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Examples of key NCDEAS activities in 2018-2019 include:

• Liaison with the CEAB regarding the accreditation process (Deans’ Liaison Committee)

• Education improvement (Education Committee)

• Collaboration with Engineering Change Lab

• Engineering Graduate Attribute Development (EGAD) Project 

• Engineering research enhancement and advocacy (NSERC-Engineering & Applied Science Liaison 
Committee) 

• Advocacy on matters related to engineering education, research and the profession (Research 
Committee, Public Policy Committee)

• Equity, diversity and inclusivity

• Enhanced EDI in the engineering education (Student Equity Committee)

• Made-in-Canada Athena SWAN (Scientific Women’s Academic Network) Charter

• Other:

• Collaboration with Deans of Management and Business Schools

• Grand Challenges program

• Improved liaison and collaboration with engineering students (e.g., CFES) 

• International collaboration and communication (e.g., ASEE)



NCDEAS Resolution – Adopted November 25, 2016

“The Deans represented within the NCDEAS express their commitment to working collaboratively 
with Engineers Canada and the Accreditation Board towards our common goal of streamlining and 
improving the accreditation system in Canada.

The NCDEAS reiterates its concern that the current accreditation process entails onerous 
workloads for higher education institutions (HEI) and accreditation teams, inhibits and overly 
constrains educational innovations, discourages international student exchange programs, and 
over-emphasizes the importance of in-classroom instruction.

The NCDEAS commits to develop and pilot the implementation of a revised accreditation process 
and, furthermore, invites Engineers Canada, the Accreditation Board, regulators and HEIs from 
across the country to partner in ensuring that the diverse needs of stakeholders are met. 

The goal of the pilot project is to deliver a proposal for an accreditation process that ensures that 
graduates from accredited programs demonstrate proficiency in a range of subject competencies 
and possess the academic skills necessary to practice engineering in the public interest, while also 
providing the latitude to HEIs to design and deliver their programs in an innovative and inclusive 
manner that optimizes the learning of their students and their preparation for a range of careers in 
an increasingly globalized world.”



On-going Preoccupations of NCDEAS

• Quality of student experience:

• Move away from input measures and focus on learning outcomes

• Opportunities for interdisciplinary training (e.g., business, social sciences and humanities, etc.)

• Enhancement of cultural awareness and personal development through exchange experiences

• Increased work placement experiences – Co-op placements, internships

• Diversity and inclusivity of the profession (i.e., gender, indigenous, cultural)

• During the education process (e.g., undergraduates, graduates, professors)

• Preparation for the workforce/workplace

• Focus on enhanced teaching and learning experience through:

• Modern and evidence-based forms of pedagogy (e.g., active learning, project-based learning)

• Effective integration of modern technologies (e.g., web, distance learning, MOOCS)

• Workload/intensity - must allow time for reflection and learning

• Graduation rates - low graduation rates (<50% graduate within prescribed time-frame)

• Student mental health



On-going Preoccupations of NCDEAS
• HEIs require an accreditation system that: 

• Accommodates modern forms of curricula, instruction (e.g., active learning) and pedagogy; 

• Accounts for the variety of ways – supervised and unsupervised – in which learning takes place; 

• Facilitates, rather than is a barrier to, student exchange experiences; 

• Achieves required learning outcomes with a balanced and reasonable workload; 

• Allows for programs that can typically be satisfied in 4-years by students entering from high school;

• Main issues with accreditation include:

• A desire to move to a “learning hours” approach as an alternative to AUs as an input measure. 

• A workload that remains excessive with a process that is data heavy:

• Diverts resources and personnel that would otherwise be used to directly support programs;

• Represents a significant workload for visitors;

• CEAB software undergoing implementation will not significantly (if at all) address workload issues.

• Regulations/guidelines that constrain pedagogy (e.g., lecture vs lab/tutorial AUs, category limits)

• What should or should not be under the purview of the CEAB in its evaluations (e.g., mental health)? 

• Continuous Improvement Process – Question: Should this be within the jurisdiction of the CEAB?   

• Increased reliance on the “Interpretive statement” that changes very frequently. 

• Substantive training of visitors is required to ensure consistency and fairness in recommendations.



Items from Reports of the Deans’ Liaison Committee (DLC) to NCDEAS
• Carried forward from the last report to the CEAB:

• Need to improve and maintain open lines of communication with the CEAB and to work together to improve 
the accreditation methodology

• Proposed move away from AUs from a measure of time spent in classroom/tutorial learning to learning time. It 
has been proposed that the pilot project explore ECTS (or a similar Canadian-made approach) as a substitute 
for AUs in parallel with the work of the AU Task Force. 

• Conclusion: Move forward with project to specifically consider replacing AUs with a learning hours (e.g., ECTS 
approach). Caution was noted regarding the Bologna system, which may not be directly comparable with 
Canadian programs (an ECTS approach may, in fact, be easier to implement in Canada). Buy-in of regulators is 
essential.

• From the October 19-20, 2018 and May 2-4, 2019 meetings:

• In responding to the CEAB’s proposal to create an on-going task force of the P&P/DLC to take on identified 
issues, the views were expressed that this could represent an over-engineering of the process, creating new 
layers that may delay the addressing of key issues. 

• While there is interest in pursuing the Learning Units approach (see above), there appears to be limited 
appetite for HEIs to engage in a pilot under the terms spelled out by the AU Task Force.

• Concerns about the CEAB proposing to deal with issues during accreditation visits that are outside the 
expertise of Engineers Canada and their visitors (i.e., mental health support and awareness) and are within the 
domain of the HEIs, not the CEAB. 

• Agree that we should move ahead with a reduction of AUs in the short term (i.e., 1850 AU)



Motions arising from the NCDEAS

• “That relevant sections (open sessions) of the NCDEAS meeting minutes be distributed to the CEAB/Engineers 
Canada representatives.”

• “That while the NCDEAS is very concerned about the issue of mental health, it is also very concerned about 
perceived scope creep in the accreditation process and, as such, asks the CEAB to not move forward on their 
initiative to include mental health services assessment in the evaluation process.”

• “That the NCDEAS wishes to draw the attention of the CEAB to the fact that the minimum path requirement of 
accreditation currently puts the onus on institutions and students to ensure that our students who wish to undertake 
exchange experiences take courses at other institutions that do not threaten this minimum path. The consequence of 
this is one or more of the following:

1. Universities are forced to severely limit the number of partner institutions;

2. Students and institutions have an onerous work load associated with arranging an exchange visit that produces 
qualified AUs and as a result, a relatively low number of students go on exchanges, despite their being a 
valuable part of their education; and 

3. Students tend to take courses while on exchange that are outside of the requirements of their program of 
study and, as a result, may significantly delay their graduation.

In light of this, it is proposed to the CEAB that universities be granted authority to sign off on the merits of courses 
taken at exchange institutions provided that the course content is approved by a qualified and licensed instructor 
with the oversight of the Faculty administration.” (Note: A position statement on this issue was submitted to the 
CEAB in Fall 2018 )



• Evolution and growing reliance on “Interpretive statement” - Perception that the “interpretive statement” has 
become a “shadow” regulation that narrows what is stated in the regulation or imposes new requirements.  The 
interpretive statement appears to undergo significant changes without appropriate input of HEIs and without 
approval oversight of Engineers Canada.  What is the approval path and process? What force does the interpretive 
statement have relative to the regulations?

• AU creep: Data appears to show an increase in the number of AUs over time. Note that the increase of the 
minimum AUs from 1800 to 1950 (in 2008) is equivalent to 4 courses (or an estimated 5 hrs per week of studies 
over a typical 4-year/8-semester program). 

• The number of significant figures of AUs reported/evaluated/questioned often cannot be justified (e.g., to 5 
significant figures). 

• Accommodation of temporary and unforeseen events (e.g., elections, snow days) should not require 
rescheduling of contact hours nor justification during site visits.  

• Pedagogically unjustified regulation stating “In order to ensure that engineering science, engineering design, 
natural science, mathematics and complementary studies curriculum contents are readily and easily identifiable, 
each course in an engineering program should be described using a maximum of three curriculum categories (ES, 
ED, NS, Math, CS) with no single category constituting less than 8 AU’s or 25% of the total AU for a particular 
course.” 

• This is: (1) contrary to good pedagogical practice; and (2) limits program flexibility that might be achieved 
through elective courses that make up the difference between the 1545 and 1950 AU minima.  

• Note: A position statement was submitted by the DLC to the CEAB in April 2019. 

• Student issues: (1) Extremely low graduation rates of students within prescribed program time-frame; (2) student 
mental health – Complex issue, but program workload appears to be a contributing factor. 



Preoccupation of CODIQ  (RESOLVED)

• Despite an early commitment of students to a pure and applied sciences stream in CEGEP, students in Quebec 
tend to stay in the education system one year longer than in the rest of Canada before graduating with a 
Bachelors of Engineering degree. 

• AUs arising from CEGEP programs are not properly accounted for in the maximum 225 AUs that are credited to 
Quebec engineering programs.

• Resolution of CODIQ (adopted unanimously March 10, 2017):

"The Deans of Engineering, represented by CODIQ,  express their concern that CEGEP students undertaking 
undergraduate engineering studies at Quebec universities are not treated equitably in terms of the 225 
accreditation units credited to them from their CEGEP programs. A consequence of this is that CEGEP 
students typically require one additional year of total education to complete their Bachelors degrees at 
Quebec universities compared to students outside of Quebec. In light of this, be it resolved that the Canadian 
Engineering Accreditation Board be asked to investigate this issue and propose remedies to ensure that 
CEGEP students and Quebec universities are treated equitably relative to their counterparts in other areas of 
Canada". 



Conclusion – Our Commitment 

From the NDCEAS Resolution (see slide 2) of November 25, 2016:

“The Deans represented within the NCDEAS express their commitment to working 
collaboratively with Engineers Canada and the Accreditation Board towards our common 
goal of streamlining and improving the accreditation system in Canada.

From the Calgary Declaration:

“We believe that engineering professionals deliver a unique value to society, one that 
higher education institutions have an obligation to foster and provide.

Therefore, we, the members of the National Council of Deans of Engineering and Applied 
Science, commit to fulfilling this obligation and call on our partners to work with us to 
drive substantive change in engineering education for the benefit of our profession and 
broader society.”


