
 

 

 
 
 

Evaluation Report 
 
 
Pre-Warrant Qualification Course 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Offered by 

 
Malta College of Arts, Science and Technology 
(MCAST) 
 
 
 
 
 
Version: 18/01/2021 

Status: Updated version  



 

2 

Table of Content 

 

Abbreviations ........................................................................................................................... 4 

A Executive Summary ............................................................................ 5 

B About the Evaluation Procedure ........................................................ 11 

B-1 Subject of Consultancy and Expert Panel ...................................................................... 11 

B-2 Assignment of Consultancy ........................................................................................... 12 

B-2-1 Assignment: Evaluation of PWQC ....................................................................... 12 

B-2-2 Institutional Context: MCAST .............................................................................. 12 

B-3 Methodology, Aims and Rationale ................................................................................ 13 

B-3-1 Terms of Reference ............................................................................................. 13 

B-3-2 Methodological approach and central questions ............................................... 16 

C MCAST Pre-Warrant Qualification Course (PWQC) ............................. 18 

D Assessment of the Expert Panel ......................................................... 19 

D-1 Objectives/learning outcomes and curriculum ............................................................. 19 

D-2 Entry requirements ........................................................................................................ 23 

D-3 Modularisation and workload ....................................................................................... 25 

D-4 Examination and supervision ......................................................................................... 28 

D-5 Didactical methods and academic counselling .............................................................. 31 

D-6 Personal and physical resources .................................................................................... 32 

D-7 Quality assurance and transparency ............................................................................. 34 

E Conclusions and Recommended Follow-up ........................................ 37 

F Comments of MCAST, the Chamber of Engineers Malta and the 

Engineering Profession Board of Malta (31.07.2020) ......................... 39 

G Assessment of Peers after the comments of MCAST and different 

stakeholders / Summary (12.09.2020) ............................................... 41 

Summary ................................................................................................................................ 48 

H Report of MCAST to Requirements (14 October 2020) and  

Comments of the Chamber of Engineers (4 November 2020) ............. 50 



 

3 

I Assessment of Peers after the  Progress Report of MCAST 

(14 October 2020) / Summary ............................................................ 51 

Summary ................................................................................................................................ 56 

J Progression Report of MCAST; Position of Chamber of Engineers ...... 57 

J-1 MCAST Progress Report (1 December 2020) ................................................................. 57 

J-2 CoE Position Papers to Status of MCAST PWQC Report (4 November 2020; 14 December 

2020) .............................................................................................................................. 58 

K Assessment of the Peers in response to MCAST’s Progress Report  

(18 January 2021) .............................................................................. 60 

 



 

4 

Abbreviations 

CEM Chamber of Engineers of Malta 

CPD Continuous Professional Development 

EAFSG EUR-ACE® Framework Standards and Guidelines  

ECTS European Credit Transfer System 

EPB Engineering Profession Board 

EQF European Qualification Framework 

IET Institute of Engineering and Transport 

MCAST Malta College of Art, Science and Technology 

MQF Malta Qualifications Framework 

NCFHE National Commission for Further and Higher Education 

PWQC Pre-Warrant Qualification Course 

QA Quality Assurance 

SSC Subject-Specific Criteria 

S.L. Subsidiary Legislation 

VET Vocational Education and Training 

 



 

5 

A Executive Summary 

The following conclusions and recommendations are the result of the online audit at MCAST, 

which the experts had performed on 23 and 24 April 2020. They build on the results of previous 

evaluations of the relevant Bachelor (hons) degree programmes in Mechanical engineering and 

Electrical engineering, which had been conducted back in 2016 and 2017. As point of reference, 

the experts continue to use the ASIIN Subject Specific Criteria (SSC) of the relevant Technical 

Committees for Mechanical Engineering and Electrical Engineering, respectively or, for that mat-

ter, the EUR-ACE® Framework Standards (EAFSG), as the internationally recognized quality stand-

ards for engineering degree programmes. For a better understanding, these standards are reca-

pitulated in Section B. 

The experts have taken particular note of the action plan, which MCAST had designed in response 

to their recommendations at the time. MCAST’s action plan in providing its students with the nec-

essary qualifications for the Warrant procedure has a twofold emphasis. Firstly, for new batches 

of students, it now offers completely overhauled Bachelor (hons) engineering degree programmes 

in Mechanical and Electrical engineering each encompassing 240 ECTS on level 6 MQF/EQF. Sec-

ondly, MCAST has been reaching out to graduates who have already completed their studies or 

are about to graduate according to the previous curricula valid until the study year 2017/18. It has 

designed a so-called Pre-Warrant Qualification Course (PWQC) to give their engineering alumni a 

downstream option to also qualify for the engineering warrant. This compensatory course alone is 

subject to the experts’ assessment in the present evaluation report.  

From a pure technical point of view, an evaluation is an instrument of quality assessment and 

development not primarily meant to produce final judgments/verdicts about the compliance of a 

process or product with a defined set of criteria or quality standard. In the realm of quality assur-

ance, this would rather be expected from (external) accreditation or certification procedures. In 

this case however, the EPB has raised its expectation fairly clearly that the experts’ assessment of 

the PWQC will be used to decide whether applicants having passed the course will be admitted to 

the Warrant procedure or not, and, consequently, that the assessment should be fitting that pur-

pose. Accordingly, the expert panel will work with recommendations where considered adequate, 

but will qualify them as requirements if thought to be indispensable as if carrying out an accredi-

tation/certification. Possible suggestions for quality development of minor weight will be phrased 

“recommendations” as usual. 

 

Requirements 

1) The PWQC needs to reflect traceably the individual engineering competence level of each 

graduate applying for the course and thus being catered to identify possible engineering 
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education needs. The yardstick for this exercise has logically to be the learning out-

come/competence profile of the newly designed Bachelor engineering courses. [D-1] 

2) In addition to the (formal) admission procedure for the PWQC, a monitoring instrument for 

the individual engineering competence level of the potential Warrant applicant must be in 

place. This should enable MCAST to identify individually missing engineering competences 

or, alternatively, recognize engineering abilities achieved in the workplace, in formal (fur-

ther) education or informally. Engineering educational needs should be assessed on that 

basis individually and the PWQC be tailored accordingly. [D-2] 

3) The mentoring staff for the graduates has to be appointed and its function in guiding and 

supervising the learning progress has to be transparently communicated (for instance on a 

PWQC-specific website or in a respective brochure). [D-3] 

4) MCAST must ensure through appropriate means that the graduates are given the time and 

resources at the workplace to implement the mandatory engineering project. [D-3] 

5) The regulatory framework for the engineering project (“engineering task”) has to be dili-

gently and bindingly defined and made accessible to the relevant stakeholders. [D-4] 

6) The applicability of the general QA policies and regulations of MCAST to the PWQC has to 

be clarified and transparently communicated. The same applies to all course relevant 

rules, which are supposed to be governed through general programme provisions. [D-7] 

 

Recommendations 

1) It is recommended to communicate more transparently how graduates/applicants will be 

supervised and guided in their course work, in particular during the periods of self-

structured learning (self-study periods), for instance on a PWQC-specific website. [D-3] 

2) It is recommended to reconsider the unit assessment methods with a view to its intended 

learning outcomes and more often make use of oral examinations on a regular basis 

where appropriate. [D-4] 

3) It is recommended to appoint at least one chartered engineer as a member of the board of 

professional engineers and academics assessing the PWQC project work and paper. [D-4] 

4) It is recommended to establish a supportive learning environment for the stu-

dents/applicants of the PWQC, in particular using appropriate electronic platforms for 

networking and the build-up of learner groups. [D-5] 
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Guiding principles of the assessment 

1. The PWQC was supposed to achieve only one core aim for a limited number of graduates 

of former MCAST Bachelor (hons) engineering programmes. It is assumed that these 

graduates have at least some fundamental engineering knowledge shortcomings when 

completing their studies at MCAST. These knowledge gaps have been identified in a pre-

ceding evaluation (2016) and they shall be addressed through the PWQC. 

2. The design of the course and the content is thus expected to address this issue visibly. 

However, the present course is obviously not aimed at filling any knowledge gap, but ra-

ther to enlarging the students’ abilities to conduct (applied) research.  

3. While this is in itself a valuable objective for a CPD course for engineering graduates in 

further developing the competences either after completing their studies or while work-

ing in a professional engineering field, it evidently does not serve the purpose of the 

PWQC, namely further qualifying the graduates for the Warrant procedure. Consequently, 

the present course is somehow up in the air, losing sight of the focal aim. 

4. The first step serving that aim should be acknowledging that graduates of the former 

Bachelor (hons) programmes are lacking to a certain degree engineering competences in 

those areas identified during the 2016 evaluation. This idea has unfortunately been fore-

closed by MCAST programme managers with reference to the positive feedback of both 

graduates and the companies employing them as engineers.  

5. While the achievements of MCAST graduates of the considered programmes, who have 

been attending the online audit of the PWQC, are indeed remarkable and provide to a 

certain degree evidence of the overall high quality of engineering education at MCAST, 

the relatively small reference group does not represent the totality of the relevant co-

horts of graduates. Apart from that, it must be kept in mind that the preceding evaluation 

addresses the knowledge gaps related to the curricula as they were at the time. It thus 

explicitly included the possibility and even probability of further training and learning of 

graduates (formal, informal, and non-formal) at the workplace or elsewhere after the 

completion of studies.  

6. Otherwise, MCAST has replaced the “old” Bachelor (hons) engineering programmes 

through “new” ones, which apparently encompass significant curricular changes in order 

to deepen the engineering fundamentals and related transferal skills. In doing so, MCAST 

intentionally concedes to the foregoing external QA assessment through scaling up the 

fundamental engineering knowledge and skills of students. 

7. Although reserving the final assessment of these “new” curricula to the next step of the 

evaluation assignment, they nevertheless set a “natural” benchmark for the ultimate 

qualification profile of the MCAST engineering graduates. This benchmark could serve as 

point of departure for a stocktaking of the level of engineering competences of applicants 

for the PWQC (including the learning progress since completing the respective engineer-



 

8 

ing programme). Recognition of prior learning as well as specification of engineering 

courses to complete the indispensable engineering knowledge basis could build on that. 

8. A pre-set catalogue of mandatory and eligible engineering units might be the resulting 

framework of the PWQC, within which the individual competence level and learning pro-

gression of students could be identified. Following this approach would mean that not all 

students would have to study all units. Whatever the resulting individual schedule, the 

units would have to be completed along with an engineering project of adequate com-

plexity (level 6 MQF/EQF).  

9. Principally, the whole PWQC shall be bearable for a mostly employed target group and of 

reasonable length. The volume and duration of the actual PWQC (30 ECTS / 1 semester) 

appears to be acceptable in that sense. 

10. However, apart from the size and length the PWQC in its actual form lacks every incidence 

of the outlined fundamental principles as it negates its basic assumption of a knowledge-

and-skills gap from the onset. Consequently, it cannot be considered adequate to lay the 

foundation for the Warrant application procedure. 

11. Any alternative approach MCAST might choose to adapt must not dispense with this pre-

requisite consideration, which needs to be the starting point of any viable solution. 

 

Interim assessment of peers taking note of the comments of MCAST and different stakeholders 

(see below chap. G) 

The peer group reviewed their prior assessment after MCAST, the EPB and the CoE have com-

mented the evaluation report. MCAST has proposed concrete solutions to most of the critical 

issues raised by the expert panel. However, since the proposed remedies are in statu nascendi for 

the most part, the panel confirms the related requirements until evidence of their proper imple-

mentation has been provided.  

Thus, the following requirements are confirmed (in a slightly modified phrasing occasionally):  

1) The composition of units of each PWQC stream needs to be explained reasonably. In addi-

tion, unit descriptions for both streams of the PWQC have to be provided. 

2) The application process of the PWQC, including the monitoring procedure of the engineer-

ing qualification portfolio of each applicant, needs to be detailed and enacted. Recognition 

of prior learning must be confined to learning in formal academic or postgraduate CPD 

settings. 

3) Adequate support and guidance of the PWQC students by qualified staff must be ensured 

throughout the course and in particular during the self-study periods. This must be trans-

parently communicated (for instance on a PWQC-specific website or in a respective bro-

chure). 
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4) If the entire PWQC shall be completed in six to seven months’ time, MCAST must ensure 

through appropriate means that the graduates are given the time and resources at the 

workplace to implement the mandatory engineering project. In addition, the organiza-

tional and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project needs to be plau-

sibly demonstrated. 

5) The engineering project’s attributed ECTS equivalent needs to be adapted so as to more 

realistically reflect the actual student workload. 

6) At least one member of the “viva board panel” must be a warranted engineer from outside 

MCAST (proposed, for instance, by the CoE). Overall, the regulatory framework for the en-

gineering project (“engineering task”) has to be diligently and bindingly defined and made 

accessible to the relevant stakeholders. 

7) The comprehensive “quality framework document” for the PWQC has to be set up and 

made available for the stakeholders. Thereby, it must be transparently communicated 

how this regulatory framework is tied to the same body of regulations underpinning the 

Bachelor (hons) Engineering degree programmes. 

 

The above-suggested recommendations for further developing the quality of the degree pro-

grammes (see p. 5) remain unaltered. 

 

Assessment of peers to the Progress Report of MCAST taking note of the comments of the 

Chamber of Engineers (see below chap. I) 

MCAST delivered a progress report on the expert panel’s requirements in October 2020, which 

the peers checked in November 2020 stating that not all requirements have been sufficiently ful-

filled. As a result, the peers summarized their assessment as follows: 

Remaining Requirements 

1) The organizational and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project 

needs to be appropriately ensured and plausibly demonstrated. 

2) The workload calculation for the Engineering Project needs to be closely monitored and 

the related credit volume adapted, if necessary. Monitoring data have to be presented in 

the course of the ongoing evaluation. 

3) The provisions delineating the composition, tasks, responsibilities and procedures of the 

“viva board panel” have be established and enacted. 

In addition, the progression report of MCAST leads the peer panel to two separate recommenda-

tions of minor priority: 
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Recommendations (not prerequisite for starting the programme) 

1) It is recommended to present the unit specifications uniformly thereby adding an infor-

mation about the prerequisites with regard to the former Bachelor (hons) Engineering 

programmes where applicable. 

2) It is recommended to pursue a control check particularly of the consistency of PWQC Pro-

gramme Regulation document. 

Apart from that, the peers found that the recommendations outlined on p. 5 have been ade-

quately addressed through various measures taken by MCAST and therefore no longer need to be 

considered. 

 

Assessment of peers to the Progress Report of MCAST taking note of the comments of the 

Chamber of Engineers (see below chap. K) 

The expert panel has been made familiar with a response letter of MCAST to the EPB dating from 

14 December 2020 regarding the above-mentioned requirements, for which it has still been wait-

ing to see sustainable answers. An analysis of the letter of MCAST’s management has left the 

peers with the conclusion that one major requirement remains to be finally solved by MCAST.  

Remaining Requirement 

1) The organizational and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project 

needs to be appropriately ensured and plausibly demonstrated. 

In addition, the peers uphold two recommendations of minor priority: 

Recommendations (not prerequisite for starting the programme) 

1) It is recommended to present the unit specifications uniformly thereby adding an infor-

mation about the prerequisites with regard to the former Bachelor (hons) Engineering 

programmes where applicable. 

2) It is recommended to pursue a control check particularly of the consistency of PWQC Pro-

gramme Regulation document. 
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B About the Evaluation Procedure 

B-1 Subject of Consultancy and Expert Panel 

Subject of Consultancy Evaluation of Pre-Warrant Qualification Course (PWQC) 

offered by Malta College of Arts, Science and Technology (MCAST) 

 

 

The expert panel 

 

Prof. Dr.-Ing. Walter Anheier, University of Bremen, Department of 

Electrical Engineering, former Director of the Institute of Electrodynam-

ics and Microelectronics  

Dipl. Inform. Ernst Blank, Siemens AG, coordinator of R&D cooperations 

for advanced technology unit in Siemens Digital Industries 

Prof. Dr. Otto Iancu, University of Applied Sciences Karlsruhe, Professor 

of Engineering Mechanics and Material Science 

Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Müller, Technical University of Berlin, Faculty of 

Transportation and Machine Systems, Deputy Director of the Institute 

of Mechanics  

Prof. Dr. Walter Schumacher, Technical University of Braunschweig, 

Head of the Institute of Control Engineering 

 

Dr. Siegfried Hermes, Senior Consultant, ASIIN Consult GmbH 
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B-2 Assignment of Consultancy 

B-2-1 Assignment: Evaluation of PWQC 

According to the contract between the Maltese Ministry for Transport, Infrastructure and Capital 

Projects and ASIIN Consult GmbH, the overarching scope of this assignment is to conduct an all-

encompassing evaluation of four newly designed Bachelor (hons) degree programmes at MCAST 

over the course of the next four years. As a prelude to this assignment however, the experts were 

asked to first review these-called Pre-Warrant Qualification Course (PWQC)1, designed as a com-

pensatory measure for MCAST engineering graduates who did not study in the new structure. The 

first part of this evaluation assignment and this report thus refers solely to the PWQC. During the 

online audit in late April, the peers have met the relevant stakeholders – foremost the MCAST 

Management and Teaching Staff as well as graduates of MCAST’s previous top-up Bachelor (hons) 

engineering programmes, the Malta Chamber of Engineers (CEM) and last but not least the Malta 

Engineering Profession Board (EPB)).  

This newly commissioned evaluation of the PWQC builds on evaluation procedures concerning 

“older version” of the respective Bachelor (hons) degree programmes in Electrical and Mechanical 

engineering in the years 2016 –2017 and an assessment of a preliminary concept of the course 

presented by MCAST back in 2017. Its aim is to assess the adequacy of the reforms undertaken 

since, how in other words PWQC intends to fill in the gaps identified in the previous Bachelor 

(hons) engineering programmes. Filling these gaps is a condition sine qua non to also allow former 

MCAST graduates to apply for the Engineering Warrant before the EPB. 

B-2-2 Institutional Context: MCAST 

MCAST is the main state provider of Vocational Education and Training (VET) in Malta, which has 

also entered the stage as a provider of Higher Education (HE). It is the institutional umbrella of 

altogether six institutes: Applied Sciences, Business Management and Commerce, Community 

Services, Creative Arts, Engineering and Transport, and, finally, Information and Communication 

Technology. MCAST currently offers courses from Level 1 to Level 7 on the MQF. It has acquired a 

self-accrediting status2 (next to the University of Malta and the Institute of Tourism Studies), 

                                                           

1 MCAST uses different terms for the course, calling it “Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme” or alternate-
ly “CPD programme” / “course” at different occasions. In the same vein, the terms “course” and “unit” are 
used synonymously. This report will consistently refer to the “Pre-Warrant Qualification Course” for the 
course as a whole and to “units” for its single components. 

2 See S[ubsidiary] L[egislation] 327.433 [2012, relating to Chapter 327 - Education Act], First Schedule [Regu-
lations 8 (6) and 46] “Self-Accrediting Providers”, paragraph 1: “’self-accrediting provider’ means a public 
or private university, higher education institution or further education institution established as a self-
accrediting provider […] has the capacity to self-accredit existing and new programmes and is exempt 
from provider and programme accreditation for the purposes of these regulations.” Additionally, para-
graph 3 lists the self-accrediting institutions of Malta: the University of Malta (for programmes up to level 
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meaning that qualifications conferred by MCAST do not need a statement of the Qualifications 

Recognition and Information Centre (QRIC) to evidence their recognition. In this respect, it is im-

portant to note that although self-accrediting institutions are in the first place exempt from the 

requirement of first-time accreditation they nevertheless have to undergo external provider and 

programme quality audits every five years periodically.3 

B-3 Methodology, Aims and Rationale  

B-3-1 Terms of Reference  

The present report is essentially about assessing as to whether the PWQC is an appropriate means 

to fill the knowledge-and-skills gap identified in the preceding evaluations with regard to the (top 

up) Bachelor (hons) engineering degree programmes offered by MCAST until the study year 

2017/18. The benchmark for answering this question are the internationally recognized standards 

for engineering education at the requested Bachelor level 6 MGF/EQF, as described in a learning 

outcome-based fashion in the EAFSG and the respective ASIIN SSC for the engineering education.  

In summary, the following reference list has been used as a supplement for the assessment of the 

qualifications gained in the Bachelor’s (hons) degree programmes and the PWQC: 

MQF/EQF Level 6 MQF Descriptors EAFSG Descriptors Bachelor Level EAFSG / ASIIN SSC 
01 and SSC 02 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

“1. Understands knowledge that 
builds upon advanced general 
education and typically includes 
some aspects that will be in-
formed by knowledge at the 
forefront of their field of study; 

 

2. Uses detailed theoretical and 
practical knowledge which is at 
the forefront of a field of study 
and involves critical understand-
ing of theories and principles; 

 

3. Understands methods and 
tools in a complex and specialised 
field of work or study and innova-
tion in terms of methods used; 

 

4. Makes judgements based on 

The learning process should enable Bache-
lor Degree graduates to demonstrate: 

knowledge and understanding of the 
mathematics and other basic sciences 
underlying their engineering specialisation, 
at a level necessary to achieve the other 
programme outcomes; 

knowledge and understanding of engineer-
ing disciplines underlying their specialisa-
tion, at a level necessary to achieve the 
other programme outcomes, including 
some awareness at their forefront; 

awareness of the wider multidisciplinary 
context of engineering. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Knowledge and 
Understanding 

ability to analyse complex engineering 
products, processes and systems in their 
field of study; to select and apply relevant 
methods from established analytical, com-
putational and experimental methods; to 
correctly interpret the outcomes of such 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                

8 of the MQF), the Malta College of Arts, Science and Technology (for programmes up to level 7 of the 
MQF) and the Institute of Tourism Studies (for programmes up to level 5 of the MQF). 

3 See S.L. 327.433, Art. 8 (6). 
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Knowledge 

relevant social and ethical issues 
that arise in a field of work or 
study.” 

 

 

 

analyses; 

ability to identify, formulate and solve 
engineering problems in their field of 
study; to select and apply relevant meth-
ods from established analytical, computa-
tional and experimental methods; to rec-
ognise the importance of non-technical –
societal, health and safety, environmental, 
economic and industrial - constraints. 

 

Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Skills 

1. Applies knowledge and under-
standing in a manner that indi-
cates a professional approach to 
work or study; 

 

 

2. Communicates ideas, problems 
and solutions to both specialist 
and non-specialist audiences 
using a range of techniques in-
volving qualitative and quantita-
tive information; 

 

 

 
3. Has the ability to gather and 
interpret relevant data (usually 
within their field of study) to 
inform judgements that include 
reflection on relevant social, 
scientific or ethical issues; 

 

 
 

4. Devises and sustains argu-
ments to solve problems; 

 

 
5. Consistently evaluates own 
learning and identifies learning 
needs. 

The learning process should enable Bache-
lor Degree graduates to demonstrate: 

ability to analyse complex engineering 
products, processes and systems in their 
field of study; to select and apply relevant 
methods from established analytical, com-
putational and experimental methods; to 
correctly interpret the outcomes of such 
analyses; 

ability to identify, formulate and solve 
engineering problems in their field of 
study; to select and apply relevant meth-
ods from established analytical, computa-
tional and experimental methods; to rec-
ognise the importance of non-technical –
societal, health and safety, environmental, 
economic and industrial - constraints. 

 

 

 

 

 

Engineering Design 

ability to conduct searches of literature, to 
consult and to critically use scientific data-
bases and other appropriate sources of 
information, to carry out simulation and 
analysis in order to pursue detailed investi-
gations and research of technical issues in 
their field of study; 

ability to consult and apply codes of prac-
tice and safety regulations in their field of 
study; 

laboratory/workshop skills and ability to 
design and conduct experimental investiga-
tions, interpret data and draw conclusions 
in their field of study. 

 

 

 

 

Investigations 

ability to gather and interpret relevant 
data and handle complexity within their 
field of study, to inform judgements that 
include reflection on relevant social and 
ethical issues; 

ability to manage complex technical or 
professional activities or projects in their 
field of study, taking responsibility for 
decision making. 

 

 

 

Making Judgments 
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Competences 

1. Demonstrates administrative 
design, resource and team man-
agement and is responsible for 
work or study contexts that are 
unpredictable and require that 
complex problems are solved; 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Shows creativity and initiative 
in developing projects in man-
agement processes, manage and 
train people to develop team 
performance; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3. Has developed those learning 
skills that are necessary to con-
tinue to undertake further stud-
ies with a high degree of auton-
omy. 

The learning process should enable Bache-
lor Degree graduates to demonstrate: 

understanding of applicable techniques 
and methods of analysis, design and inves-
tigation and of their limitations in their 
field of study; 

practical skills for solving complex prob-
lems, realising complex engineering de-
signs and conducting investigations in their 
field of study; 

understanding of applicable materials, 
equipment and tools, engineering technol-
ogies and processes, and of their limita-
tions in their field of study; 

ability to apply norms of engineering prac-
tice in their field of study; 

awareness of non-technical -societal, 
health and safety, environmental, econom-
ic and industrial - implications of engineer-
ing practice; 

awareness of economic, organisational and 
managerial issues (such as project man-
agement, risk and change management) in 
the industrial and business context. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Engineering Prac-
tice 

ability to communicate effectively infor-
mation, ideas, problems and solutions with 
engineering community and society at 
large; 

ability to function effectively in a national 
and international context, as an individual 
and as a member of a team and to cooper-
ate effectively with engineers and non-
engineers. 

 

 

Communication 
and Team-working 

ability to recognise the need for and to 
engage in independent life-long learning; 

ability to follow developments in science 
and technology. 

 

Lifelong Learning 

The above reference list clearly demonstrates that all Level 6 descriptors on the MQF are well 

addressed through the EAFSG learning outcomes, which at the same time are much more specifi-

cally directed towards the engineering-related competences graduates are supposed to acquire in 

an engineering programme. These engineering competences, in turn, are themselves specified in 

the SSC of the respective ASIIN Technical Committee (SSC 01 – Mechanical Engineering/Process 

Engineering; SSC 02 – Electrical Engineering/Information Technology). Their lengthy citation is 

unnecessary at this point as there is no difference in kind. 
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B-3-2 Methodological approach and central questions  

The experts assessing previous versions of curricula of the Bachelor (hons) engineering degree 

programmes4 had identified certain deficiencies and formulated a number of recommendations 

to assist MCAST curing the identified knowledge-and-skills gaps of its former graduates. As a re-

sult, MCAST has developed an action plan geared to the needs of its former alumni as well as 

newly enrolled students. For the latter, MCAST now offers newly designed 240 ECTS Bachelor 

(hons) study programmes, for the former the PWQC is the proposed solution. 

Assuming that the “new” curricula are particularly addressing the shortcomings of the older ones 

– though not yet knowing to what extent they reach that goal –, these curricula logically act as a 

“natural” benchmark for the engineering qualification profile sought for in the Mechanical and 

Electrical Engineering disciplines. Consequently, the difference between the “old” and the “new” 

curricula, as far as directly or indirectly prompted through the evaluation results of the assess-

ments 2016 – 2017, could be taken as standard of comparison for the assessment of the out-

comes of the PWQC. The leading question then is simply and foremost to what extent this pro-

gramme (PWQC) is responsive to the evaluation results in closing the qualification gaps under-

stood here as the margin between the two sets of curricula. 

The most relevant recommendations in this respect, stemming from the first evaluation of the 

Bachelor (hons) engineering degree programmes in 2016, are the following: 

No Bachelor (hons) degree  

programmes 

Recommendation 

2 All programmes It is strongly recommended to deepen the scientifically based engineer-
ing knowledge, skills and competences in the Bachelor (hons) pro-
grammes so as to feed the professional and application-oriented appeal 
of the programmes with a broader engineering basis. 

4 All Programmes Preparation, design and conduct of laboratory work should be re-
shaped and further developed in order to fully meet the intended prac-
tice-oriented and professional skills which engineers are expected to 
demonstrate in solving real-world engineering problems. 

6 All Programmes There should be a build-up of the laboratory equipment ensuring that 
students are enabled to demonstrate practical skills and competences 
at the Bachelor’s level of higher education. 

The second visit, the 2017 follow-up evaluation, largely confirmed the results of the 2016 evalua-

tion urging for a close monitoring of the progression made with the “new” curricula. MCAST at the 

time already had designed, what they back in 2017 labelled a CPD course (in other words a pre-

cursor of the PWQC course now under review). Regarding this CPC course, the expert panel ex-

                                                           

4 Bachelor (hons) Degree programmes Mechanical Engineering (Manufacturing), Mechanical Engineering 
(Plant), Electronics Engineering, and Electronics and Control Engineering. 
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plicitly had recommended “combining this concept with a flexible educational qualification 

scheme that appropriately addresses the skills-and-competences demand identified in the previ-

ous evaluation in order to qualify the candidates for an engineering project at an adequate scien-

tific level”.5 

Taken this background into consideration, the lead questions of the evaluation of the PWQC are 

as follows: 

Generally:  

Has the course been adapted or modified according to the recommendations of the 2017 

evaluation? 

Specifically:  

To which skills gaps does the PWQC respond immediately? 

How does MCAST identify the skills gaps of applicants of the Engineering Warrant? 

How will the course plan be tailored to the qualification needs of individual applicants? 

The expert team will address these questions in the different target fields of programme quality 

assurance such as objectives/learning outcomes and curriculum (D-1); admission/entry require-

ments (D-2); modularisation and workload (D-3); examination and supervision (D-4); didactical 

methods and academic counselling (D-5); personal and physical resources (D-6); quality assurance 

and transparency (D-7). Each of the respective chapters will be preluded by a short description of 

the available evidence followed by the analysis and assessment of the peers. 

 

                                                           

5 See Follow-up Report concerning Action Plan aiming at qualifying for the Malta Engineering Warrant […] as 
of 29.10.2017 (undisclosed), p. 25. 
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C MCAST Pre-Warrant Qualification Course (PWQC) 

Before the backdrop of the preceding evaluations of its (top up) Bachelor (hons) engineering de-

gree programmes in 2016 and 2017, MCAST has further developed the quality of its Mechanical 

and Electrical engineering programmes remodelling them into modern 240 ECTS programmes of 

four years length on MQF/EQF level 6 throughout. It has undertaken to offer these “new” pro-

grammes from the study year 2018/19 onwards and the first batches of students are already 

studying the corresponding Mechanical and Electrical engineering Bachelor (hons) programmes 

according to the “new” curricula. As to whether these “new” programmes adequately address the 

weaknesses identified in the 2016 evaluation remains to be seen in a later stage of the present 

evaluation assignment given to ASIIN. The EPB has made that an essential requirement for admit-

ting future graduates of these newly designed programmes to the Maltese Warrant procedure. 

Understandably, MCAST has also been eager to offer an option to apply for the Engineering War-

rant to students, who are studying or have already completed the former version of the pro-

grammes. In response, it has developed the PWQC. According to the PWQC “Programme specifi-

cations” this offer is restricted to “successful graduates from the full MCAST B.Eng. 240 ECTS pro-

grammes ((EE6-06-15, EE-07-15, ME6-02-15, ME6-03-15) and within 5 years of their successful 

completion of the B.Eng. programme”. 
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D Assessment of the Expert Panel 

The following sections of the report are based on the online discussions the expert panel had with 

relevant stakeholder groups: the management, teaching staff and graduates of MCAST, as well as 

the members of the CEM and the EPB. The focus in this first evaluation phase lies on the assess-

ment of the PWQC. In addition to the online meetings, the expert panel relies on additional doc-

umentation about the PWQC and its regulatory framework MCAST has provided after the audit. 

D-1 Objectives/learning outcomes and curriculum 

Evidence 

 Ref. 2.1 A1 Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme Specifications (Appendix 3) 

 Ref. 2.1 A2 Pre-Warrant Qualification Unit Specifications 

 Changes carried out in the curriculum (List of modifications of “new” against “old” curricula; 

provided on request before online audit) 

 Audit discussions with MCAST management and teaching staff 

According to the “Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme Specifications”, MCAST has designed the 

PWQC “offering further professional development to graduate engineers to help them comple-

ment their professional experience with specific analytic methods”. It is important to note that 

the programme managers in their additional comments provided during the audit discussions 

indicated that it has been MCAST’s deliberate choice to waive the option of providing the poten-

tial Warrant applicants with any specific technical engineering knowledge in Electrical or Mechan-

ical engineering. Instead, the focus of the PWQC lies on the provision of fundamental scientific 

and research competences.  

Accordingly, the PWQC consists of five topical units that are considered an essential foundation 

for professional engineering practice. These constituent units are related to (engineering) Prob-

lem Formulation (Unit 1), Mathematical Modeling of Engineering Problems (Unit 2), Experimental 

Design (Unit 3), Scientific Research Methods (Unit 4), and Presenting and Criticizing Results (Unit 

5). As the Self Assessment Report of MCAST states, the participants “are expected to apply their 

knowledge and skills to an engineering task and produce a report in the format of a technical pa-

per of publishable standard”. Jointly the five units – according to the PWQC specification – are 

considered building towards that competence of the potential Warrant applicants. Through “delv-

ing into mathematical modelling tools, identification of a problem to investigate, experimental 

design concepts, research methods, and presenting as well as defending the research results ob-

tained”, the graduates shall be enabled to produce a “carefully compiled research paper of peer-
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reviewed academic journal standard” – as the Unit specification of the “Presenting and Criticizing 

Results Unit” explicitly declares. 

Analysis and assessment of the expert panel 

Acknowledging the EPB’s decision that graduates of the “old” Bachelor (hons) engineering pro-

grammes in Mechanical and Electrical engineering respectively are not per se eligible for the Engi-

neering Warrant, the expert panel welcomes the common understanding of the involved stake-

holders that these engineering graduates nevertheless should be given the chance to qualify for 

the warrant. The development of the PWQC is therefore generally appreciated as an empowering 

tool for those graduates, who in the past did not have a chance to satisfy the requirements of the 

Warrant procedure. The yardstick for the admission to the Warrant procedure in case of these 

MCAST graduates depends on whether they can evidence an “upgrade” of their engineering quali-

fications thereby fulfilling the threshold benchmark of internationally acknowledged standards of 

engineering education (see chapter B-3-1). These standards have led peers to the conclusion that 

the “old” engineering programmes in Mechanical and Electrical Engineering did not yet satisfy this 

benchmark due to a lack inter alia of a certain depths of engineering fundamental knowledge, 

skills and competences (including but not restricted to the fields of Engineering Mathematics and 

Physics). In addition, the experts had strongly recommended to reshape and further develop the 

preparation, design and conduct of laboratory work in order to fully meet the intended practice-

oriented and professional skills of students. Finally, the 2016 expert panel suggested a parallel 

build-up of the laboratory equipment ensuring that students are enabled to demonstrate practical 

skills and competences at the Bachelor’s level of higher education.6  

In the follow-up evaluation 2017, the peers had been familiarized on the one hand with MCAST’s 

concept of reshaping/modernizing its Bachelor (hons) engineering programmes according to the 

suggestions of the evaluators. This concept has now been implemented in the “new” engineering 

degree programmes and stands to be assessed in the next evaluation phase. On the other hand, 

MCAST had presented its then-called “CPD course” for the upskilling of former graduates of those 

degree programmes and students, who are or have been enrolled in the programmes until the 

“new” programmes commenced in the academic year 2018/19. This CPD course in its original 

design resembled very much the current PWQC. Major elements of the PWQC had already been 

there at the time: a top-up engineering project originated primarily from the workplace or from a 

research problem assigned by MCAST; pre-set quality requirements and assessment criteria; indi-

vidually assigned, supervised and assessed project work; assessment of the required technical or 

research paper by an appointed board of professionals including external academic reviewers. 

Even the principal objectives of that CPD course have been framed very similar to those of the 

PWQC: Graduates were supposed to demonstrate their ability to clearly identify the engineering 

problem at hand, use appropriate methods of representation and analysis, find different solu-

                                                           

6 Recommendations 2, 4 and 6 of the 2016 evaluation (cf. above chap. B-3-2). 
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tions, discuss results and adopt the most appropriate solution under the given circumstances. The 

project work was deemed to be recorded in an “academic paper of publishable standard”, par-

ticularly evidencing the rigour of analysis, justification of methodology, presentation of results, 

and testing of solutions.  

It is fair to say, that in general terms the current expert panel’s assessment of 2020 is not substan-

tially different from the findings of 2016/2017. The peers continue to see the programme as such 

favourably, albeit with a number of reservations, which already had been part of the former eval-

uation reports. At the time, the experts have noted: “In particular, this project work has to verifi-

ably encompass proof of engineering competences that have been found lacking to a certain ex-

tent in the present curricula (scientific and theoretical as well as practical engineering skills at 

MQF/EQF level 6). If such advanced engineering project work requires graduates to adopt theo-

retical and practical Engineering skills they have not had the opportunity to acquire in their previ-

ous studies, it must in each case be demonstrated that they have achieved the necessary compe-

tence levels and also how they have managed to do this” (p. 23). 

The present design of the PWQC leaves the expert panel with no indication that this major con-

cern regarding the actual qualifications profile of the graduates and possible individual needs of 

engineering further qualification has been seriously taken into consideration. On the contrary, 

MCAST deliberately dismisses this concern of the peer panel as unfounded. The experts are there-

fore not surprised that the resulting recommendation for the admission procedure, scope and 

content of the PWQC has been neglected essentially.  

During the interviews, the programme managers and teaching staff of MCAST could neither re-

port nor recall any significant engineering knowledge gaps that have surfaced in the feedback of 

the industry and the graduates. Those graduates of the former degree programmes, who have 

been attending the online audit discussion, also confirmed this assessment. Most of them explicit-

ly found themselves well prepared not only for their professional engineering career and job re-

quirements but also for further Master and even PhD studies at home as well as abroad. Hence, 

MCAST chose a different approach, designing the course primarily as an instrument to advance 

the graduates’ research capacities. It is fair to say, that during the online audit discussions, the 

graduates generally were in favour of this PWQC concept while at the same time pointing out to 

already knowing the content of some units from their former studies and/or daily engineering 

work.  

If it were purely for reasons of continuous professional development (CPD) and, for that matter, 

of a business-as-usual issue of a well-known provider of vocational education, the panel would 

have very few objections to the scope and contents of the course. The aim of strengthening the 

research competences of engineers, who are intent to further qualify in their disciplines, be it for 

their career advancement or for preparing for an advanced study programme, could indeed be 

very well served with a programme such as the present PWQC. The expert panel also does not 

underrate the graduates’ highly positive feedback to their study programmes and achieved engi-



D Assessment of the Expert Panel 

22 

neering competences in general, and to the enhancement of the research abilities in the PWQC in 

particular.  

Their reservation is emanating from a number of different reasons: Many of the graduates, who 

had been attending the audit discussions, have obviously been successful in their professional 

career after completing their engineering studies and in some cases meanwhile even successfully 

passed Master’s or PhD degree programmes. Many of them from the peers’ point of view seem 

very well prepared for the Warrant procedure, and on first sight it is not clear on which basis 

some of the applications have been either rejected without reasonable cause or delayed without 

a clear perspective. Nevertheless, the peer panel points to the fact that this is not about individual 

cases but about a solution for all. The graduates present do not per se represent the whole class 

of roughly 170 graduates expected to be possible Warrant applicants and thus “natural” custom-

ers of the PWQC. There will also be graduates, who although well performing in their respective 

engineering workplace have knowledge gaps to be filled by a prospected PWQC. 

The peers again already had reached this finding when they evaluated the “old” Bachelor (hons) 

engineering programmes in Mechanical and Electrical Engineering three years ago and identified 

deficiencies in fundamental engineering subjects, aggravated by the mixed student intake, coming 

from different streams of higher vocational and academic education unequally prepared from the 

outset. The peers at the time did not prescribe what specific curricular adjustments were needed 

to close existing knowledge gaps leaving the strategy and concrete measures of removing the 

deficiency to the autonomy of MCAST.  

It was a common understanding that these skills-and-knowledge gaps should not only be at the 

outset of the curricular revision of the programmes, but also the base for the conceptualization of 

a remedial qualification course for Warrant applicants from the “old” programmes as well, and 

that those two action lines were interconnected. The experts argue that the competence profiles 

of the new curricula ultimately should be used as yardstick for also defining the contents of the 

PWQC course portfolio. MCAST unfortunately thus far did not make use of these “new” curricula 

for the design of the PWQC, which it probably would have, if it had accepted the then evaluators’ 

notion of shortcomings of the “old” programmes. 

Instead, MCAST followed an alternative path. This is precisely the reason why even the Mathe-

matical Modeling of Engineering Problems Unit (Unit 2) of the PWQC – the only subject-related 

unit of the course – in the first instance is not filling any assumed knowledge gap, and in fact has 

not been portrayed that way. It rather fits into MCAST’s concept of laying the mathematical foun-

dation for an advanced engineering application in the frame of small research project (as the 

overarching accomplishment of the PWQC). With this crucial reservation, only the mathematical 

modelling unit may be attributed at all to the experts’ criticism concerning the depths of the engi-

neering fundamentals. However, it too has not been made for that purpose.  

In the light of the above arguments, the expert panel finds the PWQC not responsive to the previ-

ous evaluations and their results. In the eyes of the peers, the idea of allowing graduates to 

demonstrate their advanced engineering skills in an engineering project of reasonably limited size 
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and scope makes good sense and should be retained. Not least, this would provide an opportunity 

to reliably and meaningfully evidence the ability to transfer newly acquired knowledge into engi-

neering practice (and thereby tackle a further concern voiced in the former evaluations with re-

gard to the theory-practice transfer competences). Yet the question of bridging the skills gap and 

thereby evidencing the progression of engineering competences in an advanced engineering pro-

ject has yet to be answered.  

The peer panel of the 2017 evaluation already named corner stones of a possible answer. Unfor-

tunately, due of its assumption that there is no such thing as a knowledge gap MCAST has decided 

to not follow the indications of the previous evaluation team. Even if the assumption is justified in 

individual cases, it needs to be evidenced in each single case. Applicants then would have to 

demonstrate their advanced engineering competences and adequate competence level in an ap-

propriate manner to qualify for the engineering project (as the ultimate proof of the graduates’ 

eligibility for the Engineering Warrant). MCAST would have to identify the competence level of 

the individual graduate and possible knowledge gaps. In addition, it would have to define the 

PWQC generally and tailor it individually in case not all course units have (or even no further unit 

has) to be completed by individual graduates along with the project work. MCAST in the very be-

ginning would have to define the level of engineering competences, particularly in relation to the 

engineering fundamentals, and might refer to the “new” curricula and its new or essentially re-

vised units as a point of departure. This has all been detailed in the foregoing evaluation and still 

stands to be implemented, since from the peer panel’s perspective the approach for the PWQC 

taken by MCAST is misleading and therefore not fit for the purpose it pretends to serve. 

Requirement / General Guideline 

The PWQC needs to reflect traceably the individual engineering competence level of each graduate 

applying for the course and thus being catered to identify possible engineering education needs. 

The yardstick for this exercise has logically to be the learning outcome/competence profile of the 

newly designed Bachelor engineering courses. 

D-2 Entry requirements 

Evidence 

 Ref. 2.1 A1 Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme Specifications 

 Appendix 3 – 4.1 A7 – DOC 185 Course Admission Requirements 

 Supplementary request for information 28_04_2020 (consolidated reply from MCAST Man-

agement to questions of peer panel) 

 Audit discussions 

According to the “Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme Specification” participants “for this CPD 

programme shall be restricted to successful graduates from the full MCAST B.Eng. 240 ECTS pro-
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grammes […] and within 5 years of their successful completion of the B.Eng. programme”. The 

eligible student cohorts referred to are then enumerated (EE6-06-15, EE-07-15, ME6-02-15, ME6-

03-15). MCAST Management also cites the general MCAST provisions governing the admission of 

students and the enrolment procedure, which are not directly linked to or provide any further 

specification of the entry requirements.  

Analysis and assessment of the expert panel 

The expert panel notes that the PWQC will be offered to graduates of the Bachelor (hons) pro-

grammes in Mechanical and Electrical Engineering respectively from the batches 2015 onwards. It 

understands that the completion of the study programmes and an application within five years 

after graduation will suffice to qualify for the course. The peers also learnt that MCAST pro-

gramme managers expect the vast majority of applicants to be coming from the engineering 

workplace in the industry. According to numbers cited in the documentation of MCAST for the 

purpose of this evaluation as well as in the audit discussions, there are roughly 170 graduates 

seeking the Engineering Warrant and consequently requested to pass the PWQC. The question of 

how MCAST is prepared and adequately resourced to manage this demand, in particular with 

respect to teaching obligations, supervision and consultancy as well as assessment of the engi-

neering projects, will be traced later in this report (chap. D-6). 

The experts observe that on the basis of these entry requirements some graduates might enroll 

the PWQC immediately after their graduation, whereas others might apply for the course with up 

to five years of an engineer’s working experience. Thus, the qualifications and professional back-

grounds of the applicants of the PWQC will vary considerably. This situation alone obviously ren-

ders the “One course fits all needs” principle inherently problematic and barely suitable to ade-

quately face the Warrant challenge without further qualification. Skills- and-knowledge gaps, 

which have been generally stated for the qualifications acquired in the “old” programmes, will 

occur in different degrees. Professional learning experiences in most cases will serve to deepen 

the technical engineering competences either through formal learning in the workplace or outside 

the workplace or informally and non-formally in different settings. Graduates however, who have 

just completed their studies, will lack certain fundamental theoretical knowledge and cannot 

compensate by having learned on the job.  

The expert panel considers a set of engineering courses (of both Mechanical and Electrical engi-

neering) building a mandatory core of the course best suited to cope with the heterogeneous 

qualification background of the applicants. Which courses an individual applicant then has to 

choose from this core depends on the key knowledge-and-skills gaps acquired in the “old” pro-

grammes. The “new” programmes in other words serve as a benchmark what to principally offer 

to their former graduates in the PWQC, irrespective of the date of their graduation. Qualification 

needs will therefore vary and differ. When making this “gap analysis”, there should also be the 

possibility of recognising prior formal or informal learning in any professional or educational set-

ting. 
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To implement this approach, MCAST must carefully assess the incoming engineering competence 

profile of each graduate in order to decide which of the principally compulsory (advanced) cours-

es in Mechanical respectively Electrical Engineering are to be studied or might be substituted 

through validated prior learning achievements (apart from the compulsory engineering project). 

Consequently, the number of courses actually to be completed will differ individually, given that 

knowledge gaps might have been filled successfully and traceably during formal and informal 

learning. One might think about offering graduates with recognized prior learning a catalogue of 

electives for further qualification either related to the chosen engineering project or not.  

The expert panel in conclusion asserts that MCAST as point of departure carries out an assess-

ment of the Warrant applicants’ engineering competences with a particular focus on the failing 

engineering fundamentals identified in the curricula of the “old” Engineering programmes. Each 

concrete set-up of the PWQC has to start there. Consequently, there shall be one PWQC for all 

applicants resulting in “x” individual study plans for its implementation. 

Requirement  

In addition to the (formal) admission procedure for the PWQC, a monitoring instrument for the 

individual engineering competence level of the potential Warrant applicant must be in place. This 

should enable MCAST to identify individually missing engineering competences or, alternatively, 

recognize engineering abilities achieved in the workplace, in formal (further) education or infor-

mally. Engineering educational needs should be assessed on that basis individually and the PWQC 

be tailored accordingly. 

D-3 Modularisation and workload 

Evidence 

 Ref. 2.1 A1 Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme Specifications 

 Ref. 2.1 A2 Pre-Warrant Qualification Unit Specifications 

 WarrantQualModulePlan (Additional Information provided after the Online audit) 

 Changes carried out in the curriculum (List of modifications of “new” against “old” curricula; 

provided on request before online audit) 

 Supplementary request for information 28_04_2020 (consolidated reply from MCAST Man-

agement to questions of peer panel) 

 Audit discussions 

The PWQC in its present framework consists of five units of 6 ECTS each. 1 ECTS is counted 25 

hours of student work. The ratio of attendance time and self-study time in each unit is 1 to 5 with 

each unit comprising of 30 hours attendance time and 150 hours of students’ self-study time. 

MCAST plans to deliver the units in a block-teaching mode spanning over the period of roughly 
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one month for each unit and 10 sessions of 3 lecture hours each. A working schedule has been 

provided. The teaching hours – according to the reporting of MCAST – may be either face-to-face 

in class or through a virtual classroom format using online platforms. Along with the units, partici-

pants of the PWQC are expected to apply their knowledge and skills to an engineering project and 

produce a report in the format of a technical paper of publishable standard. 

Analysis and assessment of the expert panel 

The present version of the PWQC in the view of the expert panel consists of five units organized 

as self-contained learning components (“modules” in the terminology of the Bologna process). In 

addition, their consecutive delivery in block-teaching mode appears to be generally reasonable, in 

particular with a view to the engineering project that has to be conducted during the course and 

the technical or “research” paper that has to be produced at the end of the term. However, since 

the particularly research-oriented scope of this PWQC approach is not considered fitting the pur-

pose of adequately preparing the graduates of the “old” engineering programmes for the Warrant 

procedure, the panel did not see any benefits in further discussing the modular conceptualisation 

of the individual units.  

Instead, the peers focus on the strikingly even distribution of workload (6 ECTS per unit), the re-

markably high share of self-study time of participants (as compared with their attendance time; 

150 hours compared to 30 hours), and the implementation of the engineering project primarily in 

the engineering workplaces of the majority of the graduates.  

The expert panel understands that the PWQC is an offering primarily for graduates, who are al-

ready employed and who are working in an engineering profession (although graduates are prin-

cipally allowed to enter the course immediately after their graduation). The PWQC therefore must 

take into account the time constraints of (mostly) young professionals, which it does through the 

condensed block-teaching structure, the limited attendance time in consecutive teaching sessions 

and an overall teaching/learning approach that to a large degree relies on the self-study capabili-

ties of the learners. In general, the peers do find this approach adequate, as the graduates as a 

minimum requirement have at least finished a Bachelor’s programme in either Mechanical or 

Electrical Engineering and also have gained professional experiences on the job. However, given 

that the PWQC primarily shall serve the purpose of catching up existing or assumed knowledge 

gaps, MCAST’s responsibility for the learning process increases with its reliance on the graduates’ 

ability to immerse themselves into new knowledge. Consequently, MCAST has to ensure through 

adequate means that there is a continuous communication and exchange between the graduates 

and the teaching staff, particularly during the self-study periods, in order to monitor the learning 

progress.  

The peers acknowledge the stringent and consistent quality assurance system in place at MCAST 

and do not doubt its proper function in assuring the quality of the delivery of its regular full-time 

and part-time programmes. However, the PWQC poses a particular challenge in terms of its nar-

row objective, the temporal limitation of the offering as well as the limited number of possible 
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applicants. Because of the specific organisation of the teaching and learning process, the course 

does not fully match the study conditions of a regular full-time or part-time programme. The 

peers therefore appreciate to hear that MCAST plans to appoint a number of supervisors, who 

shall be available as mentoring staff for the students. In the first instance, these mentors are con-

sidered to consult the graduates on their project work and research activities, which shall be done 

in appointed weekly time slots for discussion. The peers expect that the mentors will generally be 

at the graduates’ disposal for all questions arising from their self-studying efforts. As with all rele-

vant information on the PWQC, the peer panel assumes this arrangement being made available 

for the graduates and other interested stakeholders as well, for instance on a programme-specific 

website. 

The experts are fully aware that it will be difficult for employed applicants to attend regular 

courses of the “new” Bachelor (hons) programmes as a means to catch up with deficiencies in the 

mathematical and theoretical foundations of Engineering. They also admit that it might not be 

worth the significant effort to cater certain (new) fundamental courses for the needs of an only 

limited group of engineering professionals. However, the panel is equally convinced that given its 

vast experience in delivering study programmes on different vocational and academic levels7, 

MCAST has the necessary capacities and staff commitment to provide appropriate solutions for 

these problems and to offer a PWQC that is fit for purpose. Inter alia, one might think about dou-

bling the offering of mandatory courses of the PWQC for a limited time and/or re-scheduling 

them (to the evening hours for instance) to enable the participation of employed graduates. 

Moreover again, it is noticeable that presumably only few graduates will have to pass all manda-

tory courses of the PWQC as most of them have been further developing there engineering com-

petences and already filled the presumable knowledge gaps. They will have to provide sufficient 

evidence for this progression, but in case of a positive evaluation through MCAST could have 

these competences recognized and consequently be dispensed from taking the respective cours-

es.  

In addition, the expert panel see value in allowing those students, who plan to apply for the War-

rant and have not yet finished their studies8, to voluntarily enrol in courses of the “new” pro-

grammes, which might be considered mandatory for the PQWC. The excel sheet provided to illus-

trate the changes in the “new” curricula as opposed to the “old” ones, contains a series of revised 

and new courses in both the Mechanical Engineering as well as the Electrical Engineering pro-

grammes, which could be related to this context. 

The final issue attracting the peer panels’ attention is the assumption that the engineering project 

as a compulsory part of the PWQC as a rule shall be implemented at the workplace or in the em-

                                                           

7 In its cover letter to the additional information submitted after the online audit, the management indi-
cates a portfolio of altogether 180 full-time and 300 part-time courses. 

8 This should apply to the student cohort 2017/18, who were to finish their studies in summer 2021, and 
under certain circumstances might be an option for the cohort 2016/17 as well, who are about to com-
plete their studies in the summer 2020. 
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ploying companies. The panel welcomes the idea, as it will work as a guarantee to ensure not only 

the proper transfer of newly acquired knowledge in an engineering product or process but also 

the relevance of that product or process in terms of applied engineering. However, as a regular 

component of the PWQC it is really challenging the resources of both MCAST and the employing 

companies. According to the documents, there will be a supervisor for each applicant from 

MCAST and from within the company. MCAST needs to make sure that the company supervisors 

are adequately qualified for this task and it needs to have enough qualified supervisors on its own 

(see below chap. D-6). The final responsibility for the topic, conduct, level and assessment of the 

project rests with MCAST. Regarding the companies and their expectations from the project work, 

the peers appreciate MCAST’s close contacts to the Maltese companies. They are also convinced 

that work placements in the companies are very familiar to all MCAST graduates. MCAST never-

theless needs to guarantee that the applicants do have the time and resources to conduct their 

engineering projects at their workplaces (for instance through a related agreement/cooperation 

contract with the companies).  

In this context, the peer panel acknowledges MCAST’s announcement to make its physical infra-

structure and laboratories accessible for graduates, who are not able to conduct their engineering 

project at the workplace or in the company. 

Requirement 

The mentoring staff for the graduates has to be appointed and its function in guiding and supervis-

ing the learning progress has to be transparently communicated (for instance on a PWQC-specific 

website or in a respective brochure). 

MCAST must ensure through appropriate means that the graduates are given the time and re-

sources at the workplace to implement the mandatory engineering project. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended to communicate more transparently how graduates/applicants will be super-

vised and guided in their course work, in particular during the periods of self-structured learning 

(self-study periods), for instance on a PWQC-specific website. 

D-4 Examination and supervision 

Evidence 

 Ref. 2.1 A1 Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme Specifications 

 Ref. 2.1 A2 Pre-Warrant Qualification Unit Specifications 

 DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2, available on the 

internet: https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-

PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2.pdf (Access: 14.05.2020) 

https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2.pdf
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 DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE; available on the in-

ternet: https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-

content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-

PROCEDURE_.pdf (Access: 14.05.2020) 

 Supplementary request for information 28_04_2020 (consolidated reply from MCAST Man-

agement to questions of peer panel) 

 Audit discussions 

Key study components of the proposed PWQC are five units of 6 ECTS each, amounting to alto-

gether 30 ECTS to be passed in a period of roughly six months’ time. The major requirement the 

PWQC and its constituting units is the accompanying implementation of an engineering project of 

small size, with which the graduates shall demonstrate engineering skills and competences on 

level 6 EQF (Bachelor) in a disciplinary field related to their professional interests and needs. From 

the results of this project, the participants of the PWQC are expected to produce a “technical pa-

per of publishable standard” – as the programme specification puts it. Examiner of this work shall 

be a board of professional engineers and academics appointed by MCAST, also including academ-

ics external to MCAST. Upon successfully passing the PWQC a postgraduate certificate of 30 ECTS 

at level 6 shall be awarded. 

In addition, the five units (Problem Formulation, Mathematical Modelling of Engineering Prob-

lems, Experimental Design, Scientific Research Methods, and Presenting and Criticizing Results) 

according to the respective course specifications will each be subject to a so-called Time-

Constrained Assessment (TCA). In the terminology of the “Programme Regulations” (clause 4.15) 

the TCA is a “form of an examination, done in class, under supervision”, which may be carried out 

“during the delivery period of a unit, or at the end of a semester in which the unit is completed”. 

Students have to be informed about the dates and venues of TCAs in advance (cf. clause 10.1.9). 

Analysis and assessment of the expert panel 

Generally, the peers approve of the examination methods applied by and communicated through 

MCAST for its programmes and programme units. In the unit specifications, programme coordina-

tors and teaching staff first give an overview regarding the principle aims of the unit and its pur-

pose within the course, then define the major intended learning outcomes of the unit followed by 

its related contents. The assessment method is described subsequently and shall in each case – as 

the “Programme Regulations” read (clause 10.1.3) – “reflect the Level, ECTS points and the 

schedule of time-tabled/non-timetabled hours of learning of each study unit”.  

Accordingly, the expert panel especially subscribes to the condition that each unit of the PWQC, 

whatever its form, should be assessed separately through a TCA. Written examinations are in 

place, as TCA appear to take this form regularly. Oral examinations in turn, seem to be exception-

https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE_.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE_.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE_.pdf


D Assessment of the Expert Panel 

30 

al in MCAST study programmes, as a rule occurring only in addition to the assessments prescribed 

in the programme/unit specifications (cf. clause 10.1.4 “Viva-voce examinations”).9 Thus, the pro-

gramme coordinators of the PWQC should also consider the methods of assessment with a view 

to whether and to what degree they adequately reflect the intended learning outcomes. The un-

derlying assumption here is that the unit composition of the course has to be reshaped in accord-

ance with the indications given previously in this report. 

The expert panel agrees with MCAST’s approach to place a (small) engineering project at the cen-

tre of the PWQC. Requiring the graduates/applicants to produce a “research” paper of “publisha-

ble standard” is considered adequate, as long as meaning of the term “research”, which is used 

frequently even with respect to level 4 achievements in the “Programme Regulations”, is strictly 

confined to “scientific” in the broader sense applicable to level 6 EQF/MQF. The “research paper” 

would then be a “project paper” summarizing the results of the engineering project in an ade-

quate scientific manner. After all, that would be appropriately addressing the Bachelor level of the 

qualification, the application-orientation of the project and finally the further qualifying purpose 

of the PWQC. As to the engineering project, it is appreciated that a “board of professional engi-

neers and academics”, which is supposed to include also academics external to MCAST, shall per-

form the assessment. The expert panel recommends including at least one chartered engineer in 

the board. In order to improve the communication channels between the stakeholders of the 

Maltese engineering education and to strengthen their commitment, MCAST might even consider 

nominating a member of the CEM. However – very similar to the whole regulatory framework of 

the PWQC – the panel misses clear and binding rules governing the board’s establishment, com-

position (especially with regard to the professional engineering and external members), obliga-

tions and procedure. 

Regarding the rules applying to the PWQC, here as in other chapters of this report, MCAST repre-

sentatives repeatedly stressed the overarching regulatory framework of the institution applying to 

all its study programmes or specifically those of levels 5 to 7 MQF/EQF. This explanation is not 

self-explaining, and thus barely fits the needs of transparency, even when MCAST rightly claims 

that all potential applicants of the PWQC are former MCAST graduates familiar with the rules and 

provisions of MCAST as well as its information policies. In the view of the peers, the indication 

does not adequately reflect the peculiarity of the PWQC, nor does it comply with the normative 

logic of the existing regulations. Thus, for instance the “Programme regulations”10 define its sub-

ject matter as study programmes with a duration of normally three to four years in case of full-

                                                           

9 Otherwise, according to clause 10.1.4 of the “Programme Regulations” a „variety of assessment instru-
ments, not solely TCA, are used to gather and interpret evidence of Student competence toward pre-
established grading criteria that are aligned to the learning outcomes of each unit of the programme of 
study“. 

10 See DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2, available on the internet: 
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-
MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2.pdf (Access: 14.05.2020). 

https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_005_CORP_REV_I_-PROGRAMME-REGULATIONS-MQF-LEVELS-5-7-2.pdf
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time programmes or a proportionally extended duration in case of part-time programmes.11 To 

the peers understanding, these regulations would probably not categorize a specified course like 

the PWQC as a “programme” in the defined meaning, nor did they mention this or any other 

comparable CPD programme.12 However, even, if they were to be applicable, that has to be made 

transparent in the course material (like the programme and unit specifications). 

Requirement  

The regulatory framework for the engineering project (“engineering task”) has to be diligently and 

bindingly defined and made accessible to the relevant stakeholders. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended to reconsider the unit assessment methods with a view to its intended learning 

outcomes and more often make use of oral examinations on a regular basis where appropriate. 

It is recommended to appoint at least one chartered engineer as a member of the board of profes-

sional engineers and academics assessing the PWQC project work and paper. 

D-5 Didactical methods and academic counselling 

Evidence 

 Ref. 2.1 A1 Pre-Warrant Qualification Programme Specifications (Appendix 3) 

 Ref. 2.1 A2 Pre-Warrant Qualification Unit Specifications 

 Supplementary request for information 28_04_2020 (consolidated reply from MCAST Man-

agement to questions of peer panel) 

 Audit discussions 

The five units of the PWQC in its present design will consist of 30 hours of lectures each. All of 

them are proposed to be held in consecutive lecture blocks of one month duration. At the same 

time, the participants are supposed to familiarize and deepen the newly achieved knowledge in 

self-study periods of roughly 150 hours per unit. According to the cover letter of the additional 

information delivered on request after the online audit, each participant will be assigned a men-

tor providing guidance and support to him/her throughout the course, in particular regarding the 

implementation of the engineering project as well as the drafting of the technical paper. The lec-

                                                           

11 Cf. clause 12.4.1 (doubled). 
12 The cover letter accompanying the additional information submitted after the online audit – in line with 

the indications of programme managers of MCAST during the audit meetings – claimed that the PWQC “is 
a level 6 programme”. Therefore, the Board of Studies of the Institute of Engineering and Transport as the 
programme-approving body shall monitor and ensure that the PWQC programme and unit specifications 
comply with the general “study and examination requirements in detail”. 
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tures are planned as face-to-face sessions in class at MCAST, but may also be carried out in virtual 

classrooms using online platforms and the College’s VLE. By use of specialised computer labs, the 

students shall be enabled to conduct exercises such as mathematical simulations. 

Analysis and assessment of the expert panel 

On the one hand, the expert panel understands that MCAST is keen to restrict the volume of the 

course for the potential Warrant applicants generally – given the educational background of the 

applicants and the very purpose of the PWQC. On the other hand, the panel also acknowledges 

the intention to limit mandatory attendance time at MCAST for the participants as far as possible 

in order to adapt to the fact that most of them have already entered an employment in the engi-

neering field. Consequently, the participants will have to do much of their course preparation and 

course assignments in periods of self-study at home or at work. This, in turn, will require MCAST – 

more than in the case of regular full-time or part-time programmes – to provide adequate guid-

ance and support for the participants of the PWQC. It certainly helps the situation – as pro-

gramme managers argued – that the all applicants are and will be MCAST graduates familiar with 

the information and support facilities of the institution. In addition, the announcement that every 

student of the PWQC will be assigned a mentor for guidance and supervision (besides the lectur-

ers, who also shall serve as contact persons throughout the course), will be instrumental to 

achieve the intended learning objectives. The information about course-related supporting activi-

ties (mentoring, use of electronic platforms) must be communicated transparently to the stake-

holders, in particular to potential applicants. In that respect, the peer panel suggests that PWQC 

students should be encouraged and given the opportunity to network and build learner groups, 

especially by means and use of appropriate electronic platforms. 

Recommendation  

It is recommended to establish a supportive learning environment for the students/applicants of 

the PWQC, in particular using appropriate electronic platforms for networking and the build-up of 

learner groups. 

D-6 Personal and physical resources 

Evidence 

 Appendix 2 Ref. 3.2 A1 Equipment List (Mechanical Engineering) 

 Appendix 2 Ref. 3.2 A1 Inventory List (Electrical Engineering) 

 Appendix 6 Ref 3.1 A1 Lecturer's CVs 

 Ref. 3.2 A3 Classroom photos and laboratories 

 Audit document for engineering board (referring to both the “new” programmes and the 

PWQC) 
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 Supplementary request for information 28_04_2020 (consolidated reply from MCAST Man-

agement to questions of peer panel; referring solely to the PWQC) 

 Audit discussions 

MCAST expects no more than roughly 170 applicants for the PWQC. According to the programme 

managers, the IET has already appointed an “Institute Vocational Coordinator” for monitoring the 

programme and a number of lecturers to prepare for the delivery of the course. Each unit of the 

PWCQ in its current scheme is appointed a lecturer (altogether four lecturers), above all two of 

them are members of CEM. MCAST is expecting that the required engineering task will be mostly 

carried out in the workplace of the participants of the PWQC. In case of need, its physical infra-

structure and laboratory equipment will be at the disposal of the participants of this course too in 

case they – for whatever reasons – do not want or cannot conduct the project in a workplace 

environment. 

Analysis and assessment of the expert panel 

The PWQC is a qualification course in the interest of MCAST and the graduates of its Bachelor 

(hons) engineering programmes. Having said this, it is at the same time fair to point out that the 

PWQC is an additional offer requiring a certain amount of teaching resources and funds that oth-

erwise are not available for MCAST’s regular study programmes or the development of new ones. 

Due to the limited scope of the PWQC in terms of units and duration, the investment on resources 

appears to be bearable. The personnel designated for the delivery of the units in their present 

composition is qualified; moreover it does make good sense that some of the appointed lecturers 

are member or associate members of the CEM and thus familiar with its position to engineering 

education and engineers’ required qualifications.13  

The peers do expect this staff to be at the core of the PWQC staff in whatever final form the 

course will take. Should MCAST decide – as suggested earlier (see chap. D-2) – to restructure the 

course in such manner as to include a fixed set of deliberately chosen courses of the “new” engi-

neering programmes in order to purposefully tackle competence gaps, additional resources might 

be avoided. Participants under these circumstances could be integrated in the regular (full-time or 

part-time) courses. Overall, the peers are convinced that MCAST is sufficiently resourced to cope 

with this challenge, assuming that the course remains strictly confined in time and volume. In 

accordance with MCAST, the expert panel explicitly favours the latter. 

It also seems plausible that 170 expected participants can be channelled through the course over 

an extended period of several years, further relaxing MCAST’s efforts in the procurement of the 

PWQC. As to the physical resources, the experts welcome the programme managers’ declaration 

to open the institution’s facilities, especially the laboratories in the Mechanical and Electrical en-

                                                           

13 Cf. the position paper: “Evaluation of the MCAST Pre-Warrant Qualification Course” by the (Maltese) 
Chamber of Engineers, as of 23 April 2020. 
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gineering fields, for the participants of the PWQC in case they do not aim to perform their engi-

neering task in the workplace. The peers also take note of and acknowledge the efforts to en-

hance MCAST’s research capabilities and physical equipment, although subjecting the final judg-

ment to the onsite inspection of the facilities envisaged in a later period of the present evaluation. 

No recommendations. 

D-7 Quality assurance and transparency 

Evidence 

 Appendix 3 – 1.1.2.3-2.1 A1 - DOC_013_CORP_REV_C_DESIGN-DEVELOPMENT-AND-

APPROVAL-OF-PROGRAMME-QUALIFICATIONS-PROCEDURE; available on the internet: 

https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_013_CORP_REV_C_DESIGN-

DEVELOPMENT-AND-APPROVAL-OF-PROGRAMME-QUALIFICATIONS-PROCEDURE-.pdf 

(Access: 14.05.2020) 

 Appendix 3 – 2.4-4.3 A3 - DOC_086_REV_A_INTERNAL-VERIFCATION-PROCEDURE; available 

on the internet: https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-

content/uploads/DOC_086_REV_A_INTERNAL-VERIFCATION-PROCEDURE.pdf (Access: 

14.05.2020) 

 Appendix 3 – 3.4 A6 - DOC_044_CORP_REV_G_SUPPORT-SERVICES-GUIDELINES; available 

on the internet: https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-

content/uploads/DOC_044_CORP_REV_G_SUPPORT-SERVICES-GUIDELINES.pdf (Access: 

14.05.2020) 

 Appendix 3 – 5.2 A9 - DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE; 

available on the internet: https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-

content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-

PROCEDURE_.pdf (Access: 14.05.2020) 

 Appendix 3 – 5.3 A12 - DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-

PROCEDURE; available on the internet: https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-

content/uploads/DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-

PROCEDURE.pdf (Access: 14.05.2020) 

 Supplementary request for information 28_04_2020 (consolidated reply from MCAST Man-

agement to questions of peer panel; referring solely to the PWQC) 

 Audit discussions 

MCAST has established and continuously further developed a comprehensive quality manage-

ment system. This QM system encompasses all core processes of the development, implementa-

tion, review, change and retention of study programmes as well as related administrative and 

supportive processes. Significant provisions and guidelines of the overarching regulatory frame-

https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_013_CORP_REV_C_DESIGN-DEVELOPMENT-AND-APPROVAL-OF-PROGRAMME-QUALIFICATIONS-PROCEDURE-.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_013_CORP_REV_C_DESIGN-DEVELOPMENT-AND-APPROVAL-OF-PROGRAMME-QUALIFICATIONS-PROCEDURE-.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_086_REV_A_INTERNAL-VERIFCATION-PROCEDURE.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_086_REV_A_INTERNAL-VERIFCATION-PROCEDURE.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_044_CORP_REV_G_SUPPORT-SERVICES-GUIDELINES.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_044_CORP_REV_G_SUPPORT-SERVICES-GUIDELINES.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE_.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE_.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_074_CORP_REV_E_RESEARCH-ETHICS-POLICY-AND-PROCEDURE_.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-PROCEDURE.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-PROCEDURE.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-PROCEDURE.pdf
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work are listed above. For the PWQC of particular concern here is the so-called “Programme Cy-

clical Review Procedure”, if the course does formally fall under its provisions (see the discussion 

above chap. D-4). This document provides the policy guidelines and instruments at hand for a 

cyclical monitoring of the appropriateness and relevance of the programme content, level and 

delivery. Inter alia, clause 1 states that: 

 “Programmes are to be reviewed to ensure appropriate, current and relevant content, level 

and delivery; 

 All deadlines for programme review are to be followed; 

 Objectives set for programmes reviews are relevant and responsive to the needs of the var-

ious stakeholders; 

 Review of programmes takes note of feedback from internal and external stakeholders.” 

Analysis and Assessment 

MCAST has undergone an external quality assurance audit in 2015 for its comprehensive quality 

management system with overall positive results.14 Considering that, the peer panel gives MCAST 

the credit of having a generally working QA system, reserving an in-depth analysis to the later 

stages of the evaluation, when the quality of the “new” programmes is under review.  

The argument that for the PWQC the same QA mechanisms are to process as in the case of all 

other MCAST “programmes” needs to be further specified in the experts eyes, given the specific 

nature of this course with its limited duration and scope. The panel considers its review at the 

earliest convenience of utmost importance (according to the rules, not later than at the end of 

the first programme cycle).15 As the PWQC is no routine programme (even for an experienced 

provider like MCAST), it must be guaranteed that deficiencies or unwanted developments in the 

course shall be identified as early as possible in order to take corrective actions on short notice, if 

necessary. The panel is convinced that programme managers intend to follow this path. Yet, as 

stated above, at least formally it is not even sure that the course is subject to the QA policy and 

regulations applicable for the other MCAST study programmes. Its status with respect to quality 

assurance thus needs to be clarified and communicated transparently to the stakeholders (the 

potential applicants in the first place). If MCAST decides to do without any “programme”-specific 

regulation for the PWQC – for reasons of administrative efficiency and scarcity of resources, as 

representatives indicated in the audit discussions – it must be made unmistakably clear to every-

                                                           

14 Cf. 
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/rfm/source/Documents/External%20Reports/NCFHE%20EQA%20Evaluation%
20Report_MCAST_May%202015.pdf (Access: 14.05.2020) 

15 Clause 3.1 of the Programme Cyclical Review Procedure; available at: https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-
content/uploads/DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-PROCEDURE.pdf (Access: 
14.05.2020). 

https://www.mcast.edu.mt/rfm/source/Documents/External%20Reports/NCFHE%20EQA%20Evaluation%20Report_MCAST_May%202015.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/rfm/source/Documents/External%20Reports/NCFHE%20EQA%20Evaluation%20Report_MCAST_May%202015.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-PROCEDURE.pdf
https://www.mcast.edu.mt/wp-content/uploads/DOC_028_CORP_REV_B_PROGRAMME-CYCLICAL-REVIEW-PROCEDURE.pdf
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one external to MCAST, which rules apply to the QA of the course as well as to the study plan, 

admission, assessment, grading, etc. This might be done for instance through references in the 

respective programme/course specifications and related indications in the respective rules and 

regulations. 

Supposed that MCAST is correctly claiming the “programme” status for the PWQC, its response to 

one prominent QA still appears particularly disappointing to the peer panel: “Review of pro-

grammes takes note of feedback from internal and external stakeholders”16.  

It is fair to argue that the CEM, the EPB and, indirectly, the experts of the preceding evaluations 

are or have been stakeholders of an external quality assurance process for the development of 

the Bachelor (hons) engineering programmes at MCAST and as part of that also the PWQC. How-

ever, MCAST has widely omitted major results and recommendations of the assessment of the 

preliminary concept of the present PWQC in 2017 (such as starting off from the identified skills 

gap, developing a procedure of identifying the individual competence progress, the idea of recog-

nizing prior learning (formal or informal) at the workplace etc.). This may have been consistent 

from the perspective of MCAST and thus not failing the above QA principle. However, in the eyes 

of the expert panel MCAST failed to convincingly argue why its approach is reasonable and the 

present design of the PWQC be best suited to fit its primary purpose, e.g. qualifying the partici-

pants for the Engineering Warrant procedure. 

Requirement  

The applicability of the general QA policies and regulations of MCAST to the PWQC has to be clari-

fied and transparently communicated. The same applies to all course relevant rules, which are 

supposed to be governed through general programme provisions. 

 

                                                           

16 Clause 1, ibid. 
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E Conclusions and Recommended Follow-up 

The peer panel concludes that in its present state the PWQC cannot be considered adequately 

qualifying graduates of former MCAST Bachelor (hons) programmes for the Engineering War-

rant procedure. The PWQC thus is recommended to the approval of the EPB with reservations 

only (see following requirements). 

 

Requirements 

1) The PWQC needs to reflect traceably the individual engineering competence level of each 

graduate applying for the course and thus being catered to identify possible engineering 

education needs. The yardstick for this exercise has logically to be the learning out-

come/competence profile of the newly designed Bachelor engineering courses. [D-1] 

2) In addition to the (formal) admission procedure for the PWQC, a monitoring instrument for 

the individual engineering competence level of the potential Warrant applicant must be in 

place. This should enable MCAST to identify individually missing engineering competences 

or, alternatively, recognize engineering abilities achieved in the workplace, in formal (fur-

ther) education or informally. Engineering educational needs should be assessed on that 

basis individually and the PWQC be tailored accordingly. [D-2] 

3) The mentoring staff for the graduates has to be appointed and its function in guiding and 

supervising the learning progress has to be transparently communicated (for instance on a 

PWQC-specific website or in a respective brochure). [D-3] 

4) MCAST must ensure through appropriate means that the graduates are given the time and 

resources at the workplace to implement the mandatory engineering project. [D-3] 

5) The regulatory framework for the engineering project (“engineering task”) has to be dili-

gently and bindingly defined and made accessible to the relevant stakeholders. [D-4] 

6) The applicability of the general QA policies and regulations of MCAST to the PWQC has to 

be clarified and transparently communicated. The same applies to all course relevant 

rules, which are supposed to be governed through general programme provisions. [D-7] 

In the opinion of the expert panel these reservations (requirements) have to be and could be at-

tended to in a reasonably set amount of time, e.g. until the end of the year. As to the follow up, 

the panel recommends a two-stages approach: Firstly, the peers shall assess the revised PWQC on 

a purely documentary basis (desktop review) indicating as to whether MCAST has convincingly 

restructured the course in line with the above requirements. The second step would be a re-

evaluation of the course results in a later phase of the evaluation assignment during one of the 

follow-up onsite visits in Malta. Should MCAST be able to present a restructured PWQC earlier 
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than the envisaged timeline (end of 2020), it is invited to submit the necessary documentation at 

any time it deems appropriate. 

As to grievances of lesser weight (“recommendations”; see list below), the panel recommends 

that MCAST should trace them in the course of this present evaluation procedure scheduled to 

end in 2023. One year after launching the PWQC, MCAST should indicate how it has dealt with the 

recommendations or, if applicable, for what reasons it has chosen to take no action or otherwise 

not to follow the indicated path. 

 

Recommendations 

1) It is recommended to communicate more transparently how graduates/applicants will be 

supervised and guided in their course work, in particular during the periods of self-

structured learning (self-study periods), for instance on a PWQC-specific website. [D-3] 

2) It is recommended to reconsider the unit assessment methods with a view to its intended 

learning outcomes and more often make use of oral examinations on a regular basis 

where appropriate. [D-4] 

3) It is recommended to appoint at least one chartered engineer as a member of the board of 

professional engineers and academics assessing the PWQC project work and paper. [D-4] 

4) It is recommended to establish a supportive learning environment for the stu-

dents/applicants of the PWQC, in particular using appropriate electronic platforms for 

networking and the build-up of learner groups. [D-5] 
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F Comments of MCAST, the Chamber of Engineers 
Malta and the Engineering Profession Board of 
Malta (31.07.2020) 

MCAST, the Maltese Chamber of Engineers and the Engineering Profession Board provided de-

tailed comments on the present evaluation report. All comments are documented and filed with-

out presenting them here in full length; they are considered and, if necessary, directly referred to 

in the peers’ further assessment work (see below chap. G). 

In its comments, MCAST proposes the outlines of inaugurated changes of the PWQC in terms of 

content, structure and regulatory framework. These proposals underlie the peers’ appraisal in the 

following chapter. 

The comments of the Chamber of Engineers are directly alluding to the report, obviously not re-

flecting MCAST’s response to it. Irrespective of this, the following major derivations could be 

made from the Chamber’s commentary: 

 The PWQC has to be fully revised, re-structured and tailored according to the recommenda-

tions given in the different ASIIN evaluations since 2016.  

 A newly framed PWQC has primarily to respond to the deficiencies in engineering 

knowledge and competences identified in the former Bachelor (hons) Engineering degree 

programmes of MCAST. It must demonstrate that each graduate completing the course has 

successfully filled the identified knowledge gaps.  

 These gaps are related to formal academic engineering education, which –in opposition to 

corresponding suggestions of the peers – can hardly be replaced by workplace or informal 

learning experiences gained after graduation. Thus, emphasis should be laid in the PWQC 

on formal academic courses, since recognition of prior informal learning might lead to sub-

jective judgments of former graduates’ engineering competences and to unintended incon-

sistencies in the general level of qualification of graduates successfully completing the 

course. If the units of the PWQC adequately address the known knowledge gaps, every po-

tential applicant for the Engineering Warrant as a rule should pass all units. 

 The engineering project as a core mandatory part of the PWQC must be of sufficient depth 

to enable learners to demonstrate systematically the additional engineering knowledge 

gained through the course. Consequently, the chamber recommends including an engineer-

ing project of at least 20 to 30 ECTS credit volume (equaling 500 – 750 additional hours of 

student workload), apart from the 30 ECTS units of the PWQC. 
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 The relevant stakeholders and, in particular, the Chamber should participate in the assess-

ment of the engineering project on a regular basis. Thereby, the stakeholders – or for that 

matter: the Chamber – should be entitled to nominate its representatives in the relevant 

MCAST board on its own and without the interference of MCAST. 

The EPB comments on the new proposals of MCAST in the light of the evaluation report at hand. 

In its statement, the EPB highlights three major issues: 

 The content of the newly arranged PWQC has to be clarified (for instance by way of mod-

ule/unit descriptions) in order to finally judge their substantial adequacy in terms of filling 

the identified gaps in engineering knowledge. 

 At best, recognition of prior learning in the admission process of the PWQC should be re-

stricted to formal academic learning documented through successfully passed examinations 

(written examinations in the first place). Thus, inappropriate subjective assessments of the 

applicants’ qualification level and inconsistencies in the overall engineering qualification of 

MCAST’s applicants for the Engineering warrant could be avoided. 

 The core role of an engineering project in the PWQC is explicitly underlined, although the 5 

ECTS project foreseen in MCAST’s revised proposal is deemed too small to fulfill factually 

the intended learning objectives. In particular, evidencing that the newly acquired engi-

neering knowledge in the PWQC units is readily available and made use of in a project of 

only 5 ECTS is – in the eyes of the EPB – unrealistic. Hence, the EPB recommends to mean-

ingfully enlarge the volume of the project to up to 20 ECTS. 

 In this connection, the EPB doubts whether an engineering project that explicitly proposes 

“to reflect all topics covered in this course [in the PWQC, ed.]” could be successfully con-

ducted parallel to the course units and, above all, in a part-time arrangement at the work-

place. With an overall workload of the recommended 25 ECTS of course units and 20 ECTS 

for the engineering project, it is recommended to prolong the inaugurated 6 to 7 months 

length of the PWQC to a 12 months duration in order to enable the former graduates to 

achieve the aspired eligibility for the Engineering Warrant. 
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G Assessment of Peers after the comments of 
MCAST and different stakeholders / Summary 
(12.09.2020) 

The following assessment of the peers primarily addresses the response of MCAST to the present 

evaluation report, in particular its proposals for a restructured PWQC. It thereby also thoroughly 

considers the comments of the Chamber of Engineers and the EPB as major stakeholders of the 

evaluation process, the EPB also being the responsible body for the accession to the engineering 

profession in Malta. The assessment will focus on the proposed solutions to the six requirements 

formulated in the report as these are pointing to the most critical aspects of the PWQC in the 

form presented to the experts. Hence, MCAST’s comments to the recommendations are also not-

ed, especially where directly linked to the requirements, but generally on a lower-ranking level. As 

indicated earlier, their treatment by MCAST will be observed in the further evaluation process. 

The expert panel in particular notes that MCAST’s response to the report is explicitly labelled “a 

position document which outlines MCAST’s proposals for the implementation of the Pre-Warrant 

Qualification Course”. In terms of quality assurance that means that no binding decisions concern-

ing content, structure and regulatory framework of the PWQC have been made by MCAST so far. 

From a purely formal point of view, suggestions, proposed measures and rules could only be con-

sidered matching the requirements when put into effect evidently. Should the experts come to 

the conclusion, that a specific offering of MCAST points in the right direction or would effectively 

remove their concerns, they will indicate this accordingly, but nevertheless keep up or re-

formulate, if necessary, the corresponding requirement until full evidence of the implementation 

of the related measures or enactment of the respective rules has been given. 

The panel addresses the requirements in numerical order, irrespective of their treatment in the 

papers of the different stakeholders. 

 

Assessment to requirement 1: The PWQC needs to reflect traceably the individual engineering 

competence level of each graduate applying for the course and thus being catered to identify pos-

sible engineering education needs. The yardstick for this exercise has logically to be the learning 

outcome/competence profile of the newly designed Bachelor engineering courses. [D-1] 

The peer panel acknowledges that MCAST has revised the PWQC from the bottom and fully re-

designed its structure and content, obviously in an effort to accommodate the critical issue of 

enhancing the fundamental engineering knowledge as indicated in the previous evaluations. In 

addition, MCAST has indicated that the new composition of units predominantly leans towards 

correspondent units in the newly designed Bachelor (hon) degree programmes in Electrical Engi-
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neering and Mechanical Engineering respectively. Obviously, MCAST plans tailoring those corre-

spondent units according to the needs of the PWQC. Thus, all five theoretical PWQC units have a 

5 ECTS load while their counterparts in the regular full-time Bachelor (hons) programmes count 6 

ECTS, and whereas contact hours in the latter amount to generally 60 hours, attendance time in 

the PWQC units is diminished to 30 hours only. This leads to the assumption of refurbished and 

densely packed units, putting considerable pressure on the lecture hours during the student con-

tact hours. In addition, it leaves PWQC students with an increased responsibility to structure their 

already high self-study time in order to retain the newly acquired knowledge and, in turn, stresses 

the importance of continued and reliable supervision of the learning progress in the units (apart 

from the project work; see below assessment to requirement 3).  

The reframing of regular courses of the new Bachelor (hons) degree programmes is also indicative 

of the fact that the PWQC participants are not supposed to study their units along with their full-

time fellow students, which the peers deem plausible for practical reasons. The additional staff 

resources needed to revise and instruct the units probably also caused MCAST’s abstaining from 

defining a pre-set catalogue of units (of the new Bachelor programmes) out of which the individu-

al study schedule for students of the PWQC could have been generated, and instead plan a fixed 

schedule of units for both streams of the course. 

Unfortunately, there is no rationale of MCAST reasonably explaining the election of just these 

units for the Electrical resp. Mechanical Engineering streams. In addition, the tables of units leave 

it unclear whether the content of the new PWQC units in both streams, although being of funda-

mental value, really reflect what experts have found lacking in the former Bachelor (hons) pro-

grammes. Thus, for instance, the Mathematics unit in the Electrical PWQC according to table 1 in 

MCAST’s paper refers to the Engineering Math 5 syllabus, which in the change report of MCAST 

has been distinguished as the renamed but substantially unaltered Engineering Math 4 unit of the 

former curriculum. In that case, there would be no additional learning impact for PWQC students 

at all. In comparison, the Engineering Math 4 unit of the new Engineering Bachelor (hons) pro-

gramme has been labelled as substantially new in that account and may have been addressed 

correctly in the above-mentioned table. In a similar vein, the reference unit of the Electromagnet-

ics course could neither be found in the “old” nor in the “new” Electrical Engineering curricula. 

This finding is quite similar for the Mechanical PWQC, where a reference unit “Math 5” is missing 

in the new curricula of the Mechanical Engineering streams. If the indication points to the Electri-

cal Engineering Bachelor (hons) programmes, the problem arises as described above. For the oth-

er units of the Mechanical Engineering PWQC, the peers would need to know the detailed con-

tents for their assessment.  

In general, it can be said that the schedule of the new PWQC for the Electrical and Mechanical 

engineering streams now obviously resonates with the principal concerns of the peers and the 

previously identified knowledge gaps in the “old” Bachelor (hons) programmes. However, with 

only the tables of PWQC units at hand it is hardly possible for the peers to finally decide whether 

those units are conducive to the ultimate aim of the PWQC, namely filling those knowledge gaps. 
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Requirement after proposals of MCAST 

The composition of units of each PWQC stream needs to be explained reasonably. In addition, 

unit descriptions for both streams of the PWQC have to be provided.  

 

Assessment to requirement 2: In addition to the (formal) admission procedure for the PWQC, a 

monitoring instrument for the individual engineering competence level of the potential Warrant 

applicant must be in place. This should enable MCAST to identify individually missing engineering 

competences or, alternatively, recognize engineering abilities achieved in the workplace, in formal 

(further) education or informally. Engineering educational needs should be assessed on that basis 

individually and the PWQC be tailored accordingly. [D-2] 

The experts acknowledge that MCAST proposes establishing a structured monitoring of the indi-

vidual engineering qualification profile of its former graduates in the course of the admission pro-

cess for the PWQC. However, as with the unit design of the PWQC only the framework of the pro-

posal exists, whereas the details are not worked out yet. Four Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) 

boards shall be established, one for each of the Electrical and Mechanical Engineering streams, 

and each composed of qualified MCAST staff with at least one Warrant holder acting as chair of 

the respective board. On a first glance, it seems reasonable that based on a requested portfolio of 

his/her engineering qualifications to be provided by each applicant the RPL board assesses the 

substantial equivalency of his/her qualification profile with the intended learning outcomes of the 

PWQC and consequently decides about the individual PWQC schedule. Whether that instrument 

is “fit for purpose” depends largely on the details of the process, for instance in terms of the set-

up of the assessment checklists or the matching procedure and consequences, and remains to be 

seen. Fixing the threshold to the achievement of 75% of the learning outcomes of a PWQC unit 

seems somewhat arbitrary, since the remaining 25% (if measurable at all) might be indispensable 

core knowledge, skills and/or competences. Without further qualification, this threshold is at least 

questionable from the peers’ point of view. 

It is noteworthy here however that both the Chamber of Engineers and the EPB approach the 

issue of recognizing learning achievements acquired at other universities or outside an academic 

setting with serious concerns. Both stakeholders either question (EPB) or outright deny (Chamber 

of Engineers) the possibility that workplace experience (to name just that) can compensate for 

any formal academic learning. The expert panel does not fully share these concerns. In particular, 

it highlights that all applicants for the PWQC have already finished the elder version of one of the 

Bachelor (hons) Engineering degree programmes and, after all, graduated with a Bachelor (hons) 

degree. Consequently, although lacking engineering knowledge and competences to a certain 

extent (see above), these graduates are trained in methodically acquiring and practicing engineer-

ing knowledge, which is a major competence to successfully perform in any engineering work-

place and, in fact, is the very basis for the idea of life-long learning in the engineering field. Why 

then should they only be able to catch up in the arena of engineering know-how, talent and com-

petence by way of formal academic instruction. The critical question is rather how MCAST reliably 
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and consistently identifies whether individual applicants do already possess the knowledge, skills 

and competences of a specific PWQC unit and thus could be spared from attending it.  

Another point, which potentially might calm the concerns of EPB and Chamber, is that applicants 

are required to comprehensively evidence their newly acquired engineering knowledge – whether 

originated in formal or informal learning settings – in the PWQC’s mandatory engineering project. 

This, in turn, sheds light on the importance of the engineering project (see below assessments to 

requirements 4 and 5), which thematically and methodologically as well as with regard to the 

required knowledge base needs to be catered to the competence gaps treated in the PWQC. In 

this connection, it goes with saying that the engineering project itself cannot be substituted by 

any form or content of prior learning. This would be the peers’ general assumption, but for rea-

sons of clarity and legal certainty, an explicit phrasing of the respective rules of recognition of 

prior learning seems commendable. 

However, the expert panel understands that the aforementioned stakeholders (the EPB in particu-

lar) would not accept any recognition of informally achieved competences, even when their 

equivalency can be demonstrated reasonably. Still, the panel is convinced that learning achieve-

ments gained at other higher education institutions or in comparable formal learning settings, if 

properly assessed and validated, should be recognizable. This principle is an internationally ap-

proved standard and in case of the mutual recognition of academic achievements internationally 

contracted, inter alia by the state of Malta (so-called Lisbon Convention17). That is why the panel 

appreciates the EPB’s willingness to accept recognition decisions relating to “FORMAL further 

education e.g. MSc or postgraduate certificates or reputable CPD courses with set syllabi and 

learning outcomes”. Consequently, the details of the recognition procedure designed, regulated 

and established by MCAST remain to be seen in order to finally assess their adequacy with regard 

to the PWQC. 

Requirement after proposals of MCAST 

The application process of the PWQC, including the monitoring procedure of the engineering 

qualification portfolio of each applicant, needs to be detailed and enacted. Recognition of prior 

learning must be confined to learning in formal academic or postgraduate CPD settings. 

 

Assessment to requirement 3: The mentoring staff for the graduates has to be appointed and its 

function in guiding and supervising the learning progress has to be transparently communicated 

(for instance on a PWQC-specific website or in a respective brochure). [D-3] 

                                                           

17 Available online: 
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680
07f2c7 (Download: 15.08.2020) 

https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=090000168007f2c7
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=090000168007f2c7
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In its comments, MCAST pledges to assign each PQWC student a qualified project supervisor, en-

suring a continual monitoring of the project progress on a weekly basis. MCAST also states that 

unit lecturers shall be available via different online tools for PWQC students, whenever questions 

arise or their help is needed. Contrary to the engineering project, at least the description of the 

supporting services for the PWQC students in the opinion of the peers does not convey the pic-

ture of an actively supporting and guiding staff, which deems necessary given the huge amount of 

self-study time and the relative scarce attendance time of PWQC students. Consequently, the 

expert panel with the information at hand considers this requirement still to be fulfilled. However, 

the peers slightly modify its wording. 

Requirement after proposals of MCAST 

Adequate support and guidance of the PWQC students through qualified staff must be ensured 

throughout the course and in particular during the self-study periods. This must be transparently 

communicated (for instance on a PWQC-specific website or in a respective brochure). 

 

Assessments to requirements 4: MCAST must ensure through appropriate means that the gradu-

ates are given the time and resources at the workplace to implement the mandatory engineering 

project. [D-3] and 5: The regulatory framework for the engineering project (“engineering task”) 

has to be diligently and bindingly defined and made accessible to the relevant stakeholders. [D-4] 

The expert panel strongly approves the central role MCAST assigned to an “engineering project” 

as mandatory part of the PWQC. The processes delineated in the MCAST paper for the conduct, 

guidance and supervision, as well as the assessment of the engineering project appear to be rea-

sonably well conceived. The panel favourably notes that the project from its very starting point 

through to its completion shall be closely monitored and guided by a qualified supervisor assigned 

to each student on a weekly basis. It also acknowledges that the “viva board panel” in charge of 

the viva voce (oral examination) in the final stage of the engineering project are composed of 

qualified MCAST staff members and engineers, with the chair being by definition a warranted 

engineer. Not least, the latter indicates a constructive approach to a corresponding recommenda-

tion of the peers. Additionally, the peers appreciate the intention to also have one member from 

outside of MCAST in the board panel, as this will help to vigorously and continually align the board 

decisions to the professional engineering world. However, the panel convinces itself that it would 

be in the interest of the quality as well as the general acceptance of the PWQC and its results if 

this were made a binding rule instead of making it subject to random recruiting success only. Fur-

ther, the expert panel presumes that those board panels are permanent bodies responsible for 

the entire project assessment. It is unclear from the MCAST paper whether these assessment 

panels are identical with or separated from the RPL boards responsible for the recognition deci-

sions (see above). For practical reasons though, it would certainly make sense to combine the two 

functions. A provision detailing the processes and responsibilities for the unit assessments, en-

compassing the engineering project, is lacking so far, which again leaves the peers’ assessment of 

the issue preliminary.  
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Meanwhile, the expert panel decidedly objects the idea floated by the Chamber of Engineers that 

“all stakeholders, including CoE, should be able to participate in assessing the quality of the engi-

neering project being proposed” and that the board panels “should include members proposed by 

the relevant stakeholder”. The right regarding examinations is a core part of the autonomy and 

responsibility of MCAST that would be seriously compromised if impacted in the proposed man-

ner. Potential conflicts of interest underlying the Chamber’s suggestion could be effectively 

avoided through adequate examination rules foreclosing, for instance, that MCAST lecturers or 

company engineers acting as project supervisors at the same time are members of the board 

panels assessing the respective projects. 

Another important issue with regard to the engineering project is its intended size. The panel 

notes that in the original design of the PWQC five subject-specific units with 6 ECTS each are 

summed up to 30 ECTS of the course, while the engineering project has been designed more or 

less as an accompanying part of the units not attributed any extra credit load. This alone leads to 

questions concerning the prospective workload, students would have to bear for the project be-

sides the regular PWQC course units. In the new PWQC schedule for the Electrical and Mechanical 

engineering streams, the engineering project is considered a separate course unit with 5 ECTS 

(the same size as the other units), to be conducted from the beginning to the end of the course 

and spanning over altogether 6 to 7 months. Since the engineering project and the PWQC units 

shall be conducted concurrently, the expert panel had already voiced concerns in its previous 

assessment and reiterates these concerns with regard to the newly designed PWQC. It therefore 

explicitly agrees to similar reservations of the EPB.  

In this respect, MCAST be reminded that 30 ECTS (the size of the entire PWQC) is considered the 

average student workload of one semester (6 month) in a full-time study mode. In the case of the 

PWQC though, the potential applicants for the most part are already employed engineers and 

cannot (in general) be expected to be available full-time. Hence, they could be expected (in gen-

eral) to study the PWQC as part-time students. There are few options to enable students studying 

the course as if they were full-time available. For already employed PWQC applicants the most 

plausible way to pass the entire PWQC in about six to seven months – as foreseen by MCAST – 

would be an employer’s guarantee of time off from work for the course duration, while at the 

same time providing the company’s facilities (and a company supervisor). Regarding the tight 

timeline of six to seven months, within which the PWQC shall be completed, even then the engi-

neering project’s core objective of demonstrating that knowledge gaps have been successfully 

filled with the course will depend on how the theoretical input of the units is presented to the 

students and absorbed by them. By now, this is hardly possible to judge due to the missing unit 

specifications and a plausible clarification of the inherent alignment of units and engineering pro-

ject. The peers are ready to accept that a considerable proportion of PWQC applicants will be able 

to evidence sufficient engineering competences to be exempted from one or more units. Howev-

er, the conceptual basis must be the student who undergoes the entire course, including all units 

and the engineering project. If in this case the engineering project is supposed to reflect major 

learning outcomes of the individual PWQC units, the substantial and organizational alignment of 
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the units and the project is an indispensable precondition for the achievement of the PWQC 

learning objectives. 

If MCAST is for whatever reasons unable to assure the mentioned guarantees from the PWQC 

applicants’ employers or if the companies are not intent to provide time-off periods from work for 

their employees, the workload of 30 ECTS for the completion of the PWQC seems to be unrealistic 

to bear in six to seven months’ time. In that case, it certainly would be more convenient to pro-

long the time-span for the PWQC reasonably. 

In this connection, the expert panel does not agree with the EPB’s and the Chamber’s objection to 

the limited size of the engineering project, the accompanying justification and the suggestion to 

enlarge the project considerably up to 20 – 30 ECTS. This would mean that the PWQC applicants 

in effect would have to produce a veritable thesis work, which is by no means the primary task of 

the PWQC nor of the engineering project as a mandatory part of it. In addition, this idea blatantly 

ignores that these applicants have already been completing a Bachelor (hons) engineering degree 

(although one with deficiencies) including a Bachelor thesis of 12 ECTS, which is a standard size 

for that kind of academic qualification work in European HEIs. Instead, the objective of the engi-

neering project is and must be confined explicitly to demonstrating the student’s ability to solve a 

complex engineering problem (at MQF/EQF level 6), thereby in particular making use of 

knowledge and skills acquired in the PWQC units. In successfully achieving this learning outcome, 

the student will have proven his catching up of missing skills and competences. This is very differ-

ent from the objective traced by a graduation thesis or any project of comparable size (20 – 30 

ECTS) and from the peers’ perspective can certainly be done in a project work of limited size. One 

nevertheless should consider increasing the designated workload (maybe up to 10 ECTS), as the 

peers expect that the 5 ECTS MCAST attributed to the engineering project in its present proposal 

in any case barely reflects the actual student workload. Even 35 ECTS for the entire PWQC would 

in their eyes be bearable for the PWQC students under the different learning scenarios outlined 

above, the more so as these students are mostly seasoned and highly motivated learners.  

In summary, the expert panel confirms the above requirements and supplements them according 

to the assessment of MCAST’s proposals. 

Requirements after proposals of MCAST 

If the entire PWQC shall be completed in six to seven months’ time, MCAST must ensure through 

appropriate means that the graduates are given the time and resources at the workplace to im-

plement the mandatory engineering project. In addition, the organizational and substantial align-

ment of the units and the engineering project needs to be plausibly demonstrated. 

The engineering project’s attributed ECTS equivalent needs to be adapted so as to more realisti-

cally reflect the actual student workload. 

At least one member of the “viva board panel” must be a warranted engineer from outside 

MCAST (proposed, for instance, by the CoE). Overall, the regulatory framework for the engineer-
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ing project (“engineering task”) has to be diligently and bindingly defined and made accessible to 

the relevant stakeholders. 

 

Assessments to requirements 6: The applicability of the general QA policies and regulations of 

MCAST to the PWQC has to be clarified and transparently communicated. The same applies to all 

course relevant rules, which are supposed to be governed through general programme provisions. 

[D-7] 

The peers take note of MCAST’s announcement that all proposed procurements, procedures, 

processes and provisions will be detailed, established and put into force upon the EPB’s approval. 

According to the position paper, this shall particularly apply for the set-up of a specialised “quality 

framework document” encompassing “the documentation relevant to each of the previous […] 

sections” mentioned in the paper. Notwithstanding the ultimate relevance of the approval of the 

EPB as the final decision-making body, the expert panel cannot conclude its assessment of the 

PQWC without this detailed documentation of the new PWQC. As many issues related to the qual-

ity and quality assurance of the PWQC depend on the more detailed specifications (unit specifica-

tions, institutional and procedural provisions etc.), the panel sees the EPB’s approval no less de-

pending on this relevant information. Until then, the panel confirms the related requirement, 

albeit in a modified phrasing. 

Requirement after proposals of MCAST 

The comprehensive “quality framework document” for the PWQC has to be set up and made 

available for the stakeholders. Thereby, it must be transparently communicated how this regula-

tory framework is tied to the same body of regulations underpinning the Bachelor (hons) Engi-

neering degree programmes. 

Summary  

The peers thank MCAST for its constructive approach to the evaluation report and commendable 

efforts in re-designing the PWQC according to the suggestions of the panel. They also value the 

EPB’s and the CoE’s comments to the report. Since the proposals of MCAST so far and to a large 

extent only outline the actual content and framework of the PWQC, the panel is forced in most 

cases to confirm its previously set requirements until the detailed documentation has been put 

forward. Thus, MCAST must demonstrate that the below requirements have been or will be ful-

filled in accordance with the panels above indications. In most cases, this means that MCAST has 

either to produce or procure the indicated documents or that the proposed measures need to be 

implemented. 
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Requirements 

1) The composition of units of each PWQC stream needs to be explained reasonably. In addi-

tion, unit descriptions for both streams of the PWQC have to be provided. 

2) The application process of the PWQC, including the monitoring procedure of the engineer-

ing qualification portfolio of each applicant, needs to be detailed and enacted. Recognition 

of prior learning must be confined to learning in formal academic or postgraduate CPD 

settings. 

3) Adequate support and guidance of the PWQC students by qualified staff must be ensured 

throughout the course and in particular during the self-study periods. This must be trans-

parently communicated (for instance on a PWQC-specific website or in a respective bro-

chure). 

4) If the entire PWQC shall be completed in six to seven months’ time, MCAST must ensure 

through appropriate means that the graduates are given the time and resources at the 

workplace to implement the mandatory engineering project. In addition, the organiza-

tional and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project needs to be plau-

sibly demonstrated. 

5) The engineering project’s attributed ECTS equivalent needs to be adapted so as to more 

realistically reflect the actual student workload. 

6) At least one member of the “viva board panel” must be a warranted engineer from outside 

MCAST (proposed, for instance, by the CoE). Overall, the regulatory framework for the en-

gineering project (“engineering task”) has to be diligently and bindingly defined and made 

accessible to the relevant stakeholders. 

7) The comprehensive “quality framework document” for the PWQC has to be set up and 

made available for the stakeholders. Thereby, it must be transparently communicated 

how this regulatory framework is tied to the same body of regulations underpinning the 

Bachelor (hons) Engineering degree programmes. 
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H Report of MCAST to Requirements (14 October 
2020) and Comments of the Chamber of Engi-
neers (4 November 2020) 

Dating from the 21 October and 7 November 2020 respectively, the EPB submitted the MCAST 

Progress Report and the comments of the CoE to this report. Most importantly, MCAST delivered 

the complete set of unit specifications and a PWQC-specific regulatory framework. The submis-

sion of additional documents entails the following: 

 Covering letter 

 Annex 0 Covering Documentation 

 Annex 1 PWQC Quality Documentation 

 Annex 2 Mechanical PWQC Units 

 Annex 3 Electrical PWQC Units 

The comments of the CoE are essentially highlighting two major issues: 

 Firstly, the CoE insists that a 6 to 7 months duration of the PWQC would be too short for a 

densely packed course leaving not enough time for students to adequately follow up the 

theoretical knowledge gained in the newly designed units. The Chamber also voices serious 

concerns that studying the units and preparing the Engineering Project in parallel would 

hardly allow for an adequate practical use of the newly acquired knowledge. The CoE for all 

that recommends a course duration of 12 months at a minimum.  

[This is obviously not based on MCAST’s latest information about the PWQC and the corre-

sponding provisions in the relevant (and newly set up) PWQC-related programme regula-

tions according to which the duration of the course is already fixed at 12 months.] 

 Secondly, the volume of the Engineering Project is still deemed too small to reflect its as-

sumed importance to display the graduates’ ability of presenting practical solutions to en-

gineering problems. The CoE recommends allotting 20 ECTS points to the Engineering Pro-

ject, which together with the 25 ECTS of the course units would sum up to 45 ECTS for the 

entire PWQC. The CoE considers this volume adequate for a part-time course of 12 months 

lengths. 
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I Assessment of Peers after the  
Progress Report of MCAST (14 October 2020) / 
Summary 

The peers welcome the progress report of MCAST summarizing the measures taken to remove 

remaining issues of the PWQC course. They note that MCAST explicitly tackled the shortcomings 

in the concept of the PWQC as seen by the peers in their previous statement (thereby presenting 

the comments on requirements 4 to 7 at once). 

In the following paragraphs, the expert panel gives its assessment on the way MCAST has chosen 

to cure the still pending deficits. The appraisal will follow the requirements in the order of their 

appearance. 

1) The composition of units of each PWQC stream needs to be explained reasonably. In addi-

tion, unit descriptions for both streams of the PWQC have to be provided. 

The peers appreciate the unit specifications submitted for the Electrical and the Mechanical 

streams of the PWQC respectively. They can see that the courses are designed according to the 

missing theoretical links in the former respective Bachelor (hons) degree programmes and gener-

ally understand the reasoning behind the composition of the units. As to that, they are especially 

thankful for the justification given in the letter to the EPB.  

A clear indication in the unit specifications of whether or not the units are directly building on 

units/modules of the older programmes or rather delivering new engineering knowledge – as 

given in the justification letter – might be helpful. Contrary to the Mechanical Engineering units 

for which such clarification could be found in some unit specifications, there are apparently no 

equivalents in the Electrical Engineering unit specifications. This could easily be done through 

including a column “prerequisites” in the unit specifications. Formally, the specifications should 

be presented uniformly, and as the PWQC is offered at higher educational level the credit point 

numbers should consistently refer to the ECTS (instead of ECVET). 

Concluding assessment of the peer panel 

The peers consider the requirement essentially fulfilled.  

Nevertheless, they recommend presenting the unit specifications uniformly thereby adding an 

information about the prerequisites with regard to the former Bachelor (hons) Engineering pro-

grammes where applicable. 

2) The application process of the PWQC, including the monitoring procedure of the engineer-

ing qualification portfolio of each applicant, needs to be detailed and enacted. Recognition 
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of prior learning must be confined to learning in formal academic or postgraduate CPD 

settings. 

The peer panel acknowledges that MCAST in a comprehensive regulatory framework related to 

the PWQC has clarified that the course is primarily an offer for graduates of the former Bachelor 

(hons) degree programmes in (Electrical or Mechanical) Engineering wishing to extend their quali-

fication in order to render themselves eligible for the Engineering Warrant. In the “Programme 

regulation” (PR) document adapted to the needs of the PWQC (Document Number 326, DRAFT), it 

is also clearly laid down that “Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL)” is possible principally, but strict-

ly confined to learning achievements acquired in formal academic or CPD settings (see sec. 4.4 

and 12.2.2 of the PR). In addition, the normative logic would suggest that only 50% of the course 

units (that is only 3 out of 6) might be recognised in such manner according to Section 1.2.4 of the 

“Recognition of Prior Learning Policy and Procedure” (Document Number 092, DRAFT). The 

recognition procedure pointed out and distinctively regulated in this document seems to be plau-

sible in the eyes of the peers. It particularly puts weight on the equivalency of the learning 

achievements up for recognition vis-á-vis those course units they are considered to substitute in 

the programme. As the “Engineering Project” is only one regular unit next to others according to 

the revised course structure of the PWQC, it would have been benefitting the transparency of the 

RPL framework to explicitly exclude it from the RPL procedure. Although the entire process of 

developing and establishing the PWQC leads to the assumption that the Engineering Project has 

always been playing a key role and as such at no point in time has been conceived a possible part 

of the RPL procedure, a supplementary ruling in this regard may avoid any misunderstanding. In 

this respect, an explicit reference in the RPL regulation apparently also pertaining to the PWQC in 

the “Programme Regulation” might make good sense. Generally, it appears that the adaptation of 

the overall “Programme Regulation MQF Levels 5 – 7” to the specifications of the PWQC still car-

ries some (minor) faults / errors, which is why this document should be carefully checked again. 

Concluding assessment of the peer panel 

The peers consider the requirement essentially fulfilled.  

Nevertheless, they recommend pursuing a control check particularly of the consistency of PWQC 

Programme Regulation document.  

3) Adequate support and guidance of the PWQC students by qualified staff must be ensured 

throughout the course and in particular during the self-study periods. This must be trans-

parently communicated (for instance on a PWQC-specific website or in a respective bro-

chure). 

The peer panel welcomes that MCAST has dedicated personal and physical resources to the sup-

port of PWQC students through bindingly appointing a course coordinator and establishing an 

online platform (sec. 11.4 of the PR). The peers are convinced that in this way adequate guidance 

and support for the PWQC has been ensured for the PWQC. 



I Assessment of Peers after the  
Progress Report of MCAST (14 October 2020) / Summary 

53 

Concluding assessment of the peer panel 

The peers consider the requirement fulfilled.  

4) If the entire PWQC shall be completed in six to seven months’ time, MCAST must ensure 

through appropriate means that the graduates are given the time and resources at the 

workplace to implement the mandatory engineering project. In addition, the organiza-

tional and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project needs to be plau-

sibly demonstrated. 

The expert panel highly values the (factual) extension of the duration of the PWQC course to two 

semesters on a part-time basis. This means that units with a volume of 15 ECTS have to be passed 

within one semester, which seems adequate and bearable even for students who mostly will re-

main working in their respective engineering profession while studying in the evening hours 

and/or at the weekend. What is more, the prolonged study-time taking into account the profes-

sional obligations of the applicants will give them more time to follow up the units and effectively 

make use of newly acquired knowledge in the “Engineering Project”. Hence, the peers consider 

the length of the PWQC adequately fitting its purpose.  

However, the documentation provided and measures taken in the meantime to improve the de-

sign and structure of the PWQC from the peers’ perspective still miss any substantial alignment 

between the individual units of the Electrical or Mechanical Engineering stream on the one hand 

and the Engineering Project on the other. This however has been a deliberate part of the re-

quirement under consideration. According to the unit specification as well as the relevant section 

of the PWQC Programme Regulation (sec. 11), the Engineering Project has still its focus on setting 

up a scientific project, implementing project management, carrying out related research work and 

writing the project report in the manner and quality of a scientific paper. The peers agree with the 

MCAST programme coordinators that the Engineering Project shall be the ultimate proof of the 

students’ qualification and eligibility for the Engineering Warrant. Yet they again stress the limited 

purpose of this project. In the first instance, the Engineering Project has to provide evidence of 

the students’ catching up with certain knowledge gaps supposed to have been filled prior through 

the units of the PWQC. Hence, topics, applied methods and results of the Engineering Project 

need to be strictly limited and aligned to these units, which would not only be the best way to 

practically evidence the removal of knowledge gaps, but also the subject-related adequacy of the 

units forming the PWQC. In contrast to the CoE, the peers would also consent to the prospected 

limited size of the Engineering Project (5 ECTS), provided that it is strongly aligned to the units of 

the course and to the purpose of substantiating specified additional knowledge and skills strongly 

related to the course units. In addition, the above-discussed RPL procedure only then appears to 

be meaningful in the context of the PWQC.  

Moreover, if PWQC applicants are required to have completed a Bachelor (hons) Engineering de-

gree programme at MCAST before, it is justified to assume that they do not need to evidence 

their general ability to work and write scientifically. Consequently, objectives, design and intend-
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ed learning outcomes of the Engineering Project do not have to cover these fundamental qualifi-

cations – as the CoE seemingly suspects –, but rather to prove evidence that the graduates have 

acquired additional competences deemed to be lacking before. This – no more, no less – is what 

the Engineering Project must verify in every single case. On the other hand, this is exactly why the 

alignment of topics and content of the Engineering Project to the PWQC units is indispensable. 

The panel is fully aware of the difficulty of this task, yet does not see any option to dispense with 

this requirement if the PWQC is to be founded reasonably. Otherwise, the Engineering Project 

would be hanging in the air without convincingly taking up the knowledge delivered in the units, 

and thus in the eyes of the peers present itself not fit for purpose ultimately. 

Concluding assessment of the peer panel / Remaining requirement 

The peers consider the requirement not fulfilled.  

The organizational and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project needs to be 

appropriately ensured and plausibly demonstrated. 

5) The engineering project’s attributed ECTS equivalent needs to be adapted so as to more 

realistically reflect the actual student workload. 

For the reasons stated above, the expert panel principally believes that the Engineering Project 

could be a small project evidencing that that the students have successfully achieved ready-to-use 

engineering knowledge in the respective PWQC units. Because of this strictly confined purpose of 

the PWQC, the Engineering Project is neither considered to be a substitute for a Thesis work nor 

does it require a comparable size, say, for instance, 20 ECTS as recommended by the CoE. MCAST 

is however certainly right in asserting that the project needs to be of adequate quality (MQF level 

6). Regarding this however, the peers are of the opinion – as stated earlier in this report – that 

5 ECTS will in any case hardly reflect the actual students’ workload for the Engineering Project. As 

the PWQC has been prolonged to a two semester part-time course, there would be no hindrance 

to reassess the workload calculation and opt for a somewhat higher credit point award (for in-

stance, 10 ECTS). The peers confirm their prior corresponding suggestion in this regard. They do 

not strictly insist on their suggestion, but in case MCAST should decide to leave the credit point 

allocation unaltered the student’s workload for the Engineering Project has to be closely moni-

tored in order to quickly adapt the respective credit volume should that turn out to be necessary. 

Relevant data evidencing this monitoring should then be presented to the panel during the life-

time of the project. 

Concluding assessment of the peer panel / Remaining requirement 

The peers consider the requirement not fulfilled satisfactorily.  

The workload calculation for the Engineering Project needs to be closely monitored and the related 

credit volume adapted, if necessary. Monitoring data have to be presented in the course of the 

ongoing evaluation. 
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6) At least one member of the “viva board panel” must be a warranted engineer from outside 

MCAST (proposed, for instance, by the CoE). Overall, the regulatory framework for the en-

gineering project (“engineering task”) has to be diligently and bindingly defined and made 

accessible to the relevant stakeholders. 

Regarding MCAST’s proposal to let the EPB select one member of the “viva board panel” being in 

charge for the assessment of the Engineering Project in a defined procedure, the expert panel 

generally reiterates its firm conviction that the prerogative of constituting the examination board 

should solely lie with MCAST. Thereby, the fundamental principle of impartiality and independ-

ence of the individual board members has to be acknowledged. Hence, the CoE’s counterproposal 

of the EPB nominating three candidates with the necessary engineering qualification, from which 

MCAST choses the one board member needed, might be an obvious solution. The peers are how-

ever reluctant to directly involve the regulator of the profession and the institution awarding the 

Engineering Warrant in the PWQC assessment precisely because of possible violations of the 

above-stated principle of impartiality and independence (conflicts of interest and biases in the 

procedure). They still agree to the election of at least one external Warrant Holder of adequate 

and proven engineering qualification and experience proposed by a recognized stakeholder in the 

field (most notably the CoE), but would suggest to not involve the EPB. Including also an external 

expert from the academia into the “viva board panel” – as the CoE suggests – may contribute to 

the quality and recognition of the PWQC, but should be no precondition for starting the course in 

the eyes of the peers. MCAST has previously declared to bindingly define the rules and proce-

dures of the board, but has obviously reserved this step to the EPB’s approval of its related pro-

posal. Hence, the provisions delineating the composition, tasks, responsibilities and procedures of 

the “viva board panel” leave to be established and enacted. 

Concluding assessment of the peer panel / Remaining requirement 

The peers consider the requirement not fulfilled yet.  

The provisions delineating the composition, tasks, responsibilities and procedures of the “viva 

board panel” have be established and enacted. 

7) The comprehensive “quality framework document” for the PWQC has to be set up and 

made available for the stakeholders. Thereby, it must be transparently communicated how 

this regulatory framework is tied to the same body of regulations underpinning the Bache-

lor (hons) Engineering degree programmes. 

As already said, the panel appreciates the edited PWQC programme regulation. It also takes note 

of the sample of additional rules and provisions MCAST has delineated as the “Quality Framework 

Document” entailing all PWQC-relevant regulations. In spite of this, it would have been helpful for 

the peers and might be so for potential applicants and students of the course, if links between the 

different documents were indicated in the respective paragraphs or if, at least, bookmarks had 

been fixed to navigate through the documents. Thus, for instance, it is not self-evident that the 
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paragraphs about the application of the RPL rules in the PWQC Programme Regulation Document 

(para 4.4 and 12.2.2) are specified in a related document (“Recognition of Prior Learning Policy 

and Procedure”, Document Number 092). Referencing to particular regulations applying in addi-

tion to a specific regulation like the PWQC Programme Regulation is exactly what the above re-

quirement has been aiming at. The peers would however been satisfied if the applicants and stu-

dents of the PWQC are provided with this collection of applicable provisions in a transparent 

manner allowing to easily identify all provisions relevant to specified study-related questions 

(admission, RPL, assessment, Engineering Project etc.). They are prepared to accept in favour of 

MCAST that the programme coordinators will undertake the necessary steps to inform applicants 

and students accordingly. 

Concluding assessment of the peer panel  

The peers consider the requirement fulfilled sufficiently.  

Summary 

Remaining Requirements 

1) The organizational and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project 

needs to be appropriately ensured and plausibly demonstrated. 

2) The workload calculation for the Engineering Project needs to be closely monitored and 

the related credit volume adapted, if necessary. Monitoring data have to be presented in 

the course of the ongoing evaluation. 

3) The provisions delineating the composition, tasks, responsibilities and procedures of the 

“viva board panel” have be established and enacted. 

In addition, the progression report of MCAST leads the peer panel to two separate recommenda-

tions of minor priority: 

Recommendations (not prerequisite for starting the programme) 

1) It is recommended to present the unit specifications uniformly thereby adding an infor-

mation about the prerequisites with regard to the former Bachelor (hons) Engineering 

programmes where applicable. 

2) It is recommended to pursue a control check particularly of the consistency of PWQC Pro-

gramme Regulation document. 

Apart from that, the peers found that the recommendations outlined in chapter E of this report 

have been adequately addressed through various measures taken by MCAST and therefore no 

longer need to be considered. 
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J Progression Report of MCAST; Position of Cham-
ber of Engineers  

J-1 MCAST Progress Report (1 December 2020) 

The essence of MCAST’s report about the measures taken to accommodate the deficiencies the 

experts still see in the actual design of the PWQC is cited hereafter: 
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J-2 CoE Position Papers to Status of MCAST PWQC Report 
(4 November 2020; 14 December 2020) 

In its last position paper to the status of the PWQC (dated from December 2020), which has been 

drafted prior to MCAST’s above cited response, the CoE essentially reiterated major points of its 

former stance: 

 The CoE welcomes the prolongation of the minimum duration to a 12 months course, which 

MCAST has proposed in its response to the comments of the expert panel. It also values the 

proposed principal exemption of the engineering project from the Recognition-of-Prior-

Learning-procedure.  

MCAST has finally confirmed the implementation of a 12 months duration of the engineer-

ing project in the design of the PWQC. 

 The CoE generally supports the expert panels request that MCAST must plausibly and con-

vincingly demonstrate the alignment of the engineering project and the more theoretical 

course units. In its perception, this request reflects a former recommendation of the organ-

isation encouraging MCAST to provide “provisional titles” of potential engineering projects 

“and hence put into practice what PWQC students are expected to carry out”18. 

 The CoE considers the originally foreseen 6 ECTS volume of the engineering project unit by 

far insufficient to evidence engineering competences of adequate level and complexity. 

Even an increase to a 10 ECTS small engineering project– as meanwhile offered by MCAST – 

seems inappropriate to the CoE which deems the project fitting its purpose only if it ade-

quately mirrors a “dissertation structure of research/literature review, methodology, re-

sults and analysis”19. In order to ensure that all MCAST graduates eligible for the Engineer-

ing Warrant have undergone “the rigor of a full thesis project at level 6”20 the CoE main-

tains its proposal of a 20 ECTS engineering project.  

In its final proposal, MCAST has upgraded the engineering project unit to 10 ECTS, thereby 

accepting a suggestion of the peer panel. 

 The CoE lowers its strict former stance that the external examiner in the viva board panel 

for the assessment of the engineering project shall be selected from a three-candidate list 

upon the recommendation of an external stakeholder of the engineering community, which 

in fact should be the EPB as the regulator of the profession. Yet it upholds its claim that 

nominees for the external examiner must not be proposed by MCAST, but for reasons of 

independency and transparency should be proposed by an external organisation of the en-

                                                           

18 Chamber of Engineers (CoE), Interim Summary Report on Evaluation Process of PWQC: MCAST Pre-
Warrant Qualification Course as of 14 December 2020, p. 4. 

19 Ibid. 
20 Ibid., p. 5. 
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gineering profession. In addition, external board members according to the CoE shall have 

an adequate engineering qualification possibly at PhD level. 

In its latest proposal, MCAST grants the EPB the right to nominate one external examiner for 

the viva board panel, who at least shall have a master degree in the related engineering 

field. 
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K Assessment of the Peers in response to MCAST’s 
Progress Report (18 January 2021) 

The expert panel is thankful for MCAST’s response to their latest assessment of the actual status 

of the PWQC. The peers acknowledge that, by and large, MCAST has made further progress in 

accommodating critical issues which in their view still remain in the PWQC as it stands.  

Yet, the panel regrets that MCAST did not choose a structured approach in outlining its response 

to the mentioned issues. 

1) The organizational and substantial alignment of the units and the engineering project 

needs to be appropriately ensured and plausibly demonstrated. 

It is well noted that all students of the PWQC will be obliged to carry out the engineering 

project, meaning in other words that the project cannot be subject to the recognition-of-

prior-learning procedure. The same holds true for the extension of the project’s size to 10 

ECTS – in line with the panel’s suggestion –, the obligatory 12 months duration of the 

course and the compulsory character of the Time Constrained Assignments (exams) of all 

course units. 

However – and this is a significant reservation –, MCAST fails to furnish any evidence to 

remedy the most crucial deficiency of the PWQC in its proposed new design. It remains 

essentially unclear how the individual course units are aligned to the engineering project 

substantially and organisationally, which is indispensable if the project itself is to evidence 

the successful bridging of knowledge gaps the units are deemed to fill.  

The experts had made it very clear that in their opinion the limited size of the engineering 

project is justified precisely because of its limited goal of substantiating that knowledge 

gaps in certain engineering fields have been caught up convincingly. For this purpose a 

specified engineering project of practical relevance and of adequate size comprising all 

aspects required to demonstrate good engineering practice (problem statement, litera-

ture review, description of chosen solution approach, results and critical discussion) ap-

pears sufficient, since students are not supposed here to conduct a major scientific work 

to be published in a peer-reviewed science journal. The peers are convinced that this can 

be done within a project of 10 ECTS. They lay weight in stressing this argument against 

the position upheld by the CoE – as they have done in their comments earlier in this re-

port. Neither is it the purpose of the course in the first place to project a “research paper 

of publishable standard” – as MCAST steadfastly presents the expected outcome of the 

engineering project – nor to showcase the “rigor of a full thesis project at level 6” – as the 

CoE would like to have it. In the latter regard, the stakeholders must be reminded of the 

educational and professional background of the MCAST applicants for the Engineering 
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Warrant. All of them have had completed the older version of the Bachelor (hons) engi-

neering degree programmes and nearly all of them have gathered (occasionally even im-

pressing) professional experiences in a certain field of electrical or mechanical engineer-

ing. Even if the former Bachelor (hons) engineering degree programmes have been found 

deficient in specified areas (primarily due to the mixture of MQF/EQF level 5 and level 6 

courses), the graduates of these programmes have worked on a thesis in the final period 

of their studies (at MQF/EQF level 6). This thesis has been found principally in line with 

the international and European standards for a capstone project at Bachelor level, partic-

ularly with regard to its size and methodological framework. At the time, the expert team 

clearly differentiates the specified limitations in the students’ theoretical knowledge and 

the level to which they nevertheless have been brought as evidenced by their “graduation 

work” (Bachelor thesis). It is worth citing the report here to underline the panels’ argu-

ment regarding the ultimate purpose of the engineering project within the framework of 

the PWQC: 

“Overall, the dissertations reveal a solid command of engineering competences and, in 

particular, the students’ ability to analyse and solve independently a given engineering 

problem. Although the theoretical basis and methodical depth of analysis appear to be 

limited on average, the problem-solving strategies are mostly convincing in terms of ap-

plicability and practicality. That is, not in the least, due to final project topics often emerg-

ing from the close cooperation of MCAST institutes with industry partners. Thus, the dis-

sertations could even be considered to meet the MQF level 6 standard, if the limitations 

in their design from a pure engineering-scientific point of view and their specific and prac-

tical grasp of the engineering problems is properly taken into account […].”21 

It is therefore of no question that this specific group of applicants for the Engineering 

Warrant is principally able to solve an engineering problem in a structured and scientifi-

cally informed manner – although generally at more practical and application-oriented 

level and standard. Consequently, applicants do not have to demonstrate their ability to 

carry out a thesis/graduation work at an equivalent level (which has not been questioned 

in principle) but rather their achievement of additional engineering-related knowledge in 

related engineering course units. As far as the individual course units in the electrical or 

mechanical engineering fields are considered adequate to address the identified theoreti-

cal and practical knowledge and skills gap of the students, the engineering project is thus 

expected to proof the acquisition of the respective engineering skills and competences. In 

the eyes of the peers, specifically confined engineering projects in conjunction with indus-

try partners of MCAST could be a viable frame for this outcome. 

                                                           

21 ASIIN Evaluation Report of MCAST Bachelor (hons) degree programmes in Mechanical Engineering and 
Electrical Engineering respectively, Final Draft as of 20.12.2016, p. 31f. 
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However, MCAST does not refer to the above requirement so far. Instead, the MCAST 

management once again highlights the ultimate aim of a “research paper” of “publishable 

standard” as the expected outcome of the engineering project. Thus far, the peer panel 

agrees with the position of the CoE – and has done so repeatedly – that by no means the 

purpose of this PWQC in general and the engineering project specifically is to contribute 

to (applied) research or to evidence research competences of the students. Even if it does 

so that would only be a much-appreciated side effect, but cannot be the primary objec-

tive of the project. In the eyes of the peers, the seemingly opposite conception of MCAST 

is seriously misjudging the overarching aim of the PWQC being solely occupied with plau-

sibly evidencing the removal of knowledge gaps. Moreover, MCAST’s approach unneces-

sarily undermines the unchallenged strength of MCAST – its orientation to profession- 

and application-oriented aspects of the engineering education and its close relationship 

with industry partners, which both feed into this and should be reflected in the engineer-

ing project. It is only on a side note that a project of 10 ECTS in size at MQF/EQF level 6 

(the equivalent size of an average Bachelor thesis) would generally be not enough to lead 

to significant research results. And there is obviously no reason to expect evidence to the 

contrary in the case of a course designed primarily for the purpose of applying for the En-

gineering Warrant.  

As to the size of the project, the experts have been advocating for a somewhat increased 

ECTS size of the project (10 ECTS) to ensure a more realistic perception of the students’ 

actual workload, even in case of a smaller engineering project. Accordingly, such en-

largement is not primarily seen as a (formal) compromise between the widely differing 

propositions of MCAST and the CoE in this respect. 

In sum, the expert panel concludes that this major point of criticism has not been treated 

seriously by MCAST so far. The peers are of the opinion that a smaller engineering project 

of the size now envisaged by MCAST could proof evidence of the acquisition of key engi-

neering competences if its alignment with the course units is made plausible substantially 

and organisationally. Contrary to the view of the CoE, the experts consider the smaller 

scale fit for this purpose. Exemplary engineering problems or topics to be treated in the 

project might be taken as indicators of its adequate scope, level and practical relevance.22 

Yet there must also be in place a sound procedural framework ensuring the conduct and 

supervision of appropriate engineering assignments in cooperation with trusted industry 

partners (project-related study rules, unit specification).  

                                                           

22 As an example in the Electrical Engineering field one might think of combining topics of two courses, for 
instance Electromagnetics and Optimization and Mathematical Modelling, in concrete project assign-
ments such as “Design of pick-up coil(s) for a metal detector to search for specific objects” or “Visualiza-
tion of the coil sensitivity in 3d space”. 
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2) The workload calculation for the Engineering Project needs to be closely monitored and 

the related credit volume adapted, if necessary. Monitoring data have to be presented in 

the course of the ongoing evaluation. 

The peers appreciate that MCAST apparently reconsidered that actual workload students 

will have to bear when carrying out the engineering project and increased the respective 

course unit up to 10 ECTS. This reassessment in their view essentially fulfils the respective 

suggestion, despite maintaining the engineering project at a principally smaller level (see 

above).  

Accordingly, the respective requirement is considered fulfilled sufficiently. 

3) The provisions delineating the composition, tasks, responsibilities and procedures of the 

“viva board panel” have be established and enacted. 

The peers acknowledge that MCAST is intent to grant the EPB one seat in the viva board 

panel, whereas the nominated representative has to have at least a Master degree in the 

respective engineering field. They also note that the originally proposed requirement that 

only Warrant holders shall be eligible has not been confirmed explicitly, apparently due to 

the assumption that EPB drafts would be warrant holders only. 

The expert panel reiterates its opinion that the appointment of the members of the viva 

board panels should be the sole prerogative of MCAST (similar to the status at any other 

Higher Education Institution). This right of nomination should not be partially ceded to an 

external institution like the EPB or any other. From the peers’ point of view, the better so-

lution would be granting the right to put forward a list of possible would be-examiners. 

However, even in this case – as argued earlier – the experts would prefer not to actively 

engage the EPB who is in charge of awarding the warrant in the process of appointing the 

examiners’ board. The peers would still suggest mandating other stakeholders involved in 

the engineering education (for instance, but not necessarily, the CoE). Should the EPB 

however consider the solution offered by MCAST as fitting the task by strengthening the 

overall acceptance and legitimacy of the results achieved in the PWQC, the peers are will-

ing to accept the proposed composition of the viva board panels.  

Under the above reservation, the expert panel deems MCAST’s proposal concerning the 

composition of the viva board panels acceptable. It still recommends however not to 

(even partially) grant the nomination right but to grant the right of proposal, reserving the 

nomination right fully at MCAST.  

Regarding the qualification of the members of the viva board panels, it certainly is rec-

ommendable if one of them in each panel is a PhD holder – as suggested by the CoE. But 

this should not be a mandatory condition for the approval of the PWQC. The panel con-

siders it appropriate if it is ensured that all panel members do at least have a Master de-

gree and a solid engineering background – as MCAST management is seemingly indicating 

in its response letter.  
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The peers did not see any binding and/or publicly communicated documents regarding the pro-

posed measures. This applies especially to the issues dealt with in the foregoing paragraphs but is 

also true with regard to the recommended supplementation of the unit specifications (recom-

mendation 1 of the latest report update) and to the consistency of the PWQC-related documenta-

tion as such (recommendation 2). The expert panel, however, assumes that MCAST will prepare 

(and submit) the relevant documents accordingly once the PWQC is approved by the EPB. 

In conclusion, the expert panel is ready to accept MCAST’s proposals on the PWQC as soon as the 

alignment of course units and the engineering project has been demonstrated plausibly and sus-

tainably (requirement 1). After that, a critical appraisal of the PWQC’s success in the warrant pro-

cedure one year after its start carried out by the stakeholders might be a viable option.  
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