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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.
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Risks and Benefits of Assessing Multiple/Overlapping GAs
BENEFITS:

*  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.

RISKS:

*  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.
+ 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.
+ 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.



