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1. Overview 
This report presents and reviews the results of the 2017 Canadian Federation of Engineering Students 

(CFES) National Student Survey, which was conducted from September 18 to October 6, 2017. The 

National Student Survey was motivated by the student advocacy mandates of the CFES membership at 

CFES Congress 2017, which called for a nationwide survey to replicate the results of the 2016 Quebec 

Confederation for Engineering Student Outreach (QCESO) survey on student workload and mental 

health, and for further research on topics including the quality of engineering instruction and internship 

programs. The Vice President Academic and Advocacy Working Group of the CFES collaborated to 

prepare this survey, which was launched to the member institutions of the CFES through their official 

representatives and completed by 3936 undergraduate engineering students from across the country. 

The results of this survey offer an examination of the academic experiences of Canadian undergraduate 

engineering students and provide an opportunity to better understand and address the issues facing this 

population. 

2. Methodology 
The content of this survey was prepared by the Vice President Academic and the members of the 

Advocacy Working Group, who are engineering student volunteers from across Canada. The questions 

were then subjected to several rounds of review and revision, both internally by members of the CFES, 

and externally through consultation with a professional psychologist, students of the Johnson Shoyama 

Graduate School of Public Policy, and the administration of the University of Saskatchewan College of 

9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ όǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ±ƛŎŜ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ !ŎŀŘŜƳƛŎΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘȅύ. Following submission to the 

University of Saskatchewan Behavioural Research Ethics Board, the content of the survey was found to 

meet institutional criteria for exemption from formal review and granted permission to proceed. 

The survey was administered online through FluidSurveys and a publicly-accessible survey link was 

shared with the student representatives of all participating CFES member institutions. The survey link 

was then shared with the general student population through the websites, emails, and social media 

platforms available to each CFES member society. To assist with this distribution, the CFES provided 

members with pre-written posts and messages for promoting and sharing the survey. All survey 

responses were submitted anonymously and confidentially, and the anonymity and confidentiality of all 

respondents was guaranteed by a disclaimer on each page of the survey. A copy of the survey was 

available in both English and French, and survey distribution materials were also available in both of 

/ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜǎΦ hŦ ǘƘŜ офос ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΣ оолт ǿŜǊŜ completed in English and 629 

were completed in French. 

Given the scope of this project, which included participants from 44 separate institutions, the sample for 

the survey was necessarily random. However, to reduce bias in the overall results, response rates 

(representing the percentage of the total student body surveyed at each institution) were reviewed 

weekly by the CFES, and member institutions were provided feedback to increase or limit their 

advertising efforts accordingly. This measure was intended to maintain somewhat similar response rates 

across all institutions. In the analysis of the survey results, care was also taken to analyze the results of 

each question by multiple relevant metrics (e.g. gender, age, institution, region of Canada) to identify 

any inconsistencies stemming from an unrepresentative sample. 
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The survey results were reviewed internally by the Vice President Academic with assistance of members 

of the Advocacy Working Group. The results of the English and French versions of the survey were 

downloaded separately and then combined and analyzed using separate software. 

3. Applications 
The results of this survey are primarily intended to inform the official advocacy positions and actions of 

the CFES by providing a clearer picture of the issues impacting Canadian engineering students. It is 

hoped that by better understanding the experience of the average student, the CFES and its partner 

organizations can more effectively seek to improve that experience. 

In the interest of encouraging improvement and cooperation within institutions, and responsibly 

managing data with reputational implications, the CFES has elected to not publish the survey results 

from specific institutions.  However, engineering student societies and faculties are invited to request 

the data from their specific institution, which can be compared against the general data in this report to 

determine areas of strength or of necessary improvement. An application for institution-specific data 

can be found in Appendix A of this report. 

4. Review of Results 

4.1 Identification Questions 
The first section of the survey (Questions 1-6) focused on identifying the characteristics of the survey 

respondents. This section was intended to: 

a) determine whether the survey sample was representative of the demographics of Canadian 

undergraduate engineering students, and  

b) provide a basis for more thorough analysis of later questions (e.g. do perceptions of academic 

stress differ by gender, age, or international student status?). 
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Question 1: Which school do you attend? 

 
Response Options: [dropdown list of all institutions with accredited Canadian engineering programs] 

Results: 

Table 1.1 below shows the total number of responses by institution, as well as the response rate relative 

to the total number of undergraduate engineering students enrolled at each institution based on the 

Engineers Canada 2015 Enrolment and Degrees Awarded Report (Engineers Canada 2016). The table 

also compares the share of the total number of responses from each institution with their share of the 

total number of enrolled students nationwide (also based on the Engineers Canada 2015 Enrolment and 

Degrees Awarded Report) (Engineers Canada 2016).  

Table 1.2 shows the same results, but references numbers from the 2016 Enrolment and Degrees 

Awarded report (Engineers Canada 2017). At the time the survey was developed and released, the 2015 

report was the most recent reference available, and was used to evaluate the representative nature of 

the survey sample during distribution. The 2016 numbers which are now available likely grant a better 

estimate of current student populations and are provided for additional context. For institutions whose 

enrolment numbers were not included for the most recent year of the report, the most recent numbers 

available in the report were used. 

Overall, the survey appears to be reasonably well distributed among institutions. Based on the 2016 

numbers, 40 of the 44 institutions with survey respondents achieved a response rate greater than 1%, 

and nearly half (21 institutions) achieved a response rate greater than 5% . Institutions with an 

especially low volume of responses had either especially small student body sizes, limited interaction 

with the CFES over the last year, or a combination of these two factors (e.g. University College of Cape 

Breton, University of Toronto, Royal Military College). Institutions with anomalously high response rates 

tended to have small student bodies (e.g. St. Francis Xavier University, University of Prince Edward 

Island), and so could not significantly impact the overall survey results. The exception to this trend was 

York University; however, CFES representatives from York clarified that the reported Engineers Canada 

enrollment count was not representative of the true size of their student body. Indeed, the Lassonde 

School of Engineering (York University) website reports having 3300 students, rather than the 358 

enumerated by Engineers Canada (Lassonde School of Engineering 2018) (Engineers Canada 2017). This 

count would reduce York to a more reasonable 3% response rate. 

The highest percentage of total respondents came from Carleton University, École Polytechnique, and 

the University of Waterloo; each of these institutions contributed approximately 9% of the total survey 

responses. As these institutions also have among the most populous engineering programs in the 

country, these rates were not considered damaging to the representative nature of the survey sample.  

To further account for these variables, the results of many later questions are broken down to show the 

variation in responses between different institutions. No later questions in this report specifically name 

individual institutions, but they do break down groups of institutions by common variables like their 

region or the status of their co-op or internship program. Institutions with 15 responses or fewer to any 

given question were not considered to have a representative sample, and so while these responses were 

considered when calculating total national averages, the results for their individual institutions were 

excluded from comparisons of the variation between individual institutions.  
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Institution
Number of 

Responses

Response 

Rate

Percentage of Total 

Responses

Percentage of 

Students 

Nationally

British Columbia Institute of Technology 1 0.11% 0.03% 1.09%

Carleton University 364 9.05% 9.34% 4.96%

Concordia University 229 6.61% 5.88% 4.27%

Conestoga College 26 14.77% 0.67% 0.22%

Dalhousie University 172 10.83% 4.41% 1.96%

École de technologie supérieure 14 0.27% 0.36% 6.41%

École Polytechnique 362 7.39% 9.29% 6.04%

Lakehead University 27 2.68% 0.69% 1.24%

Laurentian University 12 2.49% 0.31% 0.59%

McGill University 98 3.47% 2.52% 3.48%

McMaster University 143 4.12% 3.67% 4.28%

Memorial University of Newfoundland 118 11.46% 3.03% 1.27%

Nova Scotia Agricultural College 1 5.26% 0.03% 0.02%

Queen's University 33 1.30% 0.85% 3.14%

Royal Military College of Canada 1 0.24% 0.03% 0.51%

Ryerson University 230 5.88% 5.90% 4.83%

Saint Mary's University 18 8.41% 0.46% 0.26%

Simon Fraser University 101 8.31% 2.59% 1.50%

St. Francis Xavier University 36 45.57% 0.92% 0.10%

Université de Moncton 23 5.45% 0.59% 0.52%

Université de Sherbrooke 164 11.24% 4.21% 1.80%

Université du Québec à Montréal 1 2.13% 0.03% 0.06%

Université du Québec à Trois-Rivières 12 3.65% 0.31% 0.41%

Université Laval 68 2.95% 1.75% 2.85%

University College of Cape Breton 1 2.44% 0.03% 0.05%

University of Alberta 127 3.01% 3.26% 5.21%

University of British Columbia - Okanagan Campus 33 4.09% 0.85% 0.99%

University of British Columbia - Vancouver Campus 55 1.55% 1.41% 4.36%

University of Calgary 72 2.33% 1.85% 3.82%

University of Guelph 117 8.41% 3.00% 1.72%

University of Manitoba 73 4.80% 1.87% 1.88%

University of New Brunswick 51 3.61% 1.31% 1.74%

University of Northern British Columbia 13 14.61% 0.33% 0.11%

University of Ontario Institute of Technology 32 1.79% 0.82% 2.20%

University of Ottawa 35 1.16% 0.90% 3.71%

University of Prince Edward Island 28 21.88% 0.72% 0.16%

University of Regina 62 4.46% 1.59% 1.71%

University of Saskatchewan 80 5.76% 2.05% 1.71%

University of Toronto 4 0.08% 0.10% 5.85%

University of Victoria 106 6.91% 2.72% 1.89%

University of Waterloo 339 6.21% 8.70% 6.73%

University of Western Ontario 145 8.55% 3.72% 2.09%

University of Windsor 170 11.04% 4.36% 1.90%

York University 99 33.90% 2.54% 0.36%

Table 1.1: Response rates by institution (2015 report numbers)
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Institution
Number of 

Responses

Response 

Rate

Percentage of Total 

Responses

Percentage of 

Students 

Nationally

British Columbia Institute of Technology 1 0.26% 0.03% 0.45%

Carleton University 364 8.50% 9.34% 5.10%

Concordia University 229 6.27% 5.88% 4.35%

Conestoga College 26 13.33% 0.67% 0.23%

Dalhousie University 172 10.01% 4.41% 2.05%

École de technologie supérieure 14 0.27% 0.36% 6.21%

École Polytechnique 362 7.17% 9.29% 6.01%

Lakehead University 27 2.48% 0.69% 1.29%

Laurentian University 12 2.41% 0.31% 0.59%

McGill University 98 3.35% 2.52% 3.48%

McMaster University 143 3.97% 3.67% 4.29%

Memorial University of Newfoundland 118 11.28% 3.03% 1.25%

Nova Scotia Agricultural College 1 3.57% 0.03% 0.03%

Queen's University 33 1.08% 0.85% 3.65%

Royal Military College of Canada 1 0.26% 0.03% 0.45%

Ryerson University 230 5.65% 5.90% 4.85%

Saint Mary's University 18 6.98% 0.46% 0.31%

Simon Fraser University 101 8.69% 2.59% 1.38%

St. Francis Xavier University 36 45.57% 0.92% 0.09%

Université de Moncton 23 6.61% 0.59% 0.41%

Université de Sherbrooke 164 11.16% 4.21% 1.75%

Université du Québec à Montréal 1 2.13% 0.03% 0.06%

Université du Québec à Trois-Rivières 12 3.51% 0.31% 0.41%

Université Laval 68 2.82% 1.75% 2.87%

University College of Cape Breton 1 1.14% 0.03% 0.10%

University of Alberta 127 3.02% 3.26% 5.01%

University of British Columbia - Okanagan Campus 33 2.37% 0.85% 1.66%

University of British Columbia - Vancouver Campus 55 1.44% 1.41% 4.55%

University of Calgary 72 2.74% 1.85% 3.14%

University of Guelph 117 7.26% 3.00% 1.92%

University of Manitoba 73 4.66% 1.87% 1.86%

University of New Brunswick 51 3.37% 1.31% 1.80%

University of Northern British Columbia 13 12.75% 0.33% 0.12%

University of Ontario Institute of Technology 32 1.70% 0.82% 2.24%

University of Ottawa 35 1.12% 0.90% 3.73%

University of Prince Edward Island 28 21.88% 0.72% 0.15%

University of Regina 62 4.41% 1.59% 1.67%

University of Saskatchewan 80 5.81% 2.05% 1.64%

University of Toronto 4 0.09% 0.10% 5.58%

University of Victoria 106 6.68% 2.72% 1.89%

University of Waterloo 339 6.11% 8.70% 6.61%

University of Western Ontario 145 7.18% 3.72% 2.41%

University of Windsor 170 10.69% 4.36% 1.90%

York University 99 27.65% 2.54% 0.43%

Table 1.2: Response rates by institution (2016 report numbers)
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Question 2: Which engineering program are you enrolled in? 

 
Response Options: [dropdown list with titles of all accredited engineering programs] 

Results: 

The Engineers Canada Enrolment and Degrees Awarded Report lists the titles of hundreds of distinct 

undergraduate engineering degrees offered in Canada (e.g. Electronic Systems Engineering, Clean 

Energy Engineering) and orders these degrees into twelve broad categories (e.g. Computer, 

Environmental).  In this question, respondents were given the option to select the title of their specific 

degree title from a dropdown menu. Table 2.1 summarizes these results under the main categories 

classified by Engineers Canada. The table also offers a comparison with the total distribution of students 

enrolled under each category based on the 2016 Enrolment and Degrees Awarded Report (Engineers 

Canada 2017). 

The survey sample matches the national distribution of engineering disciplines closely, especially in the 

most common disciplines of mechanical, civil, and electrical. Discipline categories with wider 

discrepancies were largely due to the response rates of institutions that offered programs in that field, 

rather than an unequal distribution of responses between disciplines at each institution. For example, 

Biosystems students were more heavily represented because Guelph, Ryerson, Carleton, and École 

tƻƭȅǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ со҈ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ .ƛƻǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ institutions had 

survey response rates above the national average (Engineers Canada 2017). Contrastingly, Mining or 

Mineral students were underrepresented because ¦./Σ vǳŜŜƴΩǎΣ !ƭōŜǊǘŀΣ [ŀǾŀƭΣ [ŀǳǊŜƴǘƛŀƴΣ aŎDƛƭƭΣ ŀƴŘ 

¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ тф҈ ƻŦ /ŀƴŀŘŀΩǎ aƛƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ aƛƴŜǊŀƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ institutions all had 

survey response rates below the national average (Engineers Canada 2017). Overall, the spread of 

disciplines was generally consistent within individual institutions, and the overall distribution of 

respondents was generally reflective of actual nationwide discipline demographics 

 

Discipline Category
Percentage of 

Respondents

Percentage of Canadian 

Students

Biosystems 4.8% 2.0%

Chemical 9.5% 7.5%

Civil 13.9% 14.7%

Computer 8.8% 6.5%

Electrical 15.8% 13.9%

Engineering Physics 3.0% 3.9%

Environmental 4.0% 1.8%

Geological 0.7% 0.9%

Industrial or Manufacturing 3.0% 3.3%

Materials or Metallurgical 0.6% 1.1%

Mechanical 21.9% 22.4%

Mining or Mineral 0.3% 1.5%

Software 6.7% 5.6%

Other 6.2% 5.2%

Table 2.1: Response rates by discipline category
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Note: After the launch of the survey, a student representative from the University of Waterloo noted 

that his institutionΩǎ {ȅǎǘŜƳǎ 5ŜǎƛƎƴ 9ƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ was not available on the dropdown list of 

program options. This was due to an input error when uploading the hundreds of unique program 

names to FluidSurveys. This omission is not likely to affect the general results of this survey but should 

be considered when interpreting the individual results of the University of Waterloo.  

 

Question 3: How many full years of engineering have you completed? If you have not yet 

completed one year of your degree, or are not enrolled in an engineering program, please do not 

complete this survey. 

 
Response Options: [blank text box for open response] 

Results: 

Figure 3.1 shows the distribution of completed years of study for all survey respondents. Although the 

CFES could find no dataset to check these numbers against, this result seems consistent with the 

expectation that most students complete their degrees after four years of study, and enrolment 

numbers decline slightly in upper years due to drop-outs, transfers, and a general trend toward higher 

admission rates. In short, this sample appears to be representative of all engineering students beyond 

first year. 

The decision to exclude first year respondents was based on the September launch date of the survey. 

Having only been enrolled for one month, current first years were considered unlikely to have a 

meaningful perspective on the quality of their degree programs. According to the Engineers Canada 

Enrolment and Degrees Awarded Report, 9.8% of all engineering undergraduate students (8289 

students) are enrolled in first year or common core programs (Engineers Canada 2017). A disclaimer for 

first years to not complete the survey was also included at the beginning of the survey and in all 

provided distribution materials. 
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Question 4: What is your gender? 

 
Response Options:   ֙ Male  

    ֙ Female 

    ֙ Other 

Results: 

Figure 4.1 shows the reported gender of survey respondents. According to the 2016 Enrolment and 

Degrees Awarded Report, the national female undergraduate enrolment rate is 20.7%, notably lower 

than the 34.2% reflected in the survey responses (Engineers Canada 2017). While the reason for this 

higher female response rate is unknown, it is similar to the 32.3% female response rate garnered by the 

2016 survey of engineering student workload and student mental health completed by the Quebec 

Confederation for Engineering Student Outreach and the 28% female response rate to the Engineers 

Canada Final Year Engineering Students 2017 Survey (QCESO 2017) (Engineers Canada 2017). As this 

incongruency makes the data less representative of the gender of students, later questions were 

evaluated to identify any response differences by gender. Wherever these results were significantly 

different, a breakdown by respondent gender has been included. 

¢ƘŜ лΦу҈ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ comprise 32 of the 3936 survey 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ άhǘƘŜǊέ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƴƻƴ-ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΣ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŦƻǊ άǇǊŜŦŜǊ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ 

ŀƴǎǿŜǊέΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

non-binary gender identities. However, the responses from these students were analyzed separately for 

several questions to illuminate any potential trends impacting gender minorities in engineering. 

 

Note: AŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜΣ ŀ /C9{ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ άƳŀƭŜέ ŀƴŘ 

άŦŜƳŀƭŜέ ŀǊŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŜȄ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ άƳŀƴέ ŀƴŘ άǿƻƳŀƴέ ǿƻǳƭŘ 

have been better suited as response options. This issue is not expected to have significantly impacted 

survey results, but has been noted for future surveys. 
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Question 5: What is your age? 

 
Response Options: [blank text box for open response] 

Results: 

Figure 5.1 shows the ages of all survey respondents. The mean age of respondents was 21.2, the median 

age was 21, and the mode age was 20. Although the CFES was not able to locate a dataset to compare 

these numbers against, the responses appear to be representative of the general ages of the 

undergraduate engineering population. Respondent age was considered as an additional analysis factor 

for later questions. 
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Question 6: Are you an international student? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ Yes 

    ֙ No 

Results: 

Figure 6.1 shows the proportion the survey sample comprised of international students. The 2016 

Enrolment and Degrees Awarded Report claims that international students represent 16.2% of total 

undergraduate engineering enrolment in Canada, making our sample less representative of this segment 

of the student population (Engineers Canada 2017). While the reasons for lower survey participation 

among international students are unknown, the response rate obtained for this survey was higher than 

the 5% international student rate obtained in the Engineers Canada Final Year Engineering Students 

2017 Survey (Engineers Canada 2017). International students were analyzed separately from domestic 

students for later questions in order to identify and report any relevant differences. 

 
 

 

4.1.1 Summary of Identification Questions 
The identification questions given above found that the sample for the 2017 National Student Survey: 

¶ is generally well-distributed between different institutions. 

¶ closely matches the national distribution of students by discipline type. 

¶ appears to reflect ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ completed years of study. 

¶ is overly representative of female students (as with other similar surveys). 

¶ appears to reflect ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƎŜǎ. 

¶ is under-representative of international students (as with other similar surveys). 

The results from this section of the survey will be used for more thorough analysis of later questions. 
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4.2 Teaching Quality Questions 
The second section of the survey (Questions 7-10) focused on the quality of instruction in Canadian 

engineering programs. Rather than looking at general perceptions of teaching quality, these questions 

targeted specific areas of potential weakness that had been flagged by CFES representatives. These 

were: 

a) the availability of professors outside of lectures, labs, and tutorials, 

b) ǘƘŜ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ research and academic responsibilities, and 

c) the availability and effectiveness of student feedback for instructor evaluations. 

As another targeted area of research for the CFES in 2017 was the effectiveness of experiential learning 

methods versus traditional learning methods. Question 10 was included to gauge student perceptions of 

how these learning methods are incorporated within their programs. 

The results of these questions are not intended to provide a detailed look at the specific instructional 

issues within a given program or with specific professors but can provide a picture of the general level of 

student satisfaction with major components of instructional quality. Reviewing institution specific 

results should provide faculties and students with a more specific idea of areas requiring improvement. 
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Question 7: Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements on a scale from 1 to 

5, where 1 is 'Strongly Disagree' and 5 is 'Strongly Agree'. | The professors in my program make 

themselves available to students outside of lectures, labs, and tutorials. 
 

Response Options:  ֙ 1 ς Strongly Disagree 

    ֙ 2 ς Disagree 

    ֙ 3 ς Neutral  

    ֙ 4 ς Agree 

    ֙ 5 ς Strongly Agree 

Results: 

Figure 7.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. On the 1-5 scale rating system, the mean 

rating was 3.93. The mean rating at individual institutions ranged from 3.53 to 4.45, with a standard 

deviation of 0.20. This appears to imply that students are generally satisfied with the availability of their 

professors outside of class time, and that this result is generally consistent across all institutions. 

 

This finding was analyzed by four different variables: the gender of the respondent, whether the student 

was an international student, whether their institution was a U15 university, and the size of the student 

population at their institution based on the Engineers Canada Enrolment and Degrees Awarded Report 

(Engineers Canada 2017).  

Differences between subgroups of the total survey sample were tested for statistical significance using a 

2-sample t-test, first for a significance level of 0.05 and then again for a significance level of 0.01. When 

ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ƎŜƴŘŜǊΣ ƳŀƭŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ŀƴŘ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǘŜǎǘŜŘ 

against non-άƻǘƘŜǊέ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ 9ŀŎƘ ǎtudent population ranking was tested against each other student 

population ranking. The student population distinctions at 900 and 2000 students were chosen to create 

subgroups of approximately equal sizes, and to intersect the total sample of student populations at 

magnitudes not close to the size of any one institutions (so that no institutions were near the cut-off 
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points for a size ranking). Subsequent questions in this section of the report will be analyzed by the 

same procedures. Table 7.1 reports the mean rating for each subgroup, and whether its analysis yielded 

statistically significant results.  

 

The only statistically significant difference identified was that institutions with fewer than 900 students 

reported higher availability of professors than institutions with 900 or more students. To follow up on 

this finding, a regression analysis was performed to investigate the correlation between student 

population and the mean rating of professor availability. This correlation failed to meet a significance 

level of 0.05. Figure 7.2 displays the mean rankings at every institution and demonstrates that while 

institutions with fewer than 900 students report higher professor availability, this trend does not 

continue at higher student populations.  

 

Note: The U15 designation refers to the U15 Group of Canadian Research Universities, a group of 15 

universities which collectively undertake 80% of all competitive research in Canada (U15 2018). This 

designation was used as a subgroup for analysis to determine whether certain variables like teaching 

quality vary at institutions with a heavy research focus. 

 

Distinction Sub-Group

Mean 

Rating

Statistically Significant?                              

(ʰ Ґ лΦлрύ

Statistically Significant?                       

όʰ Ґ лΦлмύ

Males 3.93

Females 3.96

Other 3.77 No No

Domestic 3.94

International 3.86

U15 3.99

Non-U15 3.98

җнллл 3.94Yes (from <900) Yes (from <900)

900-1999 3.91Yes (from <900) Yes (from <900)

<900 4.18¸Ŝǎ όŦǊƻƳ җнллл ϧ фллπмфффύ¸Ŝǎ όŦǊƻƳ җнллл ϧ фллπмфффύ

No

No

No

Table 7.1: Statistical significance of sub-groups for professor availability ranking

Student 

Population

No

No

No

Gender

Domestic vs. 

International

U15 Status

3.92 

4.18 
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Question 8: Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements on a scale from 1 to 

5, where 1 is 'Strongly Disagree' and 5 is 'Strongly Agree'. | The professors at my institution tend to 

maintain a healthy balance between their research and academic responsibilities. 
 

Response Options:  ֙ 1 ς Strongly Disagree 

    ֙ 2 ς Disagree 

    ֙ 3 ς Neutral  

    ֙ 4 ς Agree 

    ֙ 5 ς Strongly Agree 

Results: 

Figure 8.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. On the 1-5 scale rating system, the mean 

rating was 3.46. The mean rating at individual institutions ranged from 2.80 to 4.04, with a standard 

deviation of 0.27. This appears to imply that, in general, students are somewhat satisfied with the 

research balance of their professors, although that this perception is predominately negative at some 

institutions. 

 

This finding was analyzed by the same variables and methods as previous questions in this section of the 

report. Table 8.1 reports the mean rating for each subgroup, and whether its analysis yielded statistically 

significant results.  
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The only statistically significant difference identified (to a significance level of 0.01) was that institutions 

with fewer than 900 students reported better professor research balance than institutions with 900 or 

more students. A similar difference existed between institutions with 900-1999 students and institutions 

with 2000 or more students. To follow up on this finding, a regression analysis was performed to 

investigate the correlation between student population and the mean rating of professor research 

balance. This correlation met a significance level of 0.05, suggesting that these two elements may be 

correlated. However, the significance of differences between subgroups suggests that, as with the 

previous question, the substantial difference likely lies between institutions with fewer than 900 

students and all other institutions. Figure 8.2 displays the mean rankings at every institution and 

demonstrates the potential trend linking student population and ranking of professor research balance.  

 

 

 

 

Distinction Sub-Group

Mean 

Rating

Statistically Significant?                              

(ʰ Ґ лΦлрύ

Statistically Significant?                       

όʰ Ґ лΦлмύ

Males 3.48

Females 3.45

Other 3.23 No No

Domestic 3.46

International 3.55

U15 3.44

Non-U15 3.56

җнллл 3.42Yes (from <900) Yes (from <900)

900-1999 3.47¸Ŝǎ όŦǊƻƳ җнллл ϧ ғфллύNo

<900 3.77¸Ŝǎ όŦǊƻƳ җнллл ϧ фллπмфффύ¸Ŝǎ όŦǊƻƳ җнллл ϧ фллπмфффύ

No

U15 Status No No

Student 

Population

Table 8.1: Statistical significance of sub-groups for professor research balance ranking

Gender
No No

Domestic vs. 

International
No

3.77 

3.47 
3.42 
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Question 9: Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements on a scale from 1 to 

5, where 1 is 'Strongly Disagree' and 5 is 'Strongly Agree'. | My institution has an effective 

feedback system for instructor evaluation. 
 

Response Options:  ֙ 1 ς Strongly Disagree 

    ֙ 2 ς Disagree 

    ֙ 3 ς Neutral  

    ֙ 4 ς Agree 

    ֙ 5 ς Strongly Agree 

Results: 

Figure 9.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. On the 1-5 scale rating system, the mean 

rating was 3.31. The mean rating at individual institutions ranged from 2.63 to 3.91, with a standard 

deviation of 0.32. This appears to imply that, in general, students are somewhat satisfied with the 

effectiveness of the instructor feedback system at their institution, although this perception varies at 

different locations and is predominately negative at some institutions. 

 

This finding was analyzed by the same variables and methods as the previous questions(s) in this section 

of the report. Table 9.1 reports the mean rating for each subgroup, and whether its analysis yielded 

statistically significant results.  
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The only potentially statistically significant difference found (with a significance of 0.05) was that 

international students were more satisfied than domestic students with the effectiveness of instructor 

feedback systems. As this difference did not meet the 0.01 significance threshold, and some false 

positives are expected when making such a high volume of comparisons, this difference may not truly be 

significant. 

The Advocacy Working Group accessed public online resources from the five highest and five lowest 

ranking institutions for this question, in order to compare the systems that each institution employed 

for instructor feedback. This search concluded that all institutions, regardless of their mean rank on this 

question, used very similar methods (standard questionnaires) with similar frequency to gather student 

feedback on instructor performance. The group concluded that student perceptions of feedback system 

effectiveness was likely to be more closely related to how feedback was implemented (to improve 

instructor performance) rather than the system by which it was collected. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Distinction Sub-Group

Mean 

Rating

Statistically Significant?                              

(ʰ Ґ лΦлрύ

Statistically Significant?                       

όʰ Ґ лΦлмύ

Males 3.31

Females 3.32

Other 2.92 No No

Domestic 3.29

International 3.43

U15 3.29

Non-U15 3.30

җнллл 3.25

900-1999 3.26

<900 3.45

No No

U15 Status No No

Student 

Population

Gender
No No

Domestic vs. 

International
Yes No

Table 9.1: Statistical significance of sub-groups for instructor feedback system effectiveness ranking
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Question 10: Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements on a scale from 1 

to 5, where 1 is 'Strongly Disagree' and 5 is 'Strongly Agree'. | My program focuses too heavily on 

traditional learning methods (such as lectures, assignments, and exams) and not heavily enough 

on experiential learning methods (such as hands-on labs, design projects, etc.) 
 

Response Options:  ֙ 1 ς Strongly Disagree 

    ֙ 2 ς Disagree 

    ֙ 3 ς Neutral  

    ֙ 4 ς Agree 

    ֙ 5 ς Strongly Agree 

Results: 

Figure 10.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. On the 1-5 scale rating system, the mean 

rating was 3.11. The mean rating at individual institutions ranged from 1.72 to 4.17, with a standard 

deviation of 0.45. This appears to imply that, in general, students are somewhat satisfied with their 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ can vary 

greatly between institutions. 

 

This finding was analyzed by the same variables and methods as the previous questions(s) in this section 

of the report, Table 10.1 reports the mean rating for each subgroup, and whether its analysis yielded 

statistically significant results.  
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The only statistically significant difference found was that institutions with mandatory internship 

programs were less likely to report an excessive focus on traditional learning methods. Figure 10.2 

displays the mean rankings at all institutions (ordered by size for consistency with previous questions) in 

order to demonstrate this difference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Distinction Sub-Group

Mean 

Rating

Statistically Significant?                              

(ʰ Ґ лΦлрύ

Statistically Significant?                       

όʰ Ґ лΦлмύ

Males 3.10

Females 3.13

Other 3.50 No No

Domestic 3.12

International 3.03

U15 3.16

Non-U15 3.11

җнллл 3.16

900-1999 3.09

<900 3.13

Mandatory 2.67

Optional 3.21

Student 

Population
No No

Internship 

Program
Yes Yes

Domestic vs. 

International
No No

U15 Status No No

Table 10.1: Statistical significance of sub-groups for traditional learning methods focus ranking

Gender
No No

2.67 

3.21 
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Summary of Teaching Quality Questions 
The teaching quality questions from the 2017 National Student Survey concluded that: 

¶ students are generally satisfied with the availability of their professors outside of scheduled 

class time, and this satisfaction is magnified at institutions with fewer than 900 students. 

¶ students are generally somewhat satisfied with the balance their professors maintain between 

research and academic responsibilities, although at some specific institutions students are 

generally dissatisfied. Students from institutions with fewer than 900 students reported higher 

satisfaction in this area. 

¶ students are generally somewhat satisfied with the effectiveness of their instiǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ 

for instructor feedback, although at some specific institutions students are generally dissatisfied. 

The perceived effectiveness of feedback systems was believed to have been related to the 

implementation of feedback, rather than the methods used for feedback collection. 

¶ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƛǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ 

positive on average but varies greatly between institutions. Students at institutions with 

mandatory internship programs were less likely to report dissatisfaction with a focus on 

traditional learning methods. 

 

 

 

 

4.3 Student Mental Health & Workload Questions 
The third section of the survey (Questions 11-21) focused on the mental health and workload of survey 

respondents. These questions included general perceptions of stress level and mental health, as well as 

measures of specific variables including hours devoted to course work and hours slept per night. This 

section was intended to investigate: 

a) the perceived stress level and general mental health of students, 

b) the primary causes of stress related to academic studies, 

c) the amount of time students devote to their studies, both inside and outside of scheduled class 

time, and 

d) the impact of workload on student mental health, and on the other activities students dedicate 

time to outside of their studies (including extra-curricular activities, spending time with friends 

and family, and sleep). 

This survey omitted questions related to specific negative mental health outcomes, including substance 

abuse or suicidal thoughts, so as not to discourage survey completion for individuals who felt 

uncomfortable disclosing such information. However, the CFES hopes to further investigate the 

prevalence and causes of these specific negative outcomes in future research. 
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Question 11: Beyond your basic engineering degree, are you taking any additional courses? (check 

all that apply) 

 
Response Options:   Double Major 

  Minor 

  Certificate or Option 

  Co-op/Internship Program 

  None of Above    

Results: 

Figure 11.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. Only 38.5% of respondents reported 

taking no additional courses or programs with their degree. The most popular degree addition was 

participation in a co-op or internship program, which accounted for 45.0% of respondents. Even at 

institutions with optional (rather than mandatory) co-op/internship programs, the average rate of 

participation in co-op/internship programs only dropped to 41.7%. 

 

This question was included to provide an additional metric of student workload, and to use in 

comparison with later questions to determine whether students taking degree additions experienced 

different complications with stress or mental health. 
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Question 12: On a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is 'Very Low' and 5 is 'Very High', how would you rate 

your stress level related to your engineering studies during a typical academic semester? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ 1 ς Very Low 

    ֙ 2 ς Low 

    ֙ 3 ς Moderate 

    ֙ 4 ς High 

    ֙ 5 ς Very High 

Results: 

Figure 12.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. A combined 69.1% of all respondents 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άIƛƎƘέ ƻǊ ά±ŜǊȅ IƛƎƘέ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƻƴƭȅ рΦт҈ ƻŦ 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ŀǎ ά[ƻǿέ ƻǊ ά±ŜǊȅ [ƻǿέΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ м-5 rating scale used, the mean rating 

was 3.86, with a standard deviation of 0.87. The mean rating at individual institutions ranged from 3.32 

to 4.38, with a standard deviation between institutional averages of 0.22. This appears to imply that 

students are generally experiencing high levels of stress related to their studies, and that this issue is 

consistent across institutions. 

 

This finding was analyzed by multiple variables using the methods described in Question 7. These 

variables split the sample into subgroups based on gender, international student status, the U15 status 

and student population of their institution, ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘΩǎ ȅŜŀǊ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘȅ, and any degree additions a 

respondent was taking (each degree addition was tested against the sample of students taking no 

degree addition). Table 12.1 reports the mean rating for each subgroup based on these analyses, and 

whether each analysis yielded statistically significant results.  
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These analyses found some limited evidence (to a significance level of 0.05) that higher stress levels 

ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ άhǘƘŜǊέ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀǘ ¦мр ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ 

lower stress levels were reported by students enrolled in co-op or internship programs. 

However, the strongest finding from this analysis was that female students reported significantly higher 

stress levels than male students (to a significance level of 0.01). This alarming difference in reported 

stress level deserves further investigation as a potential contributor to the gender imbalance in 

engineering studies. Figure 12.2 demonstrates the gap in reported stress between male and female 

students ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ мΦс҈ ƻŦ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ŜƴƎƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ά[ƻǿέ ƻǊ ά±ŜǊȅ [ƻǿέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ 

levels related to their engineering studies.  

Distinction Sub-Group Mean Rating

Statistically Significant?                              

(ʰ Ґ лΦлрύ

Statistically Significant?                                     

όʰ Ґ лΦлмύ

Males 3.75

Females 4.08

Other 4.26 Yes No

Domestic 3.87

International 3.88

U15 3.91

Non-U15 3.84

җнллл 3.90

900-1999 3.83

<900 3.81

Double Major 3.97 No

Minor 3.95 No

Certificate or Option 4.01 No

Co-op/Internship 3.81 Yes

No Addition 3.89 Yes (from Co-op Internship)

2nd 3.86

3rd 3.88

4th 3.88

5th+ 3.87

No No

No

Year of Study

U15 Status Yes No

Student 

Population

Degree Additions

No No

Table 12.1: Statistical significance of sub-groups for stress ranking related to engineering studies

Gender
Yes Yes

Domestic vs. 

International
No No
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A regression analysis was also performed to determine whether there was a relationship between 

respondent age and reported stress level, which found no meaningful correlation. 

Since the survey was available over a three-week period from September 18 to October 6, and the latter 

end of the survey period may have stretched into midterm season at some institutions, mean stress 

ratings were also compared at different time points. However, no significant variation was found. 

Later questions in this section will tie further results to the rankings expressed in this question. 
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vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ моΥ hƴ ŀ ǎŎŀƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ м ǘƻ рΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ м ƛǎ Ψ±ŜǊȅ tƻƻǊΩ ŀƴŘ р ƛǎ Ψ±ŜǊȅ DƻƻŘΩΣ Ƙƻǿ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ 

rate the condition of your mental health during a typical academic semester? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ 1 ς Very Poor 

    ֙ 2 ς Poor 

    ֙ 3 ς Moderate 

    ֙ 4 ς Good 

    ֙ 5 ς Very Good 

Results: 

Figure 13.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. A combined 33.4% of all respondents 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ άtƻƻǊέ ƻǊ ά±ŜǊȅ tƻƻǊέ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ Řuring a typical academic semester. On the 1-5 rating 

scale used, the mean rating was 2.98, with a standard deviation of 1.07. The mean rating at individual 

institutions ranged from 2.44 to 3.78, with a standard deviation between institutional averages of 0.30. 

This appears to imply that a high proportion of engineering students may be experiencing poor mental 

health during the academic year. 

 

This finding was analyzed using the same variables and methods as in the previous question. Table 12.1 

reports the mean rating for each subgroup based on these analyses, and whether each analysis yielded 

statistically significant results.  
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These analyses found some limited evidence (to a significance level of 0.05) that students from 

institutions with 2000 or more students reported worse mental health than students from institutions 

with fewer than 900 students. However, the strongest findings were related to differences based on 

gender and participation in co-op or internship programs. 

In addition to reporting higher of stress (Question 12), female students also ranked the condition of 

their mental health significantly worse than male students. Figure 13.2 demonstrates the gap in 

reported condition of mental health between male and female students.  

Distinction Sub-Group

Mean 

Rating

Statistically Significant?                                                                 

όʰ Ґ лΦлрύ

Statistically Significant?                                                                 

όʰ Ґ лΦлмύ

Males 3.13

Females 2.74

Other 2.22 Yes Yes

Domestic 3.16

International 3.01

U15 2.95

Non-U15 3.01

җнллл 2.96 Yes (from <900)

900-1999 3.01 No

<900 3.16 ¸Ŝǎ όŦǊƻƳ җнлллύ

Double Major 2.85 No No

Minor 2.95 No No

Certificate or Option 2.84 No No

Co-op/Internship 3.05 Yes Yes

No Addition 2.95 Yes (from Co-op/Internship) Yes (from Co-op/Internship)

2nd 3.00

3rd 3.01

4th 2.97

5th+ 2.90

Year of Study

Yes Yes

NoNo

No

NoNo

NoNo

Table 13.1: Statistical significance of sub-groups for mental health ranking

Gender

Domestic vs. 

International

U15 Status

Student 

Population

Degree Additions
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Students reportiƴƎ ŀƴ άhǘƘŜǊέ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǿƻǊǎŜ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǘƘŀƴ ŀƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

students. This may imply that engineering students identifying with non-binary genders experience 

worse mental health outcomes than other students. 

Students enrolled in co-op or internship programs reported significantly better mental health outcomes 

than students taking no additions to their degree. This suggests that enrolling in a co-op or internship 

Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΦ 

As with the previous question, a regression analysis was performed to determine whether there was a 

relationship between respondent age and reported mental health condition. Again, no meaningful 

correlation was found. 

Since the survey was available over a three-week period from September 18 to October 6, and the latter 

end of the survey period may have stretched into midterm season at some institutions, mean mental 

health ratings were also compared at different time points. However, no significant variation was found. 

Later questions in this section will tie further results to the rankings expressed in this question. 
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Question 14: What elements of your studies cause you stress? (check all that apply) 

 
Response Options:   Performance pressure (need to succeed) 

  Difficulty of coursework (fear of failing) 

  Workload (quantity of work, simultaneous hand-ins, hand-in dates, study 

time, and reading) 

  Midterms and finals 

  Ambiguity of how marks are assigned 

  Competition with other students 

  Team/group work 

  Number of courses per semester 

  Fear of extending your program 

  Seeking a co-op or internship placement 

  hǘƘŜǊΣ ǇƭŜŀǎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦȅΧ [blank text box for open response] 

Results: 

Figure 14.1 shows the percentage of all respondents who reported stress about each element of their 

studies, ordered by the most stress-inducing elements. ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ά²ƻǊƪƭƻŀŘέ 

with 80.2% of respondents reporting it as a ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǎǎΦ άaƛŘǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ CƛƴŀƭǎέΣ άtŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ 

tǊŜǎǎǳǊŜέΣ ά5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƻŦ /ƻǳǊǎŜǿƻǊƪέΣ ŀƴŘ ά{ŜŜƪƛƴƎ ŀ /ƻ-ƻǇ ƻǊ LƴǘŜǊƴǎƘƛǇ tƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘέ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ 

as stressors by the majority of students. 

 

Note: to improve readability, bracketed comments appearing as part of each option in the survey 

question were removed from this graph and from Figure 14.2. 

As one of the objectives of the National Student Survey was to attempt to replicate and build on some 

results of the Quebec Confederation for Engineering Student Outreach (QCESO) 2016 survey on the 
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mental health and workload of Quebec engineering students, this question was taken verbatim from 

that QCESO survey. Figure 14.2 shows how students in the QCESO survey ranked the same set of 

potentially stressful elements (QCESO 2017). These results match the National Student Survey results 

ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ά²ƻǊƪƭƻŀŘέ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ in both 

surveys, and the four highest ranked stressors for both surveys sharing a different ordering of the same 

elements (QCESO 2017).  

 

Note: An error made when uploading this survey question to FluidSurveys caused the response option 

άCƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŀ Wƻō !ŦǘŜǊ DǊŀŘǳŀǘƛƻƴέ to only appear on the French version of the CFES survey, and not on 

the English version. As the French version still contained 629 responses, and average responses did not 

vary significantly between the English and French versions for other elements, the percentage of 

students who were caused stress by this element who completed the French copy of the survey was 

used as a stand-in for the total percentage of students who were caused stress by this element. This is 

the source of the 23.0% reported on Figure 14.1. 
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Question 15: How many hours per week on average do you spend in class, including labs, tutorials, 

and lectures? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ 12 hours or less 

    ֙ 12-18 hours 

    ֙ 18-24 hours 

    ֙ 24-30 hours 

    ֙ 30 hours or more 

Results: 

Figure 15.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. The largest proportion of students (37.1% 

of respondents) reported spending 24-30 hours per week performing structured learning activities (labs, 

tutorials, and lectures), and the majority of students (54.8% of respondents) reported spending over 24 

hours per week on these activities. 

 

To obtain an estimate of the mean time spent on structured learning activities per respondent, the 

range for each response option was assigned a value equal to the average of its range (e.g. the 18-24 

hour range was assigned a value of (18+24)/2 = 21. To keep the estimate conservative, the bottom range 

was considered to be between 0-12 hours for a value of 6 hours, and top range was assigned a value of 

only 30 hours. 

Using this rationale, the average respondent was found to spend 23.6 hours per week on structured 

learning activities. At individual institutions, this average ranged from 18.9 to 28.6 hours, with a 

standard deviation of 2.27 hours between institutional averages. This implies that students allocate a 

considerable number of hours per week to structured learning activities, but that the number of hours 

allocated can also vary considerably between institutions. 

Tables 15.1 and 15.2 break down the total sample into subgroups of respondents which listed each 

workload response, and compare each subgroup with their reported level of stress related to 

engineering studies and their mental health during a typical semester, respectively.  
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These results appeared to indicate that students with more hours of weekly structured learning time 

experienced higher stress levels and worse mental health, and were far more likely to report themselves 

in the least favourable category for each metric. 2-sample t-tests were performed on all subgroup 

combinations to test this claim. Comparing the results of all subgroups found that the stress ratings for 

each subgroup were significantly different (to a significance level of 0.01) from all other non-adjacent 

subgroups (e.g. results for the άмн ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎέ ǎǳōgroup were significantly from all groups besides the 

άмн-му ƘƻǳǊǎέ ǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇ). Differences in mental health rating were only significant to this extent 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ άол ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜέ ǎǳōgroup and all other individual subgroups. This finding 

suggests that while stress among students increases gradually with increasing hours of structured 

learning, negative impacts on student mental health only manifest to a significant degree under the 

highest structural learning workloads. 

To highlight the accentuated negative outcomes for students undertaking the highest number of weekly 

structural learning hours, Figures 15.2 and 15.3 show the percentage of students from all structural 

learning hours ǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǿƘƻ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ά±ŜǊȅ IƛƎƘέ ǎǘǊŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ά±ŜǊȅ tƻƻǊέ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅΦ  

1 - Very Low 2 - Low 3 - Moderate 4 - High 5 -Very High

12 hours or less 2.2% 9.9% 33.0% 40.7% 14.3% 3.55

12-18 hours 3.1% 5.9% 32.5% 40.4% 18.1% 3.65

18-24 hours 0.3% 5.1% 29.2% 47.2% 18.1% 3.78

24-30 hours 0.5% 4.2% 22.9% 46.3% 26.2% 3.94

30 hours or more 1.2% 4.0% 15.5% 43.7% 35.6% 4.09

Sub-Group
Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Each Level of Stress

Mean Rating

Table 15.1: Ratings of stress related to engineering studies for structured learning hour sub-groups

1 - Very Poor 2 - Poor 3 - Moderate 4 - Good 5 - Very Good

12 hours or less 6.5% 25.0% 34.8% 22.8% 10.9% 3.07

12-18 hours 7.2% 21.4% 33.8% 28.6% 9.0% 3.11

18-24 hours 6.3% 23.5% 34.7% 26.5% 9.0% 3.08

24-30 hours 7.6% 25.6% 33.6% 26.5% 6.6% 2.99

30 hours or more 14.2% 29.8% 29.5% 21.3% 5.2% 2.73

Sub-Group
Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Each Mental Health Rating

Mean Rating

Table 15.2: Ratings of mental health during a typical semester for structured learning hour sub-groups
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Question 16: How many hours per week on average, during the semester (i.e. not final exams) do 

you spend studying and working on assignments, reports, group projects, and other work that has 

a set deadline? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ 5 hours or less 

    ֙ 5-10 hours 

    ֙ 10-20 hours 

    ֙ 20-30 hours 

    ֙ 30 hours or more 

Results: 

Figure 16.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. The largest proportion of students (37.4% 

of respondents) reported spending 10-20 hours per week performing independent learning activities 

(assignments, reports, group projects, or other work with a set deadline), and an additional 46.7% of 

respondents reported spending over 20 hours per week on these activities. 

 

To obtain an estimate of the mean time spent on independent learning activities per respondent, the 

range for each response option was assigned a value equal to the average of its range (e.g. the 10-20 

hour range was assigned a value of (10+20)/2 = 15. To keep the estimate conservative, the bottom range 

was considered to be between 0-5 hours for a value of 2.5 hours, and top range was assigned a value of 

only 30 hours. 

Using this rationale, the average respondent was found to spend 19.2 hours per week on independent 

learning activities. At individual institutions, this average ranged from 13.4 to 21.7 hours, with a 

standard deviation of 1.66 hours between institutional averages. This implies that students allocate a 

considerable number of hours per week to independent learning activities, but that the number of hours 

allocated can also vary considerably between institutions. 
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Tables 16.1 and 16.2 break down the total sample into subgroups of respondents which listed each 

workload response, and compare each subgroup with their reported level of stress related to 

engineering studies and their mental health during a typical semester, respectively.  

 

 

As with the results for structured learning time, these results appeared to indicate that students with 

more hours of weekly independent learning time experienced higher stress levels and worse mental 

health, and were far more likely to report themselves in the least favourable category for each metric. 2-

sample t-tests were performed on all subgroup combinations to test this claim. Comparing the results of 

all subgroups found that the stress ratings for each subgroup were significantly different (to a 

significance value of 0.01) from all other subgroups (ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ άмл-нл ƘƻǳǊǎέ 

ŀƴŘ άнл-3л ƘƻǳǊǎέ ǎǳōƎǊƻǳǇǎ).  

Rather than only being present at the highest workload magnitudes, in the case of independent learning 

time differences in mental health rating were significant (to a significance value of 0.01) for all non-

adjacent subgroups. This finding suggests that increasing levels of independent learning time are related 

both to increasing stress levels and worse mental health among students.  

Figures 16.2 and 16.3 highlight the trends toward higher levels of stress and worse mental health among 

students as weekly hours dedicated to independent learning activities increase. 

1 - Very Low 2 - Low 3 - Moderate 4 - High 5 -Very High

5 hours or less 9.0% 12.8% 41.0% 25.6% 11.5% 3.18

5-10 hours 2.6% 10.8% 37.2% 37.4% 11.9% 3.45

10-20 hours 0.4% 4.0% 28.0% 48.5% 19.1% 3.82

20-30 hours 0.3% 3.6% 21.3% 49.1% 25.7% 3.96

30 hours or more 0.9% 2.8% 12.7% 39.7% 43.9% 4.23

Sub-Group
Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Each Level of Stress

Mean Rating

Table 16.1: Ratings of stress related to engineering studies for independent learning hour sub-groups

1 - Very Poor 2 - Poor 3 - Moderate 4 - Good 5 - Very Good

5 hours or less 5.1% 21.8% 25.6% 25.6% 21.8% 3.37

5-10 hours 3.2% 22.6% 29.7% 33.6% 10.8% 3.26

10-20 hours 6.8% 22.6% 34.7% 29.1% 6.7% 3.06

20-30 hours 7.8% 27.4% 36.0% 22.1% 6.6% 2.92

30 hours or more 17.2% 29.3% 29.1% 18.4% 6.1% 2.67

Sub-Group
Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Each Mental Health Rating

Mean Rating

Table 16.2: Ratings of mental health during a typical semester for independent learning hour sub-groups
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It should also be noted that with the combined results of these two questions, it can be concluded that 

the average student spends 42.8 hours per week on course work, 23.6 hours (or 55.1%) of which is 

dedicated to structured learning activities, and 19.2 hours (or 44.9%) of which is dedicated to 

independent learning activities. Figure 16.4 gives a visualization of the how the time of an average 

engineering student is allocated.  
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Question 17: Do you feel as though you have sufficient free time to pursue non-class work, extra-

curriculars, etc.? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ Yes 

    ֙ No 

    ֙ Not certain 

Results: 

Figure 17.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. Half of all respondents (50.0%) report not 

having sufficient time to pursue other work or activities beyond their academics. This number is 

alarmingly high and suggests that most engineering students are inhibited from pursuing any other 

interests by the magnitude of their academic commitments. 

 

On average, 30.5% of students reported that they had time to pursue non-class work or extra-curricular 

interests. At individual institutions, this ranged from as low as 12.0% to as high as 56.7%, with a 

standard deviation of 10.7% between institutions. This suggests that although perceived free time to 

participate in non-class activities varies considerably between institutions, there are no institutions 

where this number is encouragingly high. 

Table 17.1 compares responses to this question based on the number of weekly hours the respondent 

reported spending on structural and independent learning activities.  



Canadian Federation of Engineering Students (2018)   41 
 

 

These results show a clear trend linking increasing weekly learning hours to a perceived inability to 

engage in other work or activities outside of academics. Figures 17.2 and 17.3 demonstrate these trends 

by comparing the percentage of respondents from each weekly learning hour subgroup who reported 

not having time to pursue other work or extra-curriculars. 

 

Yes No Not Certain

12 hours or less 44.0% 31.9% 24.2%

12-18 hours 42.4% 38.9% 18.8%

18-24 hours 35.9% 43.0% 21.1%

24-30 hours 27.4% 53.6% 19.0%

30 hours or more 17.6% 65.5% 17.0%

5 hours or less 64.1% 19.2% 16.7%

5-10 hours 50.9% 29.2% 19.9%

10-20 hours 33.8% 44.1% 22.1%

20-30 hours 24.5% 56.1% 19.3%

30 hours or more 13.2% 73.5% 13.2%

Weekly 

Independent 

Learning 

Hours

Table 17.1: Reported free time for extra-curriculars based on weekly learning hours

Distinction Sub-group
Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Each Response

Weekly 

Structured 

Learning 

Hours
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Question 18: On an average school night, how many hours of sleep do you typically get? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ 4 hours or less 

    ֙ 5 hours 

    ֙ 6 hours 

    ֙ 7 hours 

    ֙ 8 hours or more 

Results: 

Figure 18.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. The largest proportion of students (38.9%) 

reported getting 7 hours of sleep per school night, while 16.4% reported getting 5 hours or less, and only 

10.1% reported getting 8 hours or more. 

 

 

To obtain an ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǊǎ ǎƭŜǇǘ ǇŜǊ ƴƛƎƘǘΣ ǘƘŜ άп ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻǊ ƭŜǎǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ 

was assigned a value of 4 hours, anŘ ǘƘŜ άу ƘƻǳǊǎ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ у hours, as 

it seemed reasonable to assume that not many students would be significantly exceeding the extremes 

of these categories. Using this rationale, the average respondent reported sleeping 6.39 hours per 

school night. At individual institutions, this average ranged from 5.80 to 6.92 hours, with a standard 

deviation of 0.28 hours between institutional averages. This suggests that while the average engineering 

student may be getting a limited amount of sleep, this trend does not appear to vary widely between 

institutions.  

Table 18.1 compares responses to this question based on the reported number of weekly and structured 

learning hours per respondent. These results appear to show that nightly hours of sleep decline slightly 

but gradually as weekly hours dedicated to both structured and independent learning hours increase. 



Canadian Federation of Engineering Students (2018)   44 
 

 

Table 18.2 compares the average ratings for stress and mental health for students listing each response 

to this question. There is a clear trend toward lower reported stress and better reported mental health 

for students who reported sleeping more hours per night, suggesting that this may be one of the factors 

relating high student workload and poor outcomes for stress and mental health. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 hours or less 5 hours 6 hours 7 hours 8 hours or more

12 hours or less 2.2% 7.7% 27.5% 45.1% 17.6% 6.69

12-18 hours 2.0% 10.9% 29.5% 44.1% 13.5% 6.56

18-24 hours 2.7% 10.5% 33.3% 40.5% 13.1% 6.51

24-30 hours 2.8% 13.9% 36.9% 38.0% 8.4% 6.35

30 hours or more 7.2% 18.2% 36.5% 32.9% 5.2% 6.11

5 hours or less 3.8% 15.4% 21.8% 43.6% 15.4% 6.51

5-10 hours 1.3% 12.1% 32.7% 42.2% 11.7% 6.51

10-20 hours 2.2% 12.1% 32.9% 42.2% 10.5% 6.46

20-30 hours 3.7% 11.4% 37.8% 37.3% 9.8% 6.38

30 hours or more 7.1% 18.6% 35.5% 30.7% 8.0% 6.13

Weekly 

Structured 

Learning 

Hours

Weekly 

Independent 

Learning 

Hours

Average Hours Per 

Night

Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Hours of Nightly Sleep
Distinction Sub-group

Table 18.1: Reported nightly hours of sleep  based on weekly learning hours

Distinction Sub-group

Average Stress Rating from                        

1 (Very Low) to 5 (Very High)

Average Mental Health Rating from 

1 (Very Poor) to 5 (Very Good)

4 hours or less 4.38 2.15

5 hours 4.19 2.59

6 hours 3.98 2.87

7 hours 3.72 3.21

8 hours or more 3.43 3.34

Average Hours 

Slept per 

Night

Table 18.2: Stress and mental health ratings for sleeping hours sub-groups
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Question 19: Do you work during a typical semester? (Not co-op/semesters in which you work full-

time without classes). If so, how many hours do you typically work per week? (excluding semesters 

spent on internship/co-op) 

 
Response Options:  ֙ I do not work while in school 

    ֙ Less than 5 hours 

    ֙ 5-10 hours 

    ֙ 10-20 hours 

    ֙ More than 20 hours 

Results: 

Figure 19.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. 65.2% of students reported not working 

while in school, which was not surprising given that 50.0% of respondents to Question 17 reported not 

having time to pursue non-class work or extra-curricular activities. The largest group of students who did 

work during the academic year reported working 5-10 hours per week (13.3% of all respondents), while 

only 2.1% of respondents reported working more than 20 hours per week.  

 

To calculate an average number of hours worked per week per student, a rationale similar to previous 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ά[Ŝǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ р ƘƻǳǊǎέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ нΦр ƘƻǳǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

ǘƘŜ άaƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ нл ƘƻǳǊǎέ Ŏŀǘegory being assigned a value of 20 hours. If all respondents are considered, 

this gives an average of 3.30 hours worked per week by the average student. However, this is not an 

especially useful figure as it includes the the 65.2% of students who perform zero hours of work per 

week. If we only consider students who work during a typical semester, we find that the average 

employed student works 9.37 hours per week. 

Table 19.1 compares the number of hours students work per week with the number of hours they 

devote per week to structured and independent learning activities. Perhaps counterintuitively, these 

results show that the amount of structured learning hours a student participates in per week does not 

appear to strongly affect their likelihood of working for any number of hours. However, the fact that 

students devoting the fewest numbers of hours per week to structured or independent learning 
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activities are also most likely to have additional employment might imply that some percentage of 

students intentionally limit their course loads in order to pursue part time employment for financial 

reasons. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Less than 5 hours 5-10 hours 10-20 hours More than 20 hours I do not work

12 hours or less 6.5% 13.0% 16.3% 2.2% 62.0%

12-18 hours 9.8% 12.7% 13.6% 2.2% 61.7%

18-24 hours 7.3% 13.9% 12.0% 2.6% 64.3%

24-30 hours 8.5% 13.2% 9.6% 2.0% 66.7%

30 hours or more 9.6% 13.1% 8.6% 1.7% 67.1%

5 hours or less 2.6% 11.5% 20.5% 6.4% 59.0%

5-10 hours 8.0% 16.4% 12.5% 3.5% 59.6%

10-20 hours 8.7% 12.8% 11.3% 2.2% 65.0%

20-30 hours 8.8% 13.7% 10.0% 1.4% 66.0%

30 hours or more 8.5% 11.5% 8.5% 1.6% 70.0%

Weekly 

Independent 

Learning 

Hours

Table 19.1: Reported weekly hours worked  based on weekly learning hours

Distinction Sub-group
Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Weekly Hours Worked

Weekly 

Structured 

Learning 

Hours
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Question 20: How many hours per week do you typically devote to sports, clubs, or other extra-

curriculars? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ I am not involved in sports, clubs, or extra-curriculars 

    ֙ Less than 5 hours 

    ֙ 5-10 hours 

    ֙ 10-20 hours 

    ֙ More than 20 hours 

Results: 

Figure 20.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. The largest proportion of students (39.5% 

of respondents) reported devoting less than 5 hours per week to extra-curricular activities. Only 22.1% 

of students reported having no involvement in any extra-curricular activities. This is interesting, as in 

Question 17 50.0% of respondents reported feeling as though they did not have sufficient free time to 

pursue non-class work or extra-curricular activities. This implies that some of the students regularly 

taking part in extra-ŎǳǊǊƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ŦŜŜƭ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ άǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŦǊŜŜ ǘƛƳŜέ ǘƻ 

pursue them, perhaps signalling that they feel they are making sacrifices in other areas of their life in 

order to include extra-curriculars. 

 

Using the same rationale as previous questions, it was concluded that the average student (including all 

respondents) dedicates 4.79 hours per week to extra-curricular activities. At individual institutions, this 

average ranges from 1.9 to 9.60 hours per week, with a standard deviation between institutional 

averages of 1.53 hours per week. This implies that there is considerable variation in the average level of 

extra-curricular involvement at different institutions. 

Table 20.1 compares the average ratings for stress and mental health for students listing each response 

to this question. Students not involved in extra-curricular activities reported the highest average stress 
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rating and most poor mental health rating, but there was otherwise no apparent trend in either of these 

two ratings related to the number of hours spent per week on extra-curricular activities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Distinction Sub-group

Average Stress Rating 

from 1 (Very Low) to 5 

(Very High)

Average Mental 

Health Rating from        

1 (Very Poor) to 5 

(Very Good)

Less Than 5 Hours 3.92 2.98

5-10 Hours 3.71 3.17

10-20 Hours 3.83 3.07

More Than 20 Hours 3.71 3.00

No Extra-Curriculars 4.00 2.75

Table 20.1: Stress and mental health ratings for extra-curricular hours sub-groups

Extra-

Curricular 

Hours Per 

Week
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Question 21: How much time do you typically spend with friends, family, etc. in a typical week? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ Less than 5 hours 

    ֙ 5-10 hours 

    ֙ 10-20 hours 

    ֙ More than 20 hours 

Results: 

Figure 21.1 shows the range of answers from all respondents. The largest proportion of students (43.6% 

of respondents) spent 5-10 hours per week with friends and family, and a collective 83.7% of students 

spent 10 hours or less per week on this type of interaction. 

 

Using the same rationale as for previous questions, the average respondent can be found to spend 6.91 

hours per week with friends or family. At individual institutions the average ranges from 5.20 to 9.68 

hours per week, with a standard deviation of 0.96 hours per week. This suggests that there is not a 

considerable difference between institutions in how much time students spend weekly with their friends 

and family. When comparing different institutions in this regard, it should also be considered that the 

proportion of students attending an institution who still live at home (and who are thus more likely to 

be in regular contact with family members) and the types of student housing available near a campus 

are both factors impacting these results. 

Table 21.1 compares the number of hours students work per week with the number of hours they 

devote per week to structured and independent learning activities. There appears to be no relationship 

between hours spent per week on structured learning activities and time spent with friends and family. 

However, average time spent with friends and family does decrease consistently for students who spend 

more hours per week on independent learning activities. This suggests that increased time spent on 

course work outside of class hours limits the amount of social interaction students experience on a 

regular basis. 
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Table 21.2 compares the average ratings for stress and mental health for students listing each response 

to this question. These results demonstrate that students who spend more time with friends or family in 

a given week report lower levels of stress and better ratings of average mental health. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Less than 5 hours 5-10 hours 10-20 hours More than 20 hours

12 hours or less 45.1% 38.5% 9.9% 6.6% 6.82

12-18 hours 36.2% 46.1% 11.1% 6.6% 7.35

18-24 hours 39.9% 44.1% 13.3% 2.8% 6.86

24-30 hours 36.3% 46.5% 13.8% 3.4% 7.15

30 hours or more 50.6% 35.5% 9.9% 4.0% 6.21

5 hours or less 30.8% 42.3% 21.8% 5.1% 8.23

5-10 hours 32.3% 42.0% 19.3% 6.5% 8.15

10-20 hours 33.5% 49.8% 12.5% 4.2% 7.29

20-30 hours 42.8% 42.8% 11.5% 2.9% 6.59

30 hours or more 57.5% 32.8% 7.5% 2.3% 5.48

Table 21.1: Reported hours per week spent with friends or family  based on weekly learning hours

Weekly 

Structured 

Learning 

Hours

Weekly 

Independent 

Learning 

Hours

Percentage of Respondents Per Sub-Group Reporting Time Spent with Friends or Family
Distinction Sub-group

Average Hours With 

Friends and Family

Distinction Sub-group

Average Stress Rating 

from 1 (Very Low) to 5 

(Very High)

Average Mental Health 

Rating from 1 (Very Poor) 

to 5 (Very Good)

Less than 5 hours 4.09 2.69

5-10 hours 3.78 3.11

10-20 hours 3.58 3.37

More than 20 hours 3.40 3.48

Table 21.2: Stress and mental health ratings for friends or family hours sub-groups

Average 

Weekly Hours 

With Friends 

or Family
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Summary of Student Mental Health & Workload Questions 
The teaching student mental health and workload questions from the 2017 National Student Survey 

concluded that: 

¶ only 38.5% of respondents were pursuing no additions to their engineering degree, with the 

largest proportion of other respondents (45.0%) taking part in a co-op or internship program.  

¶ on a scale from 1 (Very Low) to 5 (Very High), the average student ranked their stress related to 

engineering studies during a typical semester as 3.87. Female students reported significantly 

higher stress (4.08) than did male students (3.75). 

¶ on a scale from 1 (Very Poor) to 5 (Very Good), the average student rated the condition of their 

mental health during a typical semester as 2.98. Female students reported significantly worse 

mental health (2.74) than did male ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ όоΦмоύΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀƴ άhǘƘŜǊέ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ 

rated worse than both (2.22).  

¶ students taking an co-op or internship rated better mental health than students taking no 

degree additions, and a potential link was found between institutions with smaller student 

populations and better mental health. 

¶ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ όулΦн҈ύ ǊŀǘŜŘ ά²ƻǊƪƭƻŀŘέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ŎŀǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǎǘǊŜǎǎΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ άaƛŘǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ CƛƴŀƭǎέΣ άtŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ tǊŜǎǎǳǊŜέΣ ŀƴŘ 

ά5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƻŦ /ƻǳǊǎŜǿƻǊƪέΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ нлмс ǎǳǊǾŜȅ 

performed by the Quebec Confederation for Engineering Student Outreach. 

¶ the average student spent 23.6 hours per week on structured learning activities (e.g. labs, 

tutorials, tutorials, lectures) and 19.2 hours per week on independent learning activities (i.e. 

work outside of class hours with a set deadline). Increasing weekly hours of structured and 

independent learning activities were both found to be related to higher reported stress and 

worse reported mental health.  

¶ 50.0% of respondents reported feeling that they did not have sufficient time to spend on non-

class work or extra-curriculars, with this percentage increasing for students reporting higher 

numbers of structured and independent learning hours per week. 

¶ the average student slept 6.39 hours per school night, with less sleep being reported as weekly 

hours of structured or independent learning activities increased. Students reporting less sleep 

also reported higher stress and worse mental health. 

¶ 34.8% of respondents worked a job during a typical (non-internship) semester. Students working 

during a semester were more likely to devote fewer hours of structured or independent learning 

time. 

¶ 22.1% of respondents did not participate in extra-curricular activities, while 39.5% did so for less 

than 5 hours per week. Students not participating in extra-curriculars reported higher stress and 

worse mental health, but among students pursuing extra-curriculars there was no relationship 

between the number of hours per week and stress or mental health outcomes. 

¶ the average student spent 6.91 hours per week with friends or family. Students who spent more 

hours per week on independent learning activities reported interacting less with friends and 

family. Students who reported spending more time per week with friends and family also 

reported lower stress and better mental health. 
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4.4 Internship Program Questions 
The fourth section of the survey (Questions 22-27) focused on the quality of internship programs at 

Canadian engineering institutions. This assessment included general perceptions of value as well as 

targeted question about specific program weaknesses. This section was intended to investigate: 

a) the proportion of students enrolled in internship programs, 

b) the number of work terms secured by those students, 

c) the ease of obtaining different types of work placements,  

d) the general perception of internship program quality, and 

e) the major issues associated with internship programs. 

This section of questions ƻǇŜƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎƭŀƛƳŜǊΥ ά/h-OP/INTERNSHIP ISSUES: If you have 

not been involved with a co-op program at your school, you only need to answer the first question of 

this section.έ {ǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎǳōǘƛǘƭŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƭŀƛƳŜǊΥ άLf you have not been 

enrolled in a co-ƻǇ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦέ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ǊŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

the survey dropped substantially to the proportion of respondents who were enrolled in internship 

programs. Since the same minimum threshold of 15 student respondents per institution was maintained 

in order to merit inclusion, some institutions with few survey responses or low internship program 

participation were omitted from the figures in this section that compare institutions. As before, the 

responses of students from these institutions were still incorporated into the calculation of overall 

averages. However, institutions with these low quantities of responses are cautioned against depending 

on their institution-specific data to inform major decisions. 

Note: ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ άŎƻ-ƻǇέ ŀƴŘ άƛƴǘŜǊƴǎƘƛǇέ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭȅΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ 

major point of discussion at CFES Congress 2018, where it was discovered that different engineering 

institutions have defined differences between what constituǘŜǎ ŀ άŎƻ-ƻǇέ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ŀƴ άƛƴǘŜǊƴǎƘƛǇέ 

position. However, these definitions are not standard nationally, and what is considered a άco-opέ in 

one location can be considered an άinternshipέ at another, and vice-versa. For the sake of consistency, 

the CFES has ƻǇǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άƛƴǘŜǊƴǎƘƛǇέ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άŎƻ-ƻǇέ ƻǊ άƛƴǘŜǊƴǎƘƛǇέ 

would be acceptable. However, the questions in this report have not been altered from their original 

appearance in the National Student Survey ŀƴŘ ǿƛƭƭ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜŀŘ άŎƻ-ƻǇέ ǿƘŜǊŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘŜǊƳ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ on 

the distributed survey. The CFES does not anticipate that the ambiguity of these terms had a meaningful 

impact the results of this section, because of the context in which the terms appeared, but will 

endeavour to use these terms with greater clarity in the future. 
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Question 22: Have you been enrolled in a co-op or internship program at your school, and if so, for 

how many years? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ 1 Year 

 ֙ 2 Years 

 ֙ 3 Years 

 ֙ 4 + Years    

 ֙ No, I have not been enrolled in a co-op program 

Results: 

Figure 22.1 shows the distribution of respondents who were enrolled in various years of internship 

programs or who were not enrolled in internship programs. The largest proportion of students 

participating in internship programs (21.4% of all respondents) had only been enrolled in an internship 

program for one year. 47.8% of respondents reported not being enrolled in an internship program. This 

differs from responses to Question 11, which indicated that 55.0% of all respondents were not involved 

in internship programs. It is assumed that this result from Question 11 is more accurate, and that the 

difference between these two results may have been due to respondents not enrolled in internship 

programs misinterpreting the disclaimer on this section of the survey and believing that they should 

have skipped this question. 

 
 

While there was no authoritative source to check these results against, the falling distribution of 

students being enrolled in successive years of internship programs is assumed to reasonably reflect the 

actual distribution of engineering students in these programs. 
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Question 23: How many terms of work have you secured in a co-op position? 

 
Response Options:  ֙ 1 term / 4 months 

 ֙ 2 terms / 8 months   

 ֙ 3 terms / 12 months 

 ֙ 4+ terms / 16+ months  

Results: 

Figure 23.1 shows the number of work terms that respondents to the survey had secured. The two most 

ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ άм ǘŜǊƳ κ п ƳƻƴǘƘǎέ όопΦс҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎύ ŀƴŘ άпҌ ǘŜǊƳǎ κ мсҌ ƳƻƴǘƘǎέ 

(26.4% of respondents). These results are not necessarily indicative of important trends nationally but 

may provide a valuable comparison for the length of work terms secured by students at individual 

institutions. 
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Question 24: Please rate the ease of obtaining co-op positions of the following types, from 1 (very 

difficult) to 5 (very easy): 

 
Response Options:  

     Very Difficult | Difficult |  Average |  Easy |  Very Easy 

Traditional Domestic Co-op Placement             ֙      ֙          ֙           ֙               ֙ 

International Co-op Placement              ֙      ֙          ֙           ֙               ֙ 

Research Placement               ֙      ֙          ֙           ֙               ֙ 

Entrepreneurship Placement              ֙      ֙          ֙           ֙               ֙ 

 

Results: 

As this question evaluated four different types of work placements, the discussion of its results will first 

be show individually for each type of placement, and then collectively to compare the four types. 

1) Traditional Domestic Internship Placements 

Figure 24.1.1 shows ratings for the ease of obtaining traditional domestic internship placements for all 

respondents. 40.6҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ά5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘέ ƻǊ ά±ŜǊȅ 

5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘέ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ, while 23.6% ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ōŜ ά9ŀǎȅέ ƻǊ ά±ŜǊȅ 9ŀǎȅέ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴΦ On 

the 1-5 rating scale used, the mean rating was 2.77 with a standard deviation of 1.09. Mean ratings at 

individual institutions ranged from 2.00 to 4.22 with a standard deviation between the mean values of 

individual institutions of 0.49.  

 

To identify trends in the ease of obtaining this type of internship, Figure 24.1.2 and Figure 24.1.3 

compare the average results of institutions with mandatory versus optional internship programs, and 
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institutions located in different regions of Canada. While there was some variation, mandatory 

internship programs (with an average ease ranking of 2.97) appeared to outperform optional internship 

programs (with an average ease ranking of 2.57). No considerable differences were noted between 

regions. 

 

 

  

 

 


















































