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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Malaysia, like many other countries worldwide, has been grappling with the unprecedented 

challenges posed by the 2020 global pandemic, which has impacted public health, safety, 

social dynamics, economic activities, and various sectors, including engineering education. 

The Engineering Accreditation Department (EAD) under the Board of Engineers Malaysia 

(BEM) is tasked with ensuring the quality of engineering education at institutions of higher 

learning (IHLs) through established standards and rigorous evaluation criteria. In response to 

the pandemic, virtual accreditation visits (VAV) have emerged as an innovative strategy to 

replace traditional evaluation methods for engineering programs at IHLs in Malaysia. However, 

the implementation and effectiveness of these new methods remain uncertain, given the lack 

of comprehensive studies on evaluating program quality during such a challenging and 

unprecedented period. The Institution of Engineers Malaysia (IEM) has a direct interest in this 

issue and is committed to improving the current evaluation processes by developing a more 

innovative engineering accreditation visit strategy and assessing its effectiveness. ASEAN 

2025 summit which took place in the heart of Kuala Lumpur, had the government to encourage 

all those affected by the traffic closure and diversion, to work online. This shows that virtual 

activities do stay relevant. 

To explore this, two focus group discussions were conducted in 5th September 2024 and 

another in 22nd January 2024 along with document reviews and a mixed-method analysis. This 

study compares the methods used during virtual accreditation visits (VAV) and hybrid 

accreditation visits (HAV) with the traditional physical accreditation visits (PAV). A survey 

questionnaire was distributed to the panel of evaluators (PoEs), program owners from IHLs, 

and other stakeholders, including industrial advisors, external examiners, IHL staff, and 

students, as well as the EAD secretariat, all of whom were involved in accreditation visits 

during the pandemic. The survey results were validated by subject matter experts (SMEs) and 

used to develop the engineering accreditation visit framework (EAVF). The data collected was 

analyzed, and the findings were compiled into a final report and shared as a position paper. 

The outcomes of this research are intended to inform improvements to the current evaluation 

methods, ultimately contributing to better quality engineering accreditation practices. 

 

Note: This IEM Position Statement is approved by the IEM 

Council and it expresses the views of the IEM. The purpose 

of this statement is to provide objective, authoritative 

background information to persons interested in issues 

within IEM’s expertise, particularly in areas where such 

information will be helpful in drafting sound public policies. 
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THE ISSUE 

Physical accreditation visits (PAV) had long been a common component of quality assurance 

procedures used to evaluate engineering education programs in Malaysia and globally. In 

March 2020, the pandemic affected nearly all sectors in Malaysia, including institutions of 

higher learning (IHLs), as schools and universities closed their premises, and countries 

worldwide shut their borders in response to lockdown measures. This disruption significantly 

impacted the overall planning of accreditation activities. In 2020, many PAVs were halted and 

rescheduled due to uncertainty about the duration of the lockdown measures in Malaysia. As 

a result, a blanket one-year extension for accreditation awards from 2020 to 2021 was granted 

to all EAC and ETAC accredited programs. In response, virtual accreditation visits (VAV) and 

hybrid accreditation visits (HAV) were implemented starting January 1, 2021, during and after 

the Movement Control Order (MCO). However, various challenges were encountered by 

different stakeholders, including the panel of evaluators (PoEs), IHLs, and the secretariat from 

the Engineering Accreditation Department (EAD), which in turn may have affected the quality 

of accreditation evaluations. This study thus investigated the effectiveness of VAV and HAV 

compared to PAV, focusing on aspects such as challenges, processes, logistics, technologies, 

duration of visits, and the online platforms used during implementation. The outcomes of this 

research aimed to develop a new engineering accreditation visit framework that could serve 

as a guideline not only for stakeholders in Malaysia but also internationally for countries under 

the International Engineering Alliances (IEA). 

 

BACKGROUND 

In Malaysia, the Engineering Accreditation Council (EAC) and Engineering Technology 
Accreditation Council (ETAC) are the bodies delegated by the Board of Engineers Malaysia 
(BEM) to accredit engineering, engineering technology and diploma programmes. Since its 
official establishment in 2006, the Engineering Accreditation Department (EAD) has ensured 
that through the accreditation process, the qualities of graduates of accredited programmes 
are enhanced where the accredited programmes are placed in the EAC/ETAC and MQA 
registrar. On record, the BEM has since awarded accreditation to 356 engineering 
programmes conducted by 57 IHLs in Malaysia [1]. Accreditation is one of the essential 
elements of the Quality Assurance system of any education and training institutions. The main 
purpose of institutional accreditation is to ensure quality in an educational institution through 
the use of standards and rigorous evaluation criteria. External assessment can also act as an 
incentive to direct the wavering universities into some action for seeking quality assurance [2]. 
Hence today the most important issue for the reliability and quality of an educational 
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establishment is the accreditation evaluation. The accreditation system assures that the 
institute has required systems (programmes, infrastructure, lecturers, assessment procedures 
etc.) to deliver assigned programmes and assessments of the students are made applying 
approved standards [3]. 

The 2020 pandemic which was a highly infectious disease caused by a new virus, has had an 
increasing impact on countries and regions around the world, hence the accreditation process 
was done via Physical Accreditation Visit (PAV) for the Institute of Higher Learnings (IHLs). 
During the PAV, the accreditation panels performed the following on-site: verify data in the 
IHLs Application for Accreditation & Self-Evaluation, seek additional information regarding the 
academic and activities and resources that support an institution’s mission and educational 
objectives; develop an understanding and perform an assessment of how well the IHLs meets 
its educational objectives and demonstrates compliance with the Standards of Accreditation. 
During the PAV, IHLs were also evaluated according to all available information, including: 
documentation provided by the IHLs in order to demonstrate compliance with accreditation 
standards; interviews and discussions with the administration staff, students, alumni, Industry 
Advisory Panel; observations of classes, laboratories, facilities; and documentation provided 
by the IHLs to support reported student achievement data. 

Since March 2020, schools have been closed and economies affected. The pandemic has 
also had a severe impact on higher education as universities closed their premises and 
countries shut their borders in response to lockdown measures. Although higher education 
institutions were quick to replace face-to-face lectures with online learning, these closures 
affected learning and examinations as well as the safety and legal status of international 
students in their host country. Perhaps most importantly, the crisis raises questions about the 
value offered by a university education which includes networking and social opportunities as 
well as educational content. To remain relevant, universities need to reinvent their learning 
environments so that digitalisation expands and complements student-teacher and other 
relationships [4-10]. 

However, after understanding that the pandemic and quarantine measures would last for 
months, the learning process has continued in a distance mode using online technologies. In 
fact, most countries have by now moved to online learning at the tertiary level. The pandemic 
caught everyone by surprise. Almost all ongoing quality assurance reviews involving campus 
visits were put on-hold. A recent study by Crozier and Abdullah for the National Accreditation 
Agency for Higher Education in Indonesia (BAN-PT) indicates that more than 4,000 virtual site 
visits (VSVs) have been conducted. BAN-PT is now contemplating retaining the virtual visit 
option in the post-pandemic period to overcome the logistical challenges of serving a far-flung 
and fragmented country with 17,508 islands and 5,120 kms from one end to the other. Their 
analysis shows that the VSV was the same as the physical site visit in all but two aspects: the 
former involved virtual meetings and a digital data repository. The virtual visits also boosted 
the institutions’ confidence compared to Physical Accreditation Visit/ on-site [11]. 

On the 31st of March 2020, Engineering Accreditation Council and Engineering Technology 
Accreditation Council together with Board of Engineers Malaysia, published Guidelines No. 
005 intended to assist all EAC and ETAC accredited programmes in maintaining the education 
quality standards during the pandemic while ensuring compliance to the relevant 
Manual/Standards. The guiding principles intended for the accreditation process focuses on 
the outcomes and the internal systems developed by the IHL to ensure that the graduates are 
adequately prepared to enter the engineering profession. In view of the current situation, the 
purpose of accreditation shall not be compromised [12]. 

Starting 1st of January 2021, EAC and ETAC have come out with the procedures to implement 
Virtual Accreditation Visits (VAV) based on guidelines from Board of Engineers Guidelines No. 
005 - Guiding Principles on Teaching Learning and Assessment, Implementation During 
COVID-19 Pandemic, 30.03.2020, Guidelines Engineering Accreditation Council 
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(BEM/GL/ACC/03), Guidelines Engineering Technology Accreditation Council 
(BEM/GL/ACCETAC/01), EAC Standard 2020 and ETAC Standards 2020 [13]. 

Therefore, comparative studies between PAV, VAV and HAV identify the challenges such as 
the experiential education site capacity, time and budget constraints for experiential education 
teams performing onsite quality assurance site visits at every experiential site at the frequency 
desired. From the outcome of the studies, it can refine the evaluation method and hence 
provides a unified standard for learning service providers, vocational institutions, and life-long 
learning [14-18]. 

 

OBJECTIVES: 

a) To conduct a comparative study between PAV, VAV, and HAV to identify challenges, 
including capacity constraints at experiential education sites, as well as time and budget 
limitations faced by experiential education teams when performing onsite quality assurance 
visits at the desired frequency. 

b) To refine the evaluation methodology, resulting in a unified standard for learning service 
providers, vocational institutions, and lifelong learning programs, covering aspects such as 
facilities, Quality Management Systems (QMS), and more. 

c) To analyze the consistency of evaluation outcomes between VAV, HAV and Physical 
Accreditation Visits (PAV) in terms of their effectiveness in assessing program quality. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
 

The research employed a comparative study approach to examine the effectiveness of 
Physical Accreditation Visits (PAV), Virtual Accreditation Visits (VAV), and Hybrid Accreditation 
Visits (HAV). To analyzed the consistency of evaluation outcomes between PAV, VAV, and 
HAV, focusing on their effectiveness in assessing program quality and ensuring that the 
accreditation process was robust and reliable across different formats, the methodologies 
included document reviews, surveys, and focus group discussions with stakeholders involved 
in the accreditation process, providing a comprehensive analysis of the strengths and 
limitations of each accreditation method. 

This study consists of four (4) main phases as summarized in Figure 1.

 

Figure 1: Flowchart of Research Activities 
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● The first phase of this study involved identification of research gaps, variables, problems, 

objectives, questions, scope of work and review of accreditation documents on the 

physical, hybrid and virtual visits provided by the Engineering Accreditation Department 

(EAD), Board of Engineers Malaysia (BEM). In addition, a focus group discussion (FGD) 

with the selected Panel of Evaluator (PoE), Associate Director of EAD and EAD secretariat 

and Institute of Higher Learning (IHL) were carried out to identify important elements and 

parameters to be used on the next phase of the study.  

● The second phase focused on the design of a survey instrument to collect the primary 

data from various stakeholders involved in the accreditation visits followed by the pilot study 

to test the reliability of the instrument prior to the main study.  

● The third phase focused on the development of the engineering accreditation visit 

framework (EAVF) followed by the validation of the framework based on interview sessions 

with Subject Matter Experts (selected from PoE, IHL and EAD).  

● The fourth and final phase involved consolidation of findings into the final report and 

concluding of research.  

● Overall, a mixture of qualitative and quantitative research methods was adopted for this 

study where the activities started with observations and theoretical insights derived from 

the review of documents, literature, research gaps and objectives, questions, 

administration of survey followed by the development and validation of framework. 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND RESEARCH SETTING 
 

This mixed method research design focuses on the development of an engineering 

accreditation evaluation framework and validation of the evaluation strategies for 

engineering programmes in Malaysia during the pandemic and post-pandemic era. This 

alternative engineering accreditation evaluation framework adheres to the requirements by 

the International Engineering Alliances (Washington, Sydney and Dublin Accords), 

Engineering Accreditation Council, Board of Engineers Malaysia, and the Malaysian 

Qualification Agency (MQA) with a holistic coverage on the activities carried out during the 

accreditation evaluation of engineering programmes in Malaysia. A cross-sectional study 

was employed to determine the effectiveness of the engineering accreditation evaluation 

from the stakeholders’ point of views. 

A qualitative approach was used through document review, interview and focus group 

discussion to investigate various aspects of Virtual Accreditation Visit (VAV), Hybrid 

Accreditation Visit (HAV) and Physical Accreditation Visit (PAV) including the challenges 

faced by the stakeholders during the visits. The main research variables were identified 

through a review of previous studies on engineering accreditation related areas and theories. 

Primary data was collected through a quantitative approach, utilizing survey questionnaires 

to analyze the challenges faced by various stakeholders and to measure the effectiveness 

of engineering accreditation evaluations during Virtual Accreditation Visits (VAV) and Hybrid 

Accreditation Visits (HAV), in comparison to the traditional Physical Accreditation Visits 

(PAV). Secondary data were derived from focus group discussions and accreditation results 
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from previous PAV, HAV, and VAV visits conducted between 2020 and 2023 during the 

pandemic. 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
 

There are two (2) categories of targeted participants or respondents in this study. First, are 

the panel of evaluators (PoE) carrying out the accreditation visit, second are the engineering 

programme owners from the institution of higher learning (IHLs). The Engineering 

Accreditation Department (EAD) provides various support during the accreditation process. 

Using a purposive sampling, this study employed a focus group discussion (FGD) with the 

PoEs and IHLs who are currently involved on the issues and challenges faced during the 

VAV and the strategies or recommendations to be carried out to improve the current 

implementation. 

A survey instrument was administered to solicit the PoEs’ and IHLs’ opinions on the 

effectiveness of the VAV as the current alternative method as compared to the traditional 

method (PAV). The survey is administered in a standardized manner to the targeted PoEs 

and IHLs involved in the VAV. The target respondents for this study are based on a sampling 

frame from the Engineering Accreditation Department (EAD) adopting a probability sampling 

based on a simple random sampling technique, where each member of the population has 

an equal chance of being selected as subject. The entire process of sampling is done in a 

single step with each subject selected independently of the other members of the population. 

 

RESULT 

This section presents the results of the analysis on accredited program visits, specifically 

focusing on those conducted by the Engineering Accreditation Council (EAC) and the 

Engineering Technology Accreditation Council (ETAC), with an emphasis on quality 

measurement. It also includes insights derived from the respondent survey analysis, which 

gathers feedback from both individual participants and representatives from Institutes of 

Higher Learning (IHL) involved in previous accreditation visits. Additionally, the section 

incorporates findings from focus group discussions, providing a comprehensive overview of 

the challenges, trends, and improvements identified through these accreditation processes. 

The goal is to offer a detailed understanding of the accreditation process and the key factors 

influencing its effectiveness. 

The survey collected 32 respondents and the Secondary data collected from the EAD 

consists of programs accredited for the year 2020-2023 by EAC (336 programs) and ETAC 

(357 programs). Figure 2 and Figure 3 show the total of accredited programs based on EAC 

and ETAC visits from 2020-2023, respectively. 
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Figure 2: EAC Accredited Program from 2020-2023 
(Source: EAD) 
 
Figure 2 shows the distribution of EAC accredited programs over four years, totalling 336 
programs. In 2020, there are 68 programs (20.24%), in 2021, there are 134 programs 
(39.88%), in 2022 there are 54 programs (16.07%) and in 2023 there are 80 programs 
(23.81%). The figure highlights that 2021 had the highest number of EAC accredited 
programs, with 134 out of the 336 total programs. 
 

 
 
Figure 3: ETAC Accredited Program from 2020-2023 
(Source: EAD) 
 
 
Figure 3 presents the distribution of ETAC accredited programs over the same four years, 
with a total of 357 programs. The segments are as follows: In 2020, there are 63 programs 
(17.6%), in 2021, there are 88 programs (24.6%), in 2022 there are 150 programs (42%) and 
in 2023 there are 56 programs (15.68%). It shows that 2022 had the highest number of ETAC 
accredited programs, with 150 out of the 357 total programs. 
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A) ACCREDITED PROGRAM VISITS 
 

1. EAC accredited program based on Categories of Visits 
 
Figure 4 illustrates the total number of EAC (Engineering Accreditation Council) accredited 
programs from 2020 to 2023, categorized by different types of accreditation activities. The 
categories include PAV (Provisional Accreditation Visit), VAV (Verification Accreditation Visit), 
HAV (Historical Accreditation Visit), New Program, New Cycle, Continuing, and Interim. 
 

 
Figure 4: EAC Accredited Programs based on Types of Visits 

 
The PAV (Provisional Accreditation Visit) peaked in 2021 with 108 accredited programs, 
declined to 39 programs in 2022, and rose again to 67 programs in 2023. VAV (Verification 
Accreditation Visit) saw low numbers, with a sharp drop to 2 programs in 2021, a slight increase 
to 15 programs in 2022, and a further drop to just 1 program in 2023. The HAV (Hybrid 
Accreditation Visit) followed an irregular trend, with no accreditations in 2022, an increase to 12 
programs in 2023, and the highest activity in 2021 (24 programs). 
 
The number of new programs remained low, with a slight rise in 2023 (13 programs) after a dip 
in 2022 (2 programs). The New Cycle category showed fluctuations, peaking in 2021 (66 
programs), dropping in 2022 (33 programs), and increasing slightly in 2023 (37 programs). 
Continuing visits were relatively stable, with the highest number in 2020 (20 programs), a 
decrease in 2022 (10 programs), and a slight rise in 2023 (12 programs). Interim visits peaked 
in 2021 with 43 programs, dropped significantly in 2022 (9 programs), and rose slightly in 2023 
(18 programs). 
 
These fluctuations in EAC-accredited programs from 2020 to 2023 are closely tied to the impact 
of the pandemic, which led to the widespread adoption of virtual visits. The pandemic forced 
accreditation bodies, including the EAC, to quickly shift to virtual environments. This shift likely 
influenced the number of accreditation visits, particularly in 2020 and 2021, when institutions 
and accreditation bodies were adjusting to the new format. 
 
The large increase in PAVs in 2021 can be attributed to the backlog of postponed or cancelled 
visits from 2020. As virtual visits became more common, these accreditations were rescheduled, 
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leading to the spike in 2021. The decline in 2022 and subsequent increase in 2023 suggests a 
stabilization of the virtual accreditation process as institutions adapted. 
 
The low numbers in VAV and HAV, especially in 2021 and 2022, likely reflect challenges in 
conducting these visits virtually, particularly for verification and historical visits, which require 
more in-depth assessments. The increase in HAV in 2023 suggests a gradual return to 
normalcy, with hybrid models gaining traction. 
 
2. ETAC Accredited Program based on Categories of Visit 
 

 
Figure 5: ETAC Accredited Programs based on Types of Visits 

 
Figure 5 shows the total number of ETAC (Engineering Technology Accreditation Council) 
accredited programs from 2020 to 2023, broken down by different types of accreditation 
activities, including PAV (Provisional Accreditation Visit), VAV (Verification Accreditation Visit), 
HAV (Historical Accreditation Visit), New Program, New Cycle, Continuing, and Interim. In 
2020, there were 49 PAVs, but this number dropped to just 12 in 2021, likely due to the 
disruptions caused by the pandemic, which led to postponed or virtual visits. In 2022, PAVs 
surged to 148 as the backlog from 2020 and 2021 was cleared, with institutions adapting to 
virtual visits. By 2023, the number decreased to 63, possibly signalling a return to regular 
operations after the peak of virtual visits. 
 
No VAVs were recorded in 2020, indicating challenges in conducting these visits virtually in the 
early stages of the pandemic. However, VAVs rose to 66 in 2021, possibly due to the shift to 
virtual visits. There were no VAVs in 2022 and 2023, which could suggest that most verifications 
were completed in 2021. HAVs remained low, peaking at 10 in 2021, likely due to the difficulty 
of assessing historical data remotely. By 2023, no HAVs were conducted, possibly because 
pending cases were completed or in-person assessments resumed. The number of new 
program accreditations increased significantly, from 25 in 2020 to 75 in 2021, and then to 129 
in 2022. This rise suggests that, despite the pandemic, institutions continued to develop new 
programs, with virtual visits helping to facilitate approvals. In 2023, new program accreditations 
decreased slightly to 70, possibly reflecting a return to normal accreditation procedures. New 
cycle accreditations were minimal in 2020 and 2021, but saw a large increase to 67 in 2022, as 
institutions resumed or caught up on program renewals. By 2023, this number decreased to 14, 
likely indicating the end of the peak in renewals. 
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The number of continuing accreditations rose sharply from 1 in 2020 to 37 in 2022, and then to 
65 in 2023, highlighting the importance of maintaining accreditation during the pandemic, with 
virtual visits playing a key role. Interim visits peaked in 2021 with 86 visits, likely due to the 
need for temporary assessments. These visits then dropped to 66 in 2022 and fell further to 6 
in 2023, as the situation stabilized. Overall, both the EAC and ETAC adapted to the challenges 
during the pandemic by implementing virtual visits, allowing them to handle backlogs and 
continue accrediting programs. The increase in certain categories during 2021 and 2022 shows 
that both councils were catching up on delayed assessments. By 2023, both councils seemed 
to be returning to more stable processes, with a mix of virtual, hybrid, and in-person visits. 
 

The following results highlight the major and minor concerns identified during the accreditation 

visits, based on the seven evaluation criteria, including Opportunity for Improvement (OFI). 

3. Quality Measurement 

Figure 6 and Figure 7 present the evaluation results for EAC programs from 2020 to 2023, 

categorized into two types of quality measurements: Major and Minor. The analysis covers 

seven evaluation criteria, which include Outcome-Based Education (OBE), Academic, 

Student, Staff, Facility, Quality Management System (QMS), and Opportunity for Improvement 

(OFI). 

 

Figure 6: Major Concerns highlighted for EAC programs during the visits under 7 evaluation 

criteria 

Figure 6 illustrates the trends in major quality measurement findings during accreditation visits 
from 2020 to 2023. For Outcome-Based Education (OBE), the number of major findings 
increased steadily from 2 in 2020 to 9 in 2022, reflecting a growing emphasis on meeting OBE 
standards. However, there were no major findings in 2023, suggesting improvements. 
Academic-related issues also rose, peaking at 10 in 2022, indicating heightened attention to 
academic quality during the pandemic years. No major academic issues were found in 2023. 
Student-related major findings were absent until 2022, when 2 issues were identified, but no 
issues were reported in 2023. Staff-related findings remained minimal, with a slight rise in 
2021 (3) and 2022 (4), but no findings in 2023. Facility-related findings spiked in 2022 (9), 
pointing to a focus on infrastructure during the pandemic, though no issues were found in 
2023. QMS findings remained consistent, with 3 findings in 2020 and 6 in 2021 and 2022, but 
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no major findings in 2023. This suggests that the pandemic influenced the accreditation 
process, with a noticeable shift in focus and improvements over time. 

 

Figure 7: Minor Concerns highlighted for EAC programs during the visits under 7 evaluation 

criteria including opportunities for improvement (OFIs) 

Figure 7 highlights the trends in minor findings during the accreditation process from 2020 to 

2023, reflecting the impact of the pandemic on the quality of the accreditation process. Minor 

findings related to OBE practices increased from 1 in 2020 to 11 in 2022, suggesting a focus 

on refining practices during the pandemic, with improvements seen in 2023 (5 findings). 

Academic-related minor findings peaked in 2022 (25), but dropped significantly in 2023 (2), 

indicating improvements in academic quality. Minor findings related to student criteria, which 

were absent until 2022, rose to 3 in 2023, showing growing attention to this area. Staff-related 

findings remained low, with no findings in 2023, and facility-related findings peaked at 7 in 

2022 before decreasing to 1 in 2023, indicating improvements in infrastructure. QMS findings 

increased to 15 in 2022 but fell to 3 in 2023, suggesting better quality management practices. 

OFI findings, which reflect areas for improvement, were high in 2021 (105) and 2022 (150), 

but dropped sharply to 3 in 2023, showing significant progress in addressing potential 

improvements during the pandemic. 

In summary, the data reveals a clear trend of identifying and addressing quality issues over 

time, with 2022 showing the highest number of both major and minor findings. By 2023, the 

number of findings across most areas had decreased significantly, indicating successful 

quality improvement efforts. Both major and minor findings related to OBE and academic 

criteria stood out, underscoring these areas as central to program quality. Facility and QMS-

related findings peaked in 2022, suggesting that infrastructure and management systems 

were major focus areas, with notable improvements by 2023. The large number of OFIs, 

particularly in 2021 and 2022, highlights that while programs generally met basic standards, 

there were many areas for further enhancement. The sharp decline in 2023 indicates that 

many of these opportunities were effectively addressed. 

Figure 8 and Figure 9 present the quality measurement results for ETAC (Engineering 

Technology Accreditation Council) programs from 2020 to 2023, categorized into major and 

minor findings across seven evaluation criteria: OBE (Outcome-Based Education), Academic, 

Student, Staff, Facility, QMS (Quality Management System), and OFI (Opportunity for 

Improvement). 
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Figure 8: Major Concerns highlighted for ETAC programs during the visits under 7 

evaluation criteria 

The accreditation quality process during the pandemic showed notable trends in major findings. 
The number of issues related to Outcome-Based Education (OBE) increased sharply from 7 in 
2020 to 73 in 2022, reflecting heightened scrutiny, but dropped significantly to 6 in 2023, 
indicating improvements. Academic findings also rose, peaking at 19 in 2022, before falling to 
5 in 2023, signalling progress. Student-related issues emerged in 2022 with 2 findings but were 
resolved by 2023. Staff-related findings peaked at 8 in 2022, then dropped to 1 in 2023, showing 
fewer concerns. Facility-related findings surged in 2022, with 43 issues identified, likely 
highlighting infrastructure challenges during the pandemic, but remained stable at 8 in 2020 
and 2023. Quality Management System (QMS) findings rose to 30 in 2022, indicating increased 
focus, before decreasing to 3 in 2023, suggesting improvements in quality practices. 

 

 

Figure 9: Major Concerns highlighted for ETAC programs during the visits under 7 

evaluation criteria including OFIs 
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The data in Figure 9 shows a clear trend of improvement in various areas of the accreditation 

process over the years. Minor findings related to Outcome-Based Education (OBE) were high 

in 2021 (40) and peaked in 2022 (29), but decreased significantly to 5 in 2023, showing 

progress in refining practices. Academic-related minor findings were also high, with a peak of 

71 in 2022, though they dropped to 3 in 2023. Student-related findings remained low, with a 

slight increase in 2022 and a decrease in 2023. Staff-related minor findings peaked at 40 in 

2021, but declined to 9 by 2023, reflecting gradual resolution of staff-related issues. Facility-

related findings grew in 2022 (27), indicating more focus on infrastructure, but dropped to 4 in 

2023. Quality Management System (QMS) findings peaked at 75 in 2022, and then decreased 

to 22 in 2023, suggesting improvements in quality management. Lastly, the number of 

Opportunity for Improvement (OFI) findings was very high in 2022 (389), but dropped 

significantly to 38 in 2023, showing successful efforts to address potential areas for 

enhancement. 

In summary, the data shows a notable rise in both major and minor findings in 2021 and 2022, 

especially in areas like OBE, academic quality, and facilities, indicating a period of thorough 

evaluation or increased scrutiny. By 2023, the number of findings across most criteria had 

decreased, suggesting that many of the issues had been resolved and that the quality of ETAC 

programs had improved. OBE and academic quality were the main focus of both major and 

minor findings, highlighting their importance in ETAC’s quality assessment. Facilities and QMS 

were also key concerns, but improvements were seen by 2023. The high number of 

Opportunity for Improvement (OFI) findings, particularly in 2021 and 2022, suggests that while 

programs met accreditation standards, there were many areas for potential enhancement. The 

significant drop in OFIs in 2023 reflects effective efforts to address these areas for 

improvement. 

 

B) RESPONDENTS SURVEY ANALYSIS 

The survey was completed by 17 respondents from IHL (Institutes of Higher Learning) and 15 

individual respondents. EAD assisted by emailing the survey to IHL participants who were 

involved in previous accreditation visits. 
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1) Individuals  
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Key differences have observed between virtual, hybrid, and physical/onsite visits 

based on accreditation document reviews or personal experience.  

 

 Difficult to check facilities’ issues. 

 Time of response, effectiveness, and accuracy of information 

 Physical visit more systematic and smoother 

 Difficult to observe/get the information/data. 

 There are limitations while attending VAV especially when you cannot examine the 

facilities closely on site. 

 Evidence reports not fully uploaded during virtual visit. Assessors need request 

many times from IHL 

 In term of documentation was good since most IHL go for paperless but for interview 

session and facilities difficult to justify the results/ verify the availability facility  

 Personal touch with panel is the advantages of onsite visits while other assessments 

have similar effects for all types of visits 
 

 

 
Key differences you have observed between virtual, hybrid, and physical/onsite 

visits based on accreditation document reviews or personal experience. 

 Economics - Save time and cost Lack of quality 

 I was the EAC Observer when I experienced the Hybrid AV. In that hybrid visit, the 

files were uploaded, and no hardcopy was prepared by IHL. However, we have the 

chance to physically visit their laboratories. 

 Category of facities, students and staffs pose great difference 
 

 

 



Attachment A 
 

 

 Better observation related human factors and facilities 

 Time and energy taken for physical visits are more than virtual and hybrid. However, 

personally I prefer physical visit as it is more satisfactory. 

 Poor documentation readiness, tiring and costly 

 Physical visit more systematic and smoother 

 Easier to get/observe the data/information. However, the time is very limited.  

 Obviously physical accreditation allows panel to observe and examine the 

documents and other related evidence first-hand and get immediate responses from 

IHL should there be any query made during the accreditation visit.  
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2) IHLs survey 
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What is the total cost (RM) spend in conducting the visit?12 responses 

 8000 

 RM20,000.00 (per programme) 

 2800.00 

 More than 10K 

 Around RM8000 for 2 days 

 

Note: The EAD accreditation fee is the same (Onsite, Virtual or Hybrid). 

(Ref https://eac.org.my/v2/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/Yuran-Akreditasi-EAC-

LATEST.pdf) 
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Summaries of the survey feedbacks: 

 

1. Virtual Visits 

>>Pros: 

 Convenience: Participants can join from anywhere with an internet 

connection. 

 Cost-Effective: Reduces travel and accommodation expenses. 

 Increased Participation: People from different locations can easily attend.  

 In terms of document reviews, VAV gives more time to the panel to go 

through the documents thoroughly. 

 The evaluation for virtual facilities visit is the review is not exhaustive 

compared to hybrid and physical visit. 

 Virtual visit is more convenient in terms of the logistics and budget saving, 

but tedious due to the online sharing of documents and set up of online 

meeting platforms. 
 

>>Cons: 

 Limited Interaction: Lack of face-to-face contact may hinder relationship 

building. 

 Technical Issues: Connectivity problems could disrupt the flow of the visit.  

 Security Concerns: Data privacy and security may be at risk. 

 

2. Hybrid Visits: 

>>Pros: 

 Flexibility: Allows a mix of in-person and virtual participation. 

 Increased Reach: Combines the benefits of both virtual and physical visits.  

 Cost Savings: Reduces travel costs while still enabling some face-to-face 

interaction. 

 

>>Cons: 

 Technical Challenges: Ensuring smooth communication between virtual and 

in-person participants. 

 Logistical Complexities: Requires careful planning to accommodate both 

types of attendees. 

 Potential Inequality: Ensuring that both virtual and in-person participants 

have an equal experience. 

 

3. Physical/Onsite Visits: 

>>Pros: 

 Personal Interaction: Enables direct, face-to-face engagement. 

 Relationship Building: Allows for networking and relationship development. 

 Immediate Feedback: Facilitates real-time discussions and feedback. 

 Physical mode able to improve the understanding of the documents 

submitted and issues can be clarified easier and in lesser time. 
 

>>Cons: 

 Costly: Involves expenses related to travel, accommodation, and venue. 

 Limited Reach: Participants need to be physically present at the location. 

 Time-Consuming: Requires more time for planning and coordination.  
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C) ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 

Virtual, hybrid, and physical visits each present distinct challenges. Virtual visits suffer from 

limited interaction, technical issues, and security concerns, which hinder relationship 

building and disrupt the flow of visits. Additionally, they lack the depth of in-person 

observation, making it difficult to assess practical skills or facilities. Document access can 

be problematic, and virtual visits cannot provide a full, real-world experience. Hybrid visits, 

which combine virtual and in-person components, face technical challenges in 

communication and logistical complexities in accommodating both groups, while also 

raising concerns about providing an equal experience for all participants. Physical visits, 

though offering direct interaction and firsthand experiences, are costly, time-consuming, 

and limited in reach, requiring extensive planning and coordination. These visits can also 

be physically demanding, especially with long travel times, and depend on the readiness of 

all parties to share information. 

 

D) PROPOSED FRAMEWORK 

Based on Figure A.1, the conceptual framework underlying the accreditation system, guided 

by the Washington, Sydney, and Dublin Accords, underscores the alignment of educational 

programs at Malaysian Institutes of Higher Learning (IHLs) with internationally recognized 

standards of quality and competence. These accords establish clear frameworks for 

accrediting engineering and technology programs, ensuring that Malaysian institutions meet 

global benchmarks for academic excellence and professional preparedness. The Washington 

Accord focuses on outcomes-based education, ensuring that graduates from Malaysian IHLs 

possess the skills, knowledge, and competencies necessary to practice engineering 

internationally. Meanwhile, the Sydney and Dublin Accords address specific regional and 

disciplinary needs, while maintaining a global perspective on employability, ethical practice, 

and lifelong learning. Collectively, these accords provide a strong, unified framework that 

fosters continuous improvement within Malaysian IHLs, promotes international mobility for 

graduates, and guarantees that accredited institutions produce highly qualified professionals 

capable of meeting the evolving demands of the global workforce. 
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Figure A.1: Conceptual Framework Underlying the Accreditation System 
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Figure A.2: Existing Accreditation Process 

Figure A.2 represent the existing Accreditation Process flowchart. The existing accreditation 

process by the Engineering Accreditation Department (EAD) in Malaysia is a comprehensive 

and structured procedure designed to evaluate and ensure the quality of engineering 

programs at Institutes of Higher Learning (IHLs) across the country. The process involves a 

detailed assessment based on established criteria, including curriculum design, faculty 

qualifications, infrastructure, and resources, as well as student outcomes and employability. 

The EAD follows a robust evaluation model that incorporates both self-assessment reports 

submitted by the institutions and on-site evaluations by expert panels. These panels review 

the institution’s compliance with national and international standards, particularly those 

aligned with the Washington, Sydney and Dublin Accord, ensuring that the programs meet the 

required level of academic and professional competence. The accreditation process also 

emphasizes continuous improvement, encouraging institutions to identify areas of strength 

and areas needing enhancement, thereby maintaining high educational standards and 

promoting the development of skilled engineers in Malaysia. 
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Figure A.3 below illustrates the timeline, which outlines the decision-making process and the 

combination of physical and virtual verification visits. This timeline is designed to provide 

transparency to Institutes of Higher Learning (IHLs), ensuring that they are fully aware of the 

preparation steps and expectations throughout the accreditation process. By clearly 

delineating key milestones and activities, the timeline helps IHLs to effectively plan and 

allocate resources, ensuring a smooth and efficient accreditation process. It also facilitates 

better coordination between the accreditation panel and the institution, enabling both parties 

to adhere to the agreed schedule and meet deadlines. This structured approach promotes 

clarity and reduces uncertainty, allowing for a more organized and streamlined process. 

 

 

Figure A.3. Example of current timeline of the accreditation process. Dates varies depending 

on the visit schedules (Source: EAD). 

E) FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION 

The final stage of the work is the Focus Group Discussion. The Focus Group Discussion took 

place in two parts, on September 5th 2024 and January 22nd 2025. The discussions centered 

around three key topics: a presentation on data analysis, a presentation on survey findings, 
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and a discussion on the development of the framework. These sessions provided an 

opportunity for in-depth exploration of the analysis and survey results, as well as collaborative 

input on shaping the framework's development. The outcomes of the Focus Group Discussion 

as follows: 

1. The proposed facilities requirements in the EAC/ETAC standards need to be further 

refined and detailed to ensure that the specifications align with safety regulations and 

standards. This will help establish consistent practices among Institutions of Higher 

Learning (IHLs) during accreditation visits, ensuring that they meet the necessary criteria 

for accreditation. 

2. For virtual or hybrid accreditation visits, it is recommended to use real-time video 

streaming instead of pre-recorded videos. This will provide a more interactive and 

authentic experience, allowing panel members to engage directly with the facilities and 

activities being presented. 

3. It is proposed that Institutes of Higher Learning (IHLs) be given the choice to select 

between a Physical Accreditation Visit or a Hybrid Accreditation Visit. This option will offer 

flexibility, accommodating the varying preferences and logistical needs of institutions, and 

ensuring that all IHLs can engage in the accreditation process in a manner that aligns with 

their specific circumstances and capabilities. 

4. The current hybrid accreditation visit schedule should be refined to improve efficiency. On 

Day 1, an online meeting should be held in the evening, seven days prior to the physical 

visit. This will allow the panel ample time to review the documentation in detail based on 

the outcomes of the online discussions. On Day 2, the physical visit should take place, 

during which the panel will verify findings, conduct interviews with academic and 

administrative staff, and tour the facilities. The accreditation process should conclude with 

a final meeting on the evening of Day 2, where the panel will summarize and discuss the 

findings. 

 

Table A.1 Current schedule for Accreditation visit (Physical) 

Day -1 Day 1 Day 2 

 8:45 Evaluation Panel Meeting 

(Private Session) 

 

 
 
 
 
8:30 – 10:00 
 
Evaluation Panel Review of 

examinations, course materials 

and student work (includes 

morning tea) 

 8:45 – 9:00 

Opening Remarks and Briefing 

by Head of Delegation on the 

objective of accreditation visit to 

IHL 

 

 9:00 – 10:00 

Welcoming remarks/presentation 

by Top Management of IHL (Vice 

Chancellor/Rector/ Dean/Head) 
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 10:00 – 12:00 

Meeting with (Dean/Head of 

Department /Head of 

Programme) to discuss OBE 

assessment processes, 

curriculum design and Quality 

Management System 

10:00 – 11:30 

Evaluation Panel Meeting with 
technical/administrative staff 
(additional meeting with 
teaching staff /WBL industry 
mentor and/or students may 
also be arranged) 

 11:30 – 12:30 

Evaluation Panel Tour of 

engineering technology 

laboratories and associated 

facilities 

 12:00 – 14:00 

Evaluation Panel Meeting 

(Private Session) to review 

displayed documents (includes a 

light working lunch) 

12:30 – 15:00 

Evaluation Panel Meeting 

(Private Session) to review 

displayed documents (includes 

a light working lunch) 

14:00 
Check-in 
hotel 

14:00 – 16:00 

Meeting with students 

15:00 – 16:30 

Evaluation Panel Meeting 

(Private Session) to revise draft 

exit notes (includes light 

refreshment) 

 16:00 – 17:00 

Meeting with external 

stakeholders (employers, WBL 

partner industry, alumni, industry 

advisors/programme advisors) 

(includes light refreshments) 

16:30 – 17:00 

Exit meeting with IHL Senior 
leadership team 

 17:00 Return to hotel 17:00 Return to hotel 

18:30 – 
22:30 
Evaluation 
Panel 
Working 
Dinner 
(Private 
Session) 
 

18:30 – 22:30 
 
Evaluation Panel Working Dinner 
(Private Session) 
 

18:30 – 22:30 

Evaluation Panel Working 

Dinner (Private Session to 

finalise evaluation panel report) 
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Table A.2 Proposed schedule for Accreditation visit (HAV) 

On-line (7 days earlier) On-Site 

Day 1 Day 2 

8:45  

Evaluation Panel Meeting (Private 

Session) 

 

8:30 – 10:00 
 
Evaluation Panel Review of examinations, 

course materials and student work 

(includes morning tea) 

8:45 – 9:00 

Opening Remarks and Briefing by Head 

of Delegation on the objective of 

accreditation visit to IHL 

10:00 – 11:30 

Evaluation Panel Meeting with 

technical/administrative staff (additional 

meeting with teaching staff /WBL industry 

mentor and/or students may also be 

arranged) 9:00 – 9:30 

Welcoming Remarks/Presentation by Top 

Management of IHL (Vice  

Chancellor/Rector/Dean/Head). 

9:30 – 12:00 

Meeting with (Dean/Head of Department 

/Head of Programme) to discuss OBE 

assessment processes, curriculum 

design and Quality Management System. 

11:30 – 12:30 

Evaluation Panel Tour of engineering 

technology laboratories and associated 

facilities 

12:00 – 14:00 

Evaluation Panel Meeting to review 

displayed/shared documents. 

12:30 – 15:00 

Evaluation Panel Meeting (Private 
Session) to review displayed documents 
(includes a light working lunch) 

14:00 – 16:00 

Meeting with students. 

15:00 – 16:30 

Evaluation Panel Meeting (Private 

Session) to revise draft exit notes 

(includes light refreshment) 

16:00 – 17:00 

Meeting with external stakeholders 

(employers, WBL partner industry, alumni, 

industry advisors/programme advisors) 

(includes light refreshments) 

16:30 – 17:00 

Exit meeting with IHL Senior leadership 

team 

 

18:30 – 22:30 
 
Evaluation Panel Working Dinner (Private 
Session) 
 

18:30 – 22:30 
 
Evaluation Panel Working Dinner (Private 

Session to finalise evaluation panel 

report) 

 

Table A.1 shows the currents schedule used involving on-site visit for 2 days. Based on the 

proposed schedule as in Table A.2, hybrid accreditation visits, which combine both virtual and 
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in-person components, offer several benefits in terms of preparation and cost compared to 

traditional fully in-person visits. Here are some key advantages: 

 

(i) Preparation benefit 

 

a) Flexibility in Scheduling: With a hybrid format, institutions can schedule virtual 

meetings with assessors and review documents online ahead of the on-site visit, 

allowing for more flexible planning and preparation. 

 

b) Efficient Use of Resources: Institutions can prepare and submit documents 

electronically in advance, reducing the need for extensive physical preparation, such 

as printing and organizing large volumes of materials. 

 

c) Enhanced Collaboration: Virtual components allow for greater collaboration between 

internal teams and external assessors, especially when different locations are involved 

(interview with student internship and stakeholders. 

 

d) Streamlined Communication: Virtual meetings allow for quick clarifications and 

follow-ups before the in-person visit, ensuring that the institution is better prepared for 

the onsite evaluation. 

 

(ii) Cost benefit 

 

a) Lower Administrative Costs: With part of the process being virtual, institutions can 
save on logistical expenses associated with hosting an in-person visit, such as venue 
rentals, catering, and other on-site arrangements. 
 

b) Reduced Time Investment: The hybrid model typically requires less time for both the 
accreditation team and the institution. Assessors can complete parts of the evaluation 
virtually, minimizing the time they need to be on-site and reducing the burden on 
institution staff. 
 

c) Less Disruption: With some elements of the accreditation process being virtual, 

institutions can minimize disruption to their operations, ensuring that staff can continue 

their daily activities without being entirely consumed by the accreditation visit. 

 

(iii) Overall Impact 

 

a) Efficiency: Hybrid accreditation allows for a more efficient use of time and resources 

for both the institution and the accreditation team. 

 

b) Cost-Effectiveness: The reduction in travel and administrative expenses contributes 

to a more budget-friendly process. 

 

c) Access to Technology: Utilizing technology for virtual meetings and document 

sharing can make the process smoother and faster while maintaining the integrity and 

thoroughness of the evaluation. 
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E) SUMMARY 

The completion of planned phases would direct to several standing or position, which the work 

started by designing a survey instrument and collecting primary data from stakeholders, 

including 32 survey respondents and data on 637 programs accredited by EAC and ETAC 

from 2020-2023. The survey findings reveal that virtual visits, while convenient and cost-

effective, suffer from limitations such as difficulty in checking facilities, technical issues, and 

security concerns. Hybrid visits offer flexibility but present challenges in ensuring smooth 

communication and logistical planning. Physical visits, though costly and time-consuming, are 

preferred for their effectiveness in personal interaction, relationship building, and immediate 

feedback. 

The key differences between visit types based on stakeholder experiences show that virtual 

visits lack the depth of interaction and observation found in physical visits, particularly in 

assessing practical skills and facilities. Hybrid visits attempt to balance the benefits of both but 

face their own set of challenges. The transition to a virtual and hybrid framework for 

accreditation is timely and addresses the current needs for flexibility in education. The pilot 

phase's data suggests that while virtual visits can maintain quality, they need to be 

supplemented with physical inspections to ensure comprehensive assessments. The 

framework could benefit from more detailed guidelines for institutions to prepare for virtual and 

hybrid visits, particularly in demonstrating hands-on and facility-based aspects of their 

programs. Additionally, the technological readiness of institutions needs to be assessed and 

supported to ensure smooth implementation. 

While virtual and hybrid visits have their merits, there is a strong preference for physical visits 

due to their perceived effectiveness. However, there is a recognition that a hybrid model could 

be a viable compromise, reducing costs without sacrificing effectiveness. The report highlights 

the importance of continuous feedback and iteration to ensure the framework's success in the 

long term. 
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