internships, and study away. This goal will 
be achieved with one overarching tactic: 

 
Tactic 2.1  Increase student participation 

in QEP-related capstone 
courses. 

 

This tactic will be measured by separately 
tracking participation in student research, 
in internships, and study away/abroad, 
relying both on enrollment increases as well 
as benchmarks of seniors’ self-reported 
participation in those activities on the 
National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE). The institution participates in the 
NSSE annually, so this measures can be 
assessed beginning in academic year 2016-

2017 (year 1). 

 
The assessment plan for program goal 2 is 
available on the next page. 

 

 

 

 

  



  



GOAL 3.  Prepare students to be leaders in their future professional, educational, and service 

endeavors by providing leadership curriculum that can lead to a certificate. 

 
The university’s Education Mission Plan 
articulates a goal to “create new programs 
that leverage our ability to provide unique 
offerings.” The inclusion QEP Goal 3 
ensures that participation and student 
progressing in the Leadership Certification 
is being closely monitored and that how the 
program fosters students’ success after 
graduation is assessed. This goal will be 
achieved with two tactics: 

 
Tactic 3.1  Offer the Certificate of 

Leadership as an embedded 
credential for undergraduate 

students. 
Tactic 3.2  Increase graduate satisfaction 

of their preparedness for 

applying leadership 
capabilities to their 
employment or advanced 
education. 

 

Tactic 3.1 can easily be measured by first 
tracking enrollment in the LDRS 2000 
course beginning in academic year 2016-
2017 (year 1) and then measuring certificate 
completion beginning in academic year 
2018-2019 (year 3). The second tactic will 
leverage another institutional initiative, the 
“Alumni & Career Outcomes Project.” The 
outcome of this project will be a survey of 
AU graduates on various aspects of their 

education and preparation for post-
graduation pursuits. The Experiential 

Learning Director will work closely with 
the project leaders to ensure items are 

included on the survey that enables the 
measurement of how Leadership Certificate 
graduates perceive their preparation as 

leaders. That data can first be assessed in 
academic year 2019-2010 (year 4) of the 
QEP implementation. 
 
The assessment plan for program goal 3 is 
available on the next page. 

 
  



  



 
At the end of each fiscal year, the 
Experiential Learning Director will develop 

final assessment reports that include overall 
results/findings, overall reflections, 
explanation of why the results were or were 
not achieved, and how the results will be 
used in planning for the next fiscal year.  
 

The Director will evaluate the assessment 
plan annually in collaboration with the 

governance teams and the academic 
leadership to ensure continuous 

improvements related to the quality 
enhancement plan. This annual reflection 
on the plan may result in modifications to 

existing tactics, measures, and expected 
results, or it may lead to the identification of 
new ones.  
 

 
The Experiential Learning Director will 
have operational responsibility for 
overseeing all assessment related to the 
quality enhancement plan. This will include 

managing the schedule of assessment; 

monitoring periodic progress to ensure 
assessment is occurring; collecting, 
evaluating, and disseminating assessment 
results; and leading or supporting the 
implementation of improvements 
identified through assessment. Achieving 
these tasks will be supported by the 
governance structure described in Section 
VIII-The Organizational Structure for the 
QEP. Members of the Implementation 
Committee, the Curriculum & Assessment 
Committee, and the Community Advisory 
Board will provide helpful guidance and 
feedback on how assessment results should 
inform improvements to the plan. The 
Curriculum & Assessment Committee, in 
particular, will be composed of faculty and 
students with a charge to ensure the 
curricular integrity of the Leadership 
Certificate; participating in the evaluation 
of the learning assessment results will be 
among its primary duties [see Appendix G 
for the committee’s charter]. The Director, 
and thus the governance teams, will be 
supported by the Graduate Assistant, whose 
primary role will be to conduct statistical 

analyses of assessment results and to help 
prepare assessment data reports for 
dissemination to a broader constituency.  
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Enrollment: 20 students per section 

Course Description:  

Leadership 2000 introduces the concepts and relationships between leadership, engagement, 

and professionalism. Through a variety of readings, experiences and assignments, LDRS 

2000 fosters successful leadership traits that are valued highly by faculty, employers, and civic 

leaders. The course will develop students who think critically and creatively, make ethical and 

evidence-based decisions, communicate and collaborate effectively, synthesize skills from 

multiple aspects and sources, be trusted with responsibility, respond constructively to feedback 

from peers and professors, and inspire others to work together toward common goals.  

Leadership, engagement, and professionalism will be practiced firsthand to introduce the 

different conceptualizations, styles, and theories of leadership. Student self-reflections based 

on leadership and professionalism concepts will orient the student towards becoming a highly 

effective citizen. The course may invite leaders from one or more of the following civic and 

community arenas to frame leadership and professionalism from many contexts: government, 

military, business, media, and academia. LDRS 2000 is available to rising sophomores whom 

have completed ENGL 1101 or COMS 1030. LDRS 2000 is a required course in pursuit of the 

GRU Leadership Certificate program. 

Recommend Readings: (Must choose at least one of the following.) 

Bolman, Lee G. and Terrence E. Deal. 2011. Leading with Soul: An Uncommon Journey of Spirit. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Denhardt, Robert B. and Janet V. Denhardt .2014. The Dance of Leadership: The Art of Leading 

in Business, Government, and Society. Oxford and New York: Routledge Press.  

George, Bill, Peter Sims, Andrew N. McLean, and Diana Mayer. 2007. “Discovering Your 

Authentic Leadership.” Harvard Business Review, (February): 1-8. 

Kotter, John P. 2001. “What Leaders Really Do.” Harvard Business Review, (December): 85-96. 

Lencioni, Patrick. 2010. The Five Temptations of a CEO: A Leadership Fable. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass. 

Maxwell, John C. 2007. The 21 Irrefutable Laws of Leadership. Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 

Inc. 

Shamir, Boas and Galit Eilam. 2005. “‘What’s Your Story?’ A Life-Stories Approach to 

Authentic Leadership Development.” The Leadership Quarterly, 16: 395-417.  

Smith, Perry M. and Jeffrey W. Foley. 2013. Rules & Tools for Leaders: From Developing Your 

Own Skills to Running Organizations of any Size, Practice Advice for Leaders at all Levels. 

New York: Perigee Press. 

Wheatley, Margaret J. 2006. Leadership and the New Science. Discovering Order in a Chaotic 

World. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.  

  



 
The student learning outcomes of this course are to have each student develop and 

demonstrate knowledge and basic skills related to: 

1. Students will explain selected leadership theories or models. 
2. Students will explain and exhibit behaviors that distinguish competent professionals to 

include appropriate written and oral communication skills, problem solving skills, 

ability to work well with others and collaboration skills.  
3. Students will demonstrate growth by reflecting upon self and peer assessments.  
4. Students will ask relevant and appropriate questions of guest speakers/lecturers 

regarding leadership, professionalism and/or other lesson topics. 

Required Relative Topic/Content Emphasis for a 45 Hour Semester  

 Leadership Styles and Theories  

(Discuss definitions and examples of various styles and main theories for 

leadership. Incorporate multiple discipline fields into discussions and 

assignments.) 

 Self-Assessment Activities  

Have students complete assigned self-assessments to determine personal 

learning styles, leadership preferences, and situational responses. Incorporate 

paper assessments to role-play when possible.) 

 Experiential/Service Learning: Project Based Learning Activities  

(Determine one PBL project to complete as a class. Work on the project should 

span several weeks. Completing and analyzing results of the PBL project should 

be a focal point throughout the course and a significant portion of course 

content as well as the student’s grade. 

 Professional Seminar Series  

(Invite professionals, local business owners, or other experts in covered topics to 

share their knowledge with the students through classroom based seminars, site 

visits, or other approved outlets.) 

 Reflective Assignment   

(Determine an assignment appropriate to course content that allows the students 

to individually reflect on their activities, knowledge gained, and unanticipated 

discoveries throughout the course. When possible, include a rubric allowing the 

students to assess their experience.) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

*Course meets requirements for major in student’s baccalaureate degree program 
+Course is an upper division elective in the student’s baccalaureate degree program 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 



A Hallmark of good leadership is the ability to sense changes (in ourselves, the environment, 
core values, etc.), be self aware (associate our actions to our plans), and to imagine (what 
others perceive, possible outcomes, reactions, etc.).  

 
Thus far in LDRS 2000, you have experienced and applied new information that should help 
you more readily sense changes in yourself and be able to reflect on your actions and plans. It’s 

now time to practice imagining, guided with the new skills and information brought out by 
understanding what and who a leader is. 
 

Imagine you are planning to continue toward earning the leadership certificate at Augusta 

University. There are two paths open to you toward completion of the requirements of the 
certificate, both ending with a capstone project. There are multiple options for a capstone 
project, identical for either path. What path would you take toward completion of that 

certificate? 
 

 
As you can see in the above table, the two plans differ only in the bridge area, where you have 
options of two courses or a course and a leadership volunteer position. 

  



Write a 1-2 page proposal (1000 word minimum) for your imagined trek to earning the 
Leadership Certificate at Augusta University. While writing your proposal, you are to answer 
the following within your narrative: 

 

 What Plan will you take toward completing the Leadership Certificate? 

 Which course(s) will you take in the bridge section? 

 Which Volunteer Leadership Activity do you propose to complete the bridge portion 

of the certificate? 

 How will the bridge course(s) you chose affect your ability to complete your Capstone 
Project? 

 In what type of Capstone Project will you engage (research, study away, etc.)?  

 How might the chosen Capstone Project be important in your future (after graduation).  

 Which Capstone Project mentor or mentors do you see yourself working with on 
campus? Off campus? 

 What timeline do you plan to initiate to succeed in earning the Leadership Certificate? 

 What resources might your proposed Capstone Project require? 

 
The proposal should have the following sections 
 

 A working title 

 Summary of Proposed Plan to Earn the Leadership Certificate 

o The majority of the questions to be answered above should reside in here, in 
narrative for. That is, not expressed as answers to the direct questions provided. 

 Preliminary Timeline 

o Include any important milestones and or necessary permissions from 
mentors/QEP director. 

 References 

 

Your proposal should be single spaced, with 11-12 point font. Margins should be set at 1” 
from the sides, top and bottom. The proposal must be submitted electronically to your 

portfolio by ________________. Submitting a paper copy of your proposal is encouraged. 
Print the proposal on a single sided of each sheet of paper (not back-to-back) and stapled (no 
paperclips). Include a cover page with your name as part of the paper copy.  

 
Your language should be efficient and professional when writing a proposal. Grammar and 
spelling do apply and reflect your level of preparation (and effort) for the assignment.  

 
A draft outline of your proposal is expected by ___________. 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 





 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  



 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

  

 

  

   

  

 

  

   

   

   

 

   

  

   

   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

  

  

   

  

  

  

 



 

   

   

   

  

   

   

 

   

 

   

  

 



  

  

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 
 
 
  



 

 



This evaluation form is to be completed by the student as a form of self-assessment and then 

by the faculty member or mentor prior to midterm and/or at the end of the semester. 
 
Date: _________________ Student: ______________________________________ 
 
Course: _____________ Evaluator:  _______________________________________ 
 
Type of Evaluation:   Formative (Prior to Midterm) Summative (End of 
Semester) 

 
 
1. Assess “SLO 4: Students will exhibit behaviors that distinguish competent professionals”, 

using the rubric provided. 

 
 Group compared:   enter course title or brief description if non-course  

 Number in group: 
 

2. List  and/or describe the student's top strengths and opportunities for growth: 

Strengths: Opportunities for Growth: 
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