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Introduction 

Developing national standards to accredit massage therapy education programs has been in the 

works for many years. However, with cross-country variation in regulations for both the 

profession and for education programs, it has been, at times, a daunting task.  

As the Canadian Massage Therapy Council for Accreditation (CMTCA) Standards Advisory 

Council began developing standards in 2015, it committed to open and transparent dialogue 

with as many stakeholders as possible.  

The national consultation on the draft standards undertaken by CMTCA is an important step in 

this process. The goal was to obtain feedback from massage therapy education programs, 

administrators, practitioners, and others with a direct interest in ensuring the final product is 

rigorous, relevant, and useful.  

The survey process 

On 4 February 2016, a survey was sent to massage therapy education programs, associations, 

and regulatory colleges across the country, asking them to rate each criterion in the draft 

standards as to whether it was clear, relevant, achievable or useful. A few criteria showed a 

rating of “reliable” rather than “relevant,” but most respondents navigated this glitch without a 

problem. Associations and regulatory colleges forwarded the survey to their members, and the 

standards were also shared with individuals with expertise in accreditation standards and in the 

practice competencies and performance indicators. 

When the survey closed on 10 March, 146 responses (ranging from individuals to groups of up 

to 20 people) had been received through Survey Monkey, and an additional nine by email. 

While the drop-off rate was high, mostly due to length, the amount of detail and the consistent 

feedback was considered sufficient to make appropriate changes. 

Information on respondent demographics (type, location, and role) can be found in appendix A. 

Thank you to the respondents! 

CMTCA extends a huge thank you to everyone who participated in the consultation.  

We received a wealth of thoughtful and insightful feedback and we learned many things, not 

the least of which was that it was a time-consuming task. Rest assured that your feedback has 

been analyzed, incorporated into the next draft as appropriate, and kept for future reference 

for this ongoing and exciting journey to create national standards for accreditation.  

We firmly believe, and it appears many of you do too, that this process will help us achieve our 

common goals of advancing the profile of massage therapy as a respected healthcare 

profession, and strengthening the consistency of massage therapy education across the 

country. 
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Results and Actions: Overall Structure 

1. Reorganization: Standard 2 (Resources and Infrastructure) and standard 3 (Leadership and 

Administration) were found to be overly long compared to the rest. Changes to the 

regulatory/institutional criteria, removing the quality improvement criteria, and combining 

others meant the number of criteria in standard 2 was cut almost in half.  

 

Other changes included removing the human resources criteria from standard 3 and 

creating a new standard 4, and moving the student assessment criteria from Student 

Support to Faculty and Learning.  

 

The new structure looks like this:  

 Standard 1: Curriculum Content 

 Standard 2: Resources and Infrastructure 

 Standard 3: Leadership and Administration 

 Standard 4: Human Resources 

 Standard 5: Faculty and Learning 

 Standard 6: Student Support 

 Standard 7: Quality Improvement 

 

2. Quality improvement criteria: Three quality improvement criteria were originally 

included at the end of each standard, to highlight the importance of continuous quality 

improvement through all aspects of the education program. This was seen as 

unnecessarily detailed, prescriptive, and repetitive. These criteria were removed from 

each standard, amended to be less rigid, and included in Standard 7, Quality 

Improvement. 

 

3. Explanatory information: Introductory text describing the structure of the standards 

were added, along with a glossary. Additional glossary terms and information about the 

accreditation process itself will be added following the completion of six pilot 

accreditation surveys that are being conducted using the revised draft standards. 
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Highlights of Results and Actions: Key issues in a nutshell 

# ISSUE 
 

NOTES 
 

 
RESPONSE/ACTION 

1 Confidentiality Concern regarding who can access 
financial records, student/faculty 
files, meeting minutes, etc.  

As is common practice in 
accreditation:  
1. All surveyors sign and adhere 
to blanket confidentiality 
agreements,  
2. Education programs provide a 
consent to the survey that gives 
surveyors access to all resources 
needed to evaluate compliance. 

2 Curriculum and 
alignment with 
practice 
competencies and 
performance 
indicators (PC/PIs) 

Omit additional criteria, PC/PIs 
should be sufficient 

- Quality learning outcomes 
depend not only on the PC/PIs 
but on other aspects such as the 
quality of faculty and leadership, 
and a culture of quality 
improvement. 
- 1.1 and 1.2 were clarified, with 
science requirements now being 
covered in 1.2 

3 Evidence and 
supporting 
documentation 
 

- Reduce subjectivity and variance 
as much as possible when 
determining compliance and 
evidence programs need to provide 

Survey methodology and 
surveyor training is structured to 
enhance consistency and fairness, 
including through the on-site 
verification process. 

4 Hours vs 
competencies  
 

A competency/outcomes-based 
curriculum does not fit with an 
hours requirement 
 
NOTE: This was one of the most 
controversial topics among 
respondents.  

- Education programs can 
demonstrate their rationale for 
how they meet the PC/PIs by 
showing how many practice 
hours their students have and 
how they determined that those 
were the number of hours 
needed to meet quality learning 
outcomes at entry to practice. 
- 330 hours of practice on a 
diverse array of clients is now 
recommended as a guideline. 
 

5 Instructor 
competence 

- # of years practicing 
- Performance appraisal 
requirements: how often, who 
participates, who sees them  
- Instructors should not have to re-
demonstrate competence annually 

- Although three years of practice 
is above provincial requirements, 
this was stressed as very 
important. Five years was also 
suggested. 
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- Performance appraisal language 
was amended to be more 
reflective of a variety of settings. 

6 Institutional vs. 
program 
requirements 
 

Confusing to combine both, 
especially given jurisdictional 
overlap 

- As learning outcomes are 
affected by the way a school is 
run, the quality of the faculty, 
and the support provided to 
students, these are all included in 
the standards. 
- Many institutional requirements 
have been subsumed under one 
criterion. 
- Introductory info about prior 
regulatory approval was added. 

7 Jurisdictional 
overlap  

Too much overlap and duplication 
with regulations, codes, bylaws 
 

- This is a national program 
dealing with varied jurisdictional 
requirements. Surveyors will 
review regulatory documents and 
materials that are submitted to 
the relevant bodies in that 
jurisdiction. New materials are 
not required.  
- Introductory info about prior 
regulatory approval was added. 
- Many criteria addressing 
Jurisdictional requirements were 
removed or amended. 

8 Leased premises  Building regulations and codes are 
often landlord responsibilities  

Education programs are 
responsible for activities within 
their control. 

9 Program Advisory 
Committee 

- Too restrictive 
- Don’t dictate composition 

Advisory input is still required but 
criteria were amended to give 
programs more flexibility in 
composition and role. 

10 Quality 
improvement and 
evaluation data 

- Don’t usurp management/board 
decisions 
- Avoid cookie cutter approach 
- Extensive qualitative data is 
unlikely based on most budgets 

Quality improvement (QI) is the 
foundation of the accreditation 
program. To address the 
feedback, QI criteria at the end of 
each standard were amended 
and added to the Quality 
Improvement standard.  

11 Records Determine reasonable storage time  - Time limits were removed. 
- Education programs can show 
how they protect records and for 
how long. 

12 Small schools 
 

Requirements may be too onerous Pilot test results will be used to 
help determine the effectiveness 
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and the burden of the program 
on different types and sizes of 
education programs.  

13 Terminology Define: criterion, jurisdictional 
requirement, met, partially met, 
standard, unmet 
 
Determine (disputed):  
Client/patient, clinics, common 
surgical procedures, coordinator, 
instructor, labs, professor, 
practicums, qualified massage 
therapy provider, supervisor, 
teacher 
 
Clarify (vague): adequate, 
appropriate, diverse, efficient, 
equitable, in place, necessary, 
regular, relevant, sufficient 

- Many terms considered vague 
were defined or removed. 
- A glossary was added which 
includes a provision for the 
education program to define 
terms based on an evidence-
informed rationale that takes the 
program context into account. 
 

 
 

Next steps 

CMTCA is excited and pleased by the depth of the response to the national consultation and the 

ongoing discussions since. We are confident the subsequent draft of the standards benefited 

greatly from the feedback received. 

 

In April surveyors were trained and in May and June pilot surveys will be conducted at six 

education programs in Alberta, Manitoba, Ontario, New Brunswick, and Newfoundland and 

Labrador. The results of these practice runs, coupled with the feedback already received, will be 

used to further refine and improve the national standards and the accreditation program. 

 
We will, of course, continue to keep our stakeholders informed and we welcome your ongoing 

feedback. 

 

 

Canadian Massage Therapy Council on Accreditation 

Toronto, Ontario 

May 2016 
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Appendix A Survey Demographics 

Respondent type 

 % # 
Individuals 73.97 108 

Group: 2 to 20 people 17.11 25 

Group: 20+ people 8.90 13 

 Sub-total 99.98 146 
Email responses  9 

TOTAL  155 

Respondent location  

 % # 
Alberta 8.97 13 

British Columbia 13.10 19 

Manitoba 3.45 5 

New Brunswick 4.14 6 

Newfoundland & Labrador 2.06 3 

Northwest Territories .69 1 

Nova Scotia 1.38 2 

Ontario 52.41 76 

Prince Edward Island 2.76 4 

Saskatchewan 3.45 5 

Nunavut, Yukon, Quebec 0 0 

USA .69 1 

Other/Location not identified 6.90 10 

TOTALS 100.01 145 

Respondent role 

 % # 
Massage therapy provider: Practicing, 
qualified  

43.97 62 

Administrator: Massage therapy 
education program 

17.73 25 

Educator: Massage therapy education 
program 

17.01 24 

Regulator: Massage therapy  3.55 5 

Staff: Massage therapy association  2.84 4 

Student: Massage therapy  1.42 2 

Accreditation specialist 1.42 2 

Other* 
*Most “other” respondents were a combination of 
the above, such as a practicing qualified massage 
therapy provider who is also an educator 

12.06 17 

TOTALS 100.01 141 

 


