Workshop Series 6, Episode 2: Assessment Strategies to Integrate New GAs

Introduction

This document summarizes the feedback from participants during the workshop, capturing

their reflections on the previous session and their perspectives on the risks and benefits of

assessing multiple and overlapping Graduate Attributes (GAs).

Key Takeaways from Episode 1: "New Graduate Attributes (GAs), New
Opportunities"

Excitement around collaborative efforts to implement the new GAs effectively.

Concerns about the ambiguity of GAs and the need for viable assessment methods.

Uncertainty about how students will reach the required levels.

Recognition of improved, refined GAs and their integration into curricula.
Notable alignment between GAs and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
Challenges in incorporating holistic aspects into curricula.

Acknowledgment that GAs should not be treated as isolated activities but integrated

throughout.

Complexity of assessing "complex engineering problems" within the GA framework.
Concern that the discussion is too theoretical and lacks focus on real-world teaching

practices.

Opportunities for aligning curricula with ECSA outcomes and critically reviewing
program structures.

Confusion around the differences in GA implementation across universities.
Some participants noted that international definitions of engineering GAs do not
always align with the new local requirements.

Lack of participation in the previous session from some attendees.

Risks and Benefits of Assessing Multiple/Overlapping GAs

Benefits:

Risks:

Reduces administrative burden, streamlining evidence collection for ECSA
accreditation.

Simulates real-world engineering practice, where competencies naturally overlap.
Encourages integrated learning, fostering a more holistic engineering education.
Enables students to develop multiple skills in a practical, interconnected way.
Reduces assessment redundancy, making evaluations more efficient.

Reduces the need for multiple external examiners, optimizing resources.

Ambiguity in assessment criteria may lead to inconsistent evaluations.

Some GAs may be overemphasized while others are underassessed, creating
imbalances.

Shallow development of competencies if integration is not structured properly.



Increased failure rates if assessment is too broad or criteria are unclear.

Risk of cognitive overload for students, making it difficult to track performance across

multiple GAs.
e Difficulty in distinguishing performance across different GAs, requiring clear
assessment structures.
Record-keeping and documentation challenges, complicating accreditation audits.
Staff may use integration as a shortcut, reducing meaningful GA development.
Potential for bottlenecks, with too many GAs being assessed in a single course.
Inconsistent alignment across courses and institutions, leading to confusion.

Key Considerations Moving Forward:

Clearly define performance expectations for each GA to avoid ambiguity.

Establish structured guidelines for integrating and assessing multiple GAs.

Ensure assessment approaches maintain depth rather than just exposure.
Support educators in embedding holistic learning approaches into their curriculum.
Strengthen alignment with real-world engineering practice, ensuring meaningful
competency development.

e Develop institutional frameworks to maintain consistency across programs and
universities.

This workshop provided valuable insights into how institutions can strategically integrate and
assess the new GAs while balancing administrative feasibility and meaningful student
development.

Introduction

This document summarizes participant feedback from the workshop, focusing on the
challenges associated with developing and assessing Graduate Attributes (GAS) in
engineering education.

Challenges in Developing and Assessing GAs
Curriculum Constraints & Practicality

Finding space in the curriculum is a key challenge.

Time constraints at South African universities limit meaningful development and
assessment of non-technical skills.

Easier to learn in engineering practice rather than in academic settings.

Lack of clear methodology across institutions, leading to inconsistent implementation.
Equipping students for knowledge that doesn't yet exist presents unique difficulties.

Subjectivity & Measurement Difficulties

e GAs are linked to intrinsic values, making them difficult to quantify.
e Professionalism is difficult to measure, as it is more of an attitude than a skill.
e No readily available metrics for measuring professionalism in students.



Assessments can be subjective, leading to inconsistencies.
University settings may not be the most authentic space for developing certain
attributes.
Concept vagueness leads to subjective interpretations of professionalism.
Generational differences in defining professionalism, e.g., Boomer vs. Millennial
perspectives.

e Students often view GAs as secondary to passing their courses, limiting
engagement.

Influence of Student Perspectives & Attitudes

Student experience levels affect GA development.
Some students perceive GAs as unimportant, prioritizing grades over personal
development.

e Professionalism can be conflated with superficial behaviors, rather than deep-rooted
values and attitudes.

e Youth phase conflict: Expected to be professional in engineering but also to enjoy
carefree student life.

e Mindset and values of individuals impact GA development, making standardization
difficult.

e Professionalism, like integrity, is about doing the right thing when no one is watching,
which is difficult to assess.

External & Institutional Factors

e Lack of explicit assessment guidelines from ECSA, leaving universities to define their
own frameworks.
Industry alignment needed to create more relevant and applicable GA assessments.
Observer bias impacts how professionalism is evaluated, making consistent
assessment difficult.

Key Considerations Moving Forward

Develop structured, clear methodologies for GA integration and assessment.
Strengthen industry collaboration to align university assessments with real-world
expectations.

e Create better awareness and engagement strategies to highlight the importance of
GAs to students.
Explore holistic, values-based assessments that move beyond technical skills.
Balance academic rigor with practical exposure to ensure students develop both
technical and professional competencies.

This workshop highlighted the complexities of embedding GAs into engineering education
and the need for clear strategies to make their development and assessment more effective
and meaningful.




Workshop Series 6, Episode 4: New Curriculum Horizons with the New GAs

Introduction

This document captures participant feedback from the workshop, focusing on their
immediate thoughts on curriculum design and what changes are needed to align curricula
with the new Graduate Attributes (GAs).

Initial Reactions to 'Curriculum Design'

Participants expressed a mix of opportunity, complexity, and workload concerns when
hearing the term Curriculum Design:

Collaboration & Integration: Recognized as a collaborative effort requiring
interdisciplinary alignment.

Complexity & Bureaucracy: Seen as multi-dimensional, involving numerous
stakeholders, policies, and benchmarks.

Workload & Effort: Viewed as a lot of work, requiring strategic planning, facilitation,
and alignment.

Opportunities & Innovation: Some saw it as a clean slate for change, enabling skills
development and student-centered approaches.

Anxiety & Resistance: Concerns over stress, uncertainty, and resistance to change.
Relevance & Progression: The need to align with modern engineering challenges
and global trends.

Student-Centered Focus: Emphasis on learning outcomes, skills development, and
integrated streams.

What Needs to Change in the Curriculum Based on the New GAs?

Key Areas for Change

1.

2.

Integration of GAs — Embedding GAs into the curriculum rather than treating them as
add-ons.

Sustainability & SDGs — Prioritizing sustainability at the core of engineering
education.

Assessment & Documentation — Redefining assessment methods to effectively
capture competency development.

Student Readiness & Involvement — Ensuring students progressively develop from
novice to expert across their academic journey.

Breaking Silos & Holistic Education — Encouraging cross-disciplinary integration and
connecting GAs across courses.

Pedagogical Evolution — Shifting towards flexible, scaffolded, and student-centered
approaches.

Global Alignment — Ensuring curriculum changes are globally relevant while meeting
local industry needs.

Clarifying Learning Outcomes — Enhancing understanding of what engineering
education truly entails.



Key Considerations Moving Forward:

Align course content and assessments with GAs in a structured, progressive manner.
Promote interdisciplinary and student-driven learning approaches.

Develop a roadmap for sustainable integration of GAs across all years of study.
Balance theoretical and applied learning for a holistic engineering education.
Encourage faculty collaboration to ensure consistency in GA implementation.

This workshop emphasized the importance of thoughtful curriculum design that strategically
integrates the new GAs, ensuring meaningful, relevant, and sustainable engineering
education.
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