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Introduction

Governments make policy decisions in response to societal challenges and the needs
of the public, and science is an important input into the decision-making process.
When informed by robust science, policies are more likely to achieve their objectives.
Given its important role, it is essential that science is conducted and communicated in
adherence to high standards of scientific integrity — that is, according to the principles
of transparency, openness, rigor, impartiality and high ethical standards, and without
real or perceived conflict of interest. When government science is underpinned by
scientific integrity, it fosters public trust and reinforces the credibility of both the
knowledge it produces and the decisions it informs.

The history of the federal scientific integrity
policy in Canada

Development of a model scientific integrity policy

In 2015, the Government of Canada committed to prioritizing science and evidence-
based decision-making, stating it is a “government that believes in science — and

a government that believes that good scientific knowledge should inform decision-
making”." As part of this commitment, and in line with the Minister of Science’s
mandate to create a position of Chief Science Officer “mandated to ensure that
government science is fully available to the public, that scientists are able to

speak freely about their work, and that scientific analyses are considered when the
government makes decisions”,? the Government sought advice from the newly
appointed Chief Science Advisor on the development of directives and guidelines for
the responsible conduct, communication and use of federal science and research.

In July 2018, after a period of extensive consultation and collective efforts, the Model
Policy on Scientific Integrity was published.* Co-developed by the Office of the Chief
Science Advisor (OCSA), the Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada
(PIPSC) and the Treasury Board Secretariat (TBS), the policy provides a clear statement

1 Minister of Science 2015 mandate letter: https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/mandate-letters/2015/11/12/archived-minister-science-
mandate-letter. Accessed July 30, 2025.

2 ibid

3 Model Policy on Scientific Integrity: https://science.gc.ca/site/science/en/office-chief-science-advisor/scientific-integrity/model-
policy-scientific-integrity. Accessed June 30, 2025.
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to federal researchers and scientists on how they can communicate their work openly,
as well as a framework for both employers and employees to ensure the responsible
conduct of government science.

Under the Memoranda of Agreement signed on May 15 and June 1, 2017, between
TBS and PIPSC,** federal departments and agencies with more than 10 employees
within the Research (RE) or Applied Science and Patent Examination (SP) occupational
groups were required to adopt or adapt the model policy. The agreements also
indicated that the Governance Committee for Implementation of Government-

Wide Scientific Integrity (the Governance Committee),® composed of the Secretary

of the Treasury Board, the Chief Science Advisor and the President of PIPSC, will
meet annually to review progress towards the development and implementation of
departmental scientific integrity policies and procedures.

In 2018, TBS issued a notice to heads of human resources identifying 21 departments
that employed more than 10 employees in the RE or SP occupational groups, and
were therefore required to implement a scientific integrity policy that “apply to all
employees who design, conduct, communicate, manage, review or make use of
research, science or related activities.”” In addition to these departments, the National
Research Council and the Canada Food Inspection Agency were also included. Today,
following a number of organizational changes, a total of 25 departments and agencies
are required to implement a scientific integrity policy (Appendix A), while a number of
other federal organizations are actively exploring the option of voluntarily adopting
the policy.

Since 2019, the OCSA has been the primary point of contact for the scientific integrity
policy (SIP) and has worked closely with organizations to support and provide advice on
policy development and implementation.

4 Memorandum of Agreement Between the Treasury Board and the Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada in
regarding scientific integrity, as set out in Appendix “D" of the Applied Science and Patent Examination (SP) collective agreement,
which has since been renewed through subsequent agreements: https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/topics/pay/
collective-agreements/archived/sp-2017-2018.html#tocxx312822 (Accessed June 30, 2025)

5 Memorandum of Agreement Between the Treasury Board and the Professional Institute of the Public Service of Canada
regarding scientific integrity, as set out in Appendix “E” of the Research (RE) collective agreement, which has since been renewed
through subsequent agreements: https://www.canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/topics/pay/collective-agreements/archived/
re-2017-2018.html#tocxx312681 (Accessed June 30, 2025).

6 Terms of Reference: Governance Committee for Implementation of Government-Wide Scientific Integrity: https://science.
gc.ca/site/science/en/office-chief-science-advisor/scientific-integrity/model-policy-scientific-integrity/terms-reference-governance-
committee-implementation-government-wide-scientific-integrity (Accessed June 30, 2025).

7 Human Resources Information Notice on Scientific Integrity Policies from the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat: https://www.
canada.ca/en/treasury-board-secretariat/services/information-notice/scientific-integrity-policies.html (Accessed June 30, 2025).
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Monitoring policy implementation

As per the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity, it is the responsibility of deputy heads
to monitor compliance with the requirements of their SIPs, and to report this annually
to the Governance Committee.? To assist deputy heads, the OCSA designed a

survey composed of compliance measures,” each of which is associated with a non-
discretionary provision of the model policy (Appendix B). The compliance survey has
been administered to implicated departments and agencies annually since January
2020 to determine their progress in implementing their SIPs. Results of the surveys
are reported on the OCSA website, under the section “The Status of Federal Scientific
Integrity Policies”."®

Policy implementation — progress and gaps

The 2025 survey was administered at the beginning of the year to the 25 departments
and agencies required to have a SIP, all of whom have policies in effect. Together,

they cover 2,671 RE employees and 10,821 SP employees, respectively (Figure 1).
These numbers represent the minimum population to which departmental SIPs apply.
In practice, the policies also extend to employees outside of these occupational groups
who are directly or indirectly engaged in research, science or related activities, as
outlined in the policy scope.

8 Section 8 of the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity outlines the responsibilities of deputy heads, directors, managers and
supervisors, and departmental employees as it relates to scientific integrity. https://science.gc.ca/site/science/en/office-chief-
science-advisor/scientific-integrity/model-policy-scientific-integrity#8 (Accessed July 2, 2025).

9 The first two surveys, administered in 2019-20 and 2020-21, asked departments and agencies to provide information on 13
compliance measures. The third survey, administered in 2021-2022, included a fourteenth compliance measure designed to
provide information on progress in developing a policy performance monitoring plan. The 2022-2023, and subsequent surveys
included a fifteenth compliance measure requesting information on measures in place to support training on evidence-informed
decision-making.

10 Office of the Chief Science Advisor. The Status of Federal Scientific Integrity Policies: https://science.gc.ca/site/science/en/
office-chief-science-advisor/scientific-integrity (Accessed September 5, 2025).
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Figure 1: The number of federal departments and agencies that have a SIP in effect, and the total number"’
of employees in the research (RE) and applied science and patent examination (SP) occupational groups in each
year tracked.

Progress in policy implementation among departments and agencies has been
good, though variable. To date, 19 of the 25 departments and agencies have
reported implementing at least 80% of the compliance measures, with four
organizations meeting all requirements applicable to them. Two organizations have
made moderate progress, with up to five applicable measures not yet implemented.
Four departments and agencies report at least ten applicable compliance measures
still outstanding (Figure 2).

11 The counts for each year correspond to data as of March 31 of the preceding calendar year. These counts do not include
employees of the National Research Council Canada (NRC) and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA), as this information
was not available for these departments and agencies at the time of writing. Data Source: https://hrdatahub-centrededonneesrh.
tbs-sct.gc.ca/?GoCTemplateCulture=en-CA#ReportSectionTopDiv
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» Full compliance (100%)
m High compliance (80-98%)
m Moderate compliance (50-79%)

® Low compliance (<50%)

Figure 2: Number of departments and agencies categorized by their level of adherence to applicable compliance
measures as of March 31, 2025 — full (100%); high (80-99%); moderate (50-79%); low (less than 50%).

Progress in policy implementation has also been variable across compliance measures
(Figure 3). The measure with the greatest increase in uptake since 2020 is the
requirement of notifying and informing contractors or extramural collaborators about
the departmental SIP and encouraging them to comply with its provisions (CM7).

Similarly, significant progress has been made in the implementation of measures
supporting education, training or professional development in areas such as
responsible conduct of research, research ethics and the management, annotation
and archiving of research and scientific data (CM13), as well as in the establishment
of a mechanism for soliciting advice from researchers and scientists on departmental
policies or regulations (CM10).



SCIENTIFIC INTEGRITY POLICY PROVISION

Employee notification (CM2)

Additional tools (CM3)

SIP policy conflict (CM4)

Peer review (CM5)

Research ethics approval (CM6)

External notification (CM7)

Scientific integrity lead (CM8)

Scientific integrity breach (CM9)

Advice on policy and regulation (CM10)

Advice on research programs (CM11)

Advice on research priorities (CM12)

Responsible research education (CM13)

Monitoring plan (CM14)

Evidence-informed decision-making
training (CM15)

21
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NUMBER OF DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES

B 2020 Implemented W 2025 Implemented
2020 Not yet implemented 2025 Not yet implemented

Figure 3: The number of departments or agencies with an approved SIP who have or have not yet implemented
the actions or activities corresponding to a particular non-discretionary provision in the model policy as of January
30, 2020 and as of March 31, 2025. For each compliance measure, organizations whose policy does not include
the provision in question or that elected not to report on the associated provision have been excluded from the
analysis.”? For a description of the listed compliance measures, see Appendix B.

12 CM1 is omitted from the figure because all departments and agencies in this analysis have an approved SIP. In 2020 and
2025, there were 20 and 25 departments and agencies, respectively, with an approved policy.
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In other areas of SIP implementation, departments have been slower to meet the
requirements of their policies. For example, for maintaining a record of all instances

of conflict or incompatibility between the departmental SIP and other policies,
legislation or policy instruments (CM4), and establishing a mechanism to solicit advice
from researchers and scientists on departmental research priorities (CM12), only

five additional departments became compliant between 2020 and 2025. Another
challenging compliance measure is the requirement for departmental research or
scientific projects involving humans to be reviewed and approved by a Research Ethics
Board (REB) because there is limited REB capacity to support departments without an
in-house board; solutions to address this issue are currently being explored.

Finally, the compliance measure with the least progress reported is the development
of a performance monitoring plan to assess the effectiveness of departmental SIPs,
as outlined in section 7.9 of the model policy. At the time of the 2025 survey, 21 of
the 25 departments and agencies had not yet implemented such a plan. Of these

21 organizations, two reported that their performance monitoring plans have been
submitted for approval, 12 indicated that their plans were still in development

and seven had not yet begun developing a plan (Figure 4). Reasons cited for not
developing a plan yet have included limited resources, competing operational
demands and priorities, small department size with few employees in the RE and SP
categories, internal reorganization and the recent implementation of their SIPs.
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STATUS OF SIP PERFORMANCE MONITORING STRATEGY

Figure 4: The status of the SIP performance monitoring plan in federal departments and agencies as of
March 31, 2025.



Scientific integrity policies in action

While departments and agencies have had the flexibility to adapt the model policy to
fit their specific organizational contexts, all existing departmental SIPs are very similar,
if not identical, to the model policy. Where there has been notable variation is in the
implementation approaches taken by different organizations.

One area where differences are observed is in the measures taken to support scientific
integrity training and education. Of the 25 organizations surveyed, 18 have made
certain trainings related to scientific integrity and ethics mandatory for their employees.
These include online, self-paced training on science ethics and integrity, training on
the departmental SIP and the Evidence-Informed Decision-Making modules™ co-
developed by the OCSA and the Canada School of Public Service (CSPS). Furthermore,
some organizations have incorporated scientific integrity into their onboarding
workshops and trainings for new employees, linking scientific integrity to departmental
values and ethics.

Another notable variation in the implementation of SIPs across departments lies in how
scientific integrity leadership positions are structured. While the model policy requires
departments and agencies to appoint a Science Integrity Lead (SIL) responsible for
addressing allegations of breaches of scientific integrity,' this role is filled in a number
of different ways across departments. Some departments have designated existing
positions — such as their Ombudsperson, Ethics Officer or Integrity Officer — as their
SIL, while others have appointed their departmental Chief Scientist or Science Advisor
to fill that role. In some cases, senior executives from science branches, including
assistant deputy ministers or director generals, have taken on the SIL role.

In addition to managing allegations of policy breach, six departments report that their
SIL also plays a broader role in promoting a culture of scientific integrity and ethics in
their organization. Beyond the SIL, departments have described a range of approaches
and roles that support and promote a culture of scientific integrity, excellence and
responsible conduct in research, depending on their structure and mandate. For
example, some science-based departments note that the responsibility to foster a
culture of scientific integrity is shared across leadership positions such as director
generals, directors and managers in science-related portfolios. Others have leveraged

13 The OCSA and CSPS co-developed four training modules on evidence-informed decision-making: Facts, Values, and the
Scientific Method (TRN502), Evaluating Scientific Evidence (TRN503), Exploring Bias and Uncertainty (TRN504) and Weighing
Evidence for Policy Decisions (TRN505). These modules are available to all public servants and are accessible through the CSPS
learning catalogue.

14 Section 7.2.2.2 of the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity.

8


https://catalogue.csps-efpc.gc.ca/product?catalog=TRN502&cm_locale=en
https://catalogue.csps-efpc.gc.ca/product?catalog=TRN502&cm_locale=en
https://catalogue.csps-efpc.gc.ca/product?catalog=TRN502&cm_locale=en
https://catalogue.csps-efpc.gc.ca/product?catalog=TRN503&cm_locale=en
https://catalogue.csps-efpc.gc.ca/product?catalog=TRN505&cm_locale=en
https://catalogue.csps-efpc.gc.ca/product?catalog=TRN505&cm_locale=en

their ombuds and integrity offices to promote science excellence and ethics. A few
have appointed champions, including at the ADM level, to help reinforce leadership
in science.

Departments and agencies are encouraged to share their implementation approaches
and best practices at the regular meetings of the Interdepartmental Scientific Integrity
Policies Implementation Working Group, of which all 25 organizations, the OCSA,
PIPSC and TBS are members. The work and mutual learning undertaken by the working
group have helped promote a consistent understanding and interpretation of the
policy, enabling diverse implementation strategies that can together strengthen the
overall culture of scientific integrity in the government.

Scientific Integrity in Practice: Departmental Spotlights

Across the 25 departments and agencies, initiatives have emerged that reflect and
reinforce the core objectives of the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity.’> Many of
these efforts were developed in response to departmental priorities, unique mandates,
and operational contexts. While some initiatives were created directly in response

to SIP commitments, others demonstrate how existing or parallel efforts can align
with and advance SIP principles and objectives. The following examples illustrate
how departments are embedding scientific integrity into internal processes—through
learning and training, research management systems, communities of practice, and
science governance structures. Together, they highlight the varied and evolving ways
in which scientific integrity is being strengthened across the organizations subject to
the SIP.

1) Health Canada’s Scientific Integrity Training and Learning Activities

Health Canada has developed learning tools to embed scientific integrity into
departmental culture and practice. In 2023, the department launched an in-house
Scientific Integrity course that presents key aspects of the Health Canada and Public
Health Agency of Canada SIP (HC-PHAC SIP) through engaging scenarios and
interactive activities. The course helps apply the policy in day-to-day practice, teaches

15 The objectives of the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity are outlined in section 4 of the policy, and are as follows:

“4.1. Foster a culture that supports and promotes scientific integrity in the design, conduct, management, review and
communication of research, science, and related activities.

4.2. Increase public, employee and stakeholder trust in the credibility and reliability of research and scientific activities.

4.3. Set out expectations regarding the design, conduct, management, review and communication of research, science, and
related activities.

4.4. Enhance employee understanding of the contributions of research and science to evidence-informed decision-making, as
well as the role of managers, communication specialists, researchers and scientists in the development of government policy and
advice.”

https://science.gc.ca/site/science/en/office-chief-science-advisor/scientific-integrity/model-policy-scientific-integrity (Accessed
August 11, 2025).
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principles and standards of responsible research conduct, and guides staff on how to
report breaches, all with the goal of reinforcing a culture of integrity. This voluntary
training is part of the department’s science competency development roadmap, which
is promoted through executive performance commitments. Participant feedback

has indicated that the course provides a comprehensive overview of the scientific
integrity policy, with some recommending that the training be made mandatory. The
scenario-based learning components were frequently mentioned as useful by those
who completed the training, along with suggestions to further enhance interactivity.
Complementing this, Health Canada also developed Strengthening Science-Informed
Decision-Making: A How-To Guide, a course for both science and non-science roles
that builds skills in evaluating evidence, communicating uncertainty, and engaging in
science-policy dialogue. Health Canada leveraged the increased awareness of scientific
integrity to strengthen SIP linkages and embed relevant concepts throughout the
decision-making training, despite the course not being developed specifically for SIP
implementation. Together, these initiatives demonstrate how departmental learning
strategies can advance scientific integrity by building capacity across roles

and functions.

2) Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada’s Science Management Solution

Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) has used its departmental SIP to guide

the evolution of its Science Management Solution (SMS), a centralized system for
managing research projects. Beyond planning and tracking, SMS supports governance
decisions, project reporting, and documenting research outputs. Although the SMS was
not developed specifically in response to the SIP, the policy has significantly influenced
how the system functions. SIP principles have shaped improvements in standardized
workflows, embedded decision documentation, centralized record-keeping, and
streamlined oversight processes. These changes have enhanced transparency,
accountability, and collaboration across research teams, while also improving alignment
with departmental priorities. By aligning system improvements with SIP principles,
AAFC has strengthened its ability to oversee and manage research activities, ensuring
they reflect departmental standards for transparency and integrity. Looking ahead,

the next generation of SMS will build on this foundation with more intuitive tools and
enhanced analytics, further supporting SIP’s objectives.

3) Transport Canada’s Science Community of Practice

Transport Canada’s SIP implementation activities directly informed the development
of the department’s Science Community of Practice (CoP), launched in July 2025.
Monitoring efforts such as employee surveys and engagement led by the Departmental

10



Science Advisor identified gaps in awareness of SIP principles and opportunities to
strengthen science advice and collaboration across the department. These findings
helped guide the design of the CoP as a mechanism to address those gaps and
promote consistent application of science and technology policies. Since its launch, the
CoP has supported improvements in internal processes by increasing SIP awareness,
facilitating knowledge exchange through science cafés and lecture series, and enabling
resource sharing through an internal collaborative site. It has also promoted continuous
learning and strategic alignment across disciplines. The CoP demonstrates how SIP
implementation has influenced departmental initiatives that reinforce science advice
and contribute to a stronger internal science culture.

4) Environment and Climate Change Canada’s Science Advice Governance
Framework and Science and Technology Branch Science Council

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) has implemented the Science
Advice Governance Framework (SAGF) and the Science and Technology Branch

(STB) Science Council to strengthen the role and impact of science in departmental
decision-making. The SAGF identifies science priorities across program areas, mobilizes
efforts to meet operational and regulatory needs, and facilitates expert advice and
collaboration to address knowledge gaps. The STB Science Council, launched in

2023, advises senior management on research priorities, supports initiatives such as
the ECCC Science Strategy 2024-2029, and promotes scientific dialogue across the
Branch. Both instruments are closely aligned with ECCC's SIP objectives and contribute
to a culture of transparency, collaboration, and evidence-informed decision-making.
This example illustrates how strong departmental science governance and strategic
coordination can actively advance the principles of scientific integrity in practice.

Reflections on 6 years of implementation

Across the 25 departments with a SIP, implementation efforts have led to meaningful
progress in putting in place procedures, policies, guidelines and resources to promote
the responsible conduct and use of science in government, and to support scientists’
and researchers’ ability to communicate their work to the public. Since the publishing
of the model policy in 2018, and the implementation of a SIP in most departments by
2020, departments have taken steps to embed or reinforce scientific integrity in their
operations. These developments reflect commitment to the objectives of the policy,
nonetheless implementation has also revealed several persistent challenges.

11



Persistent misunderstanding of the applicability of the policy

The 25 departments and agencies that require a SIP are so required because they
have 10 or more employees within the RE or SP groups, per the relevant collective
agreements. However, once implemented the policy applies to all “...employees

who design, conduct, communicate, manage, review, or make use of [departmental]
research, science or related activities”.'® While all departmental policies include
language indicating this broader applicability of the policy, there has been a persistent
misunderstanding among some departments as to whether the policy applies only

to RE and SP employees or to all employees that conduct or manage research. This
has been a recurring issue that both the Governance Committee and the OCSA have
repeatedly endeavored to clarify.

Misperceptions around the applicability of the policy may have contributed to various
barriers for implementation, including insufficient resourcing. For some departments
and agencies that do not count science and research among their core activities,

this has at times bred confusion around why they need to have the policy at all,
contributing to inertia around implementation.

A related outstanding issue is the reality that there are science, research and related
activities, including in the social sciences, being conducted in departments and
agencies outside of the 25 captured under the RE and SP collective agreements.
Without a coherent, whole-of-government approach to scientific integrity, questions
may arise on the quality and reliability of federal research, which in turn carries risks for
the government. Furthermore, the protections offered by the policy are not available
equally to all federal employees who conduct science and research.

Lack of policy performance monitoring and evaluation

Most of the information on the progress of the SIP derives from the annual compliance
survey, the responses for which are supplied by departments and agencies. The survey
itself is primarily concerned with whether the required mechanisms or processes

have been put in place to facilitate implementation of the policy, rather than the
performance of the policy. Each organization is required to develop and implement a
policy performance monitoring plan, with appropriate indicators, to determine whether
its policy is achieving its stated objectives and track progress over time. As noted
earlier, departments and agencies have overall made little progress on performance
monitoring, and as a result there is limited knowledge of how effective their SIPs

have been.

16 Section 5.1 of the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity.
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The lack of performance monitoring also means that a key perspective has been
lacking from the implementation process — the employee perspective. Given that

a significant portion of the SIP aims to enable or encourage certain activities and
behaviours, as well as protect against undue interference, employee feedback (for
example, via a survey) is indispensable for evaluating how well the policy is performing.
Without this information, it is difficult for organizations to identify where there may

be gaps in guidance or resources, where there may be tension between the SIP and
other policies, where SIP processes may be ineffective or where course correction may
be needed.”

To support departments and agencies in fulfilling the requirements for performance
monitoring and evaluation, the OCSA developed a model performance monitoring
plan, performance indicators and a model employee survey. To date, only one
department has reported having administered an employee survey as part of their SIP
performance monitoring plan.

Challenges around resources

Many of the policy provisions for which implementation has lagged are those requiring
more resources, such as performance monitoring, training and ensuring processes

for soliciting researcher or scientist advice. Some provisions, like the requirement for
research projects involving humans to be reviewed and approved by an REB, cannot
be delivered without the input of appropriate experts. The issue of resources is
particularly pertinent for smaller departments and agencies, as well as those who do
not house much research or scientific activity, where there may be a lack of capacity

or internal expertise.

17 Recent analyses by external organizations have suggested that some employees continue to face challenges related to
scientific integrity. See:
a) Evidence for Democracy. Accretion and Erosion: A Comparative Analysis of Scientific Integrity in Canada and the U.S. July
2025. https://evidencefordemocracy.ca/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2025-SI-Report.pdf (Accessed September 10, 2025).
b)Robertson, M.E. et al. (2023). Interference in science: scientists’ perspectives on their ability to communicate and conduct
environmental research in Canada. FACETS. https://www.facetsjournal.com/doi/full/10.1139/facets-2023-0005 (Accessed
September 10, 2025).
¢) The Professional Institute of Public Service of Canada (PIPSC). A science roadmap for Canada’s future: lessons from a
decade of federal scientists’ voices. October 2025. https://pipsc.ca/news-issues/defending-public-science/
science-roadmap-canadas-future-lessons-decade-federal (Accessed November 14, 2025).
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Considerations for strengthening scientific
integrity across the federal government

Scientific integrity policies across all federal organizations

One way to strengthen scientific integrity across the federal government is to make
the SIP a mandatory policy for all federal organizations, rather than only the current

25 organizations that are contractually obligated to implement a policy. This could be
achieved by, for example, bringing the SIP under a Treasury Board policy instrument,
such as the Values and Ethics Code for the Public Sector.’® A government-wide SIP

has a number of benefits. First, it would broaden the applicability of the policy to
include all employees involved in science and research activities, irrespective of their
classification, ensuring that all federal research activities meet standards of scientific
integrity, in line with what is required of academic researchers. Second, given that
science is often instrumental in informing policies across all federal departments and
agencies, including those that do not conduct in-house science and research activities,
a mandatory SIP for all organizations would support advancing a true government-wide
culture of scientific integrity. It is noteworthy that, TBS’s 2018 notice to organizations
requiring a SIP “encouragel[d] all federal departments and agencies to develop

and implement Scientific Integrity Policies that apply to ‘all employees who design,
conduct, communicate, manage, review or make use of research, science or related
activities'”, recognizing the importance of scientific integrity for all of government.
Moreover, interest from several federal organizations in adopting a policy voluntarily
signals a broader appetite across government for SIPs.

Incorporating scientific integrity into mandatory training for
all science-based departments and agencies

Another approach to advancing government-wide scientific integrity is to reinforce
training around the policy. Integrating scientific integrity into the onboarding process,
as some organizations have already done, for all science-based departments and
agencies would amplify awareness and deepen understanding of the policy for all
employees who work in organizations with significant science and research activities
from the outset. This is the case in post-secondary institutions where researchers

18 The Values and Ethics Code for the Public Sector: https://www.tbs-sct.canada.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=25049. Accessed
October 17, 2025.

14


https://www.tbs-sct.canada.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=25049

are expected to take training modules including in research ethics.' Importantly,

the trainings would also draw clear connections between the SIP, departmental

codes of conduct and the Values and Ethics Code, clarifying the policy’s relevance

and applicability across roles and responsibilities. Furthermore, discussions on how

to operationalize the SIP in alignment with the Values and Ethics Code, as well as
management of potential intersections between the two, should be part of ongoing
training — a need that was identified in the Deputy Minister’s Task Team on Values and
Ethics Report to the Clerk of the Privy Council.?®

Bolstering Research Ethics Board capacity

To support cross-government consistency in the ethics review of research involving
human participants, improvements to REB capacity within the federal public service
should be considered. A centralized or shared services model could be explored to
help organizations with limited research activity or resources access qualified experts
and receive timely and rigorous review of their research projects as required.

A more coordinated approach to REBs could also support the needs of departments
and agencies that do not currently have a SIP but do conduct research involving
human participants.

SIP performance as part of departmental results

To address the challenges around performance monitoring, the incorporation of SIP
performance monitoring into departmental performance measurement and evaluation
plans and strategies, as described in Treasury Board’s Policy on Results,?" could be
considered. To do so, departments would designate the SIP and its related activities
as a program under the Policy on Results’ definition, and apply the same performance
measurement and evaluation practices used for other departmental programs. This
could also include the development of a set of standardized performance indicators
of progress for scientific integrity, based on those developed by the OCSA, to be
included in all departmental results indicators. This approach would support more
consistent tracking, reporting and continuous improvement of SIP implementation.??

19 The Tri-Agency Framework: Responsible Conduct of Research (2021) states that researchers are responsible for understanding
and applying principles of responsible conduct, including research ethics. Those in oversight roles must also ensure their trainees
receive training in those principles (Article 2.7): https://rcr.ethics.gc.ca/eng/framework-cadre-2021.html#a2-7. (Accessed

October 23, 2025)

20 Deputy Ministers’ Task Team on Values and Ethics Report to the Clerk of the Privy Council: https://www.canada.ca/en/
privy-council/services/publications/deputy-ministers-task-team-values-ethics-report-clerk-privy-council.html (Accessed on

August 27, 2025).

21 Policy on Results: https://www.tbs-sct.canada.ca/pol/doc-eng.aspx?id=31300. (Accessed on August 11, 2025).

22 The model performance monitoring plan developed by the OCSA to aid departments and agencies in developing their own
assumes that the scientific integrity policy and related initiatives constitute a program, as defined under the Treasury Board's
Policy on Results.
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Looking forward: Strengthening scientific
integrity in a changing landscape

As Canada navigates an increasingly complex scientific and technological landscape,
it is important to ensure that SIPs remain responsive to new challenges. One such
challenge is research security. Open collaboration and knowledge sharing are crucial
for scientific progress, but it is also necessary to safeguard sensitive information and
infrastructure. These should be considered complementary priorities, that together
enable Canada to remain a leader and trusted partner in global science. SIPs can
articulate the importance of this balance by ensuring that the responsible conduct of
research in government includes considerations for safeguarding data and for security-
conscious research practices.

Another key consideration is the role of scientific integrity in the age of artificial
intelligence (Al). The rapid adoption and advancement of generative Al tools

present enormous potential for scientific progress, but simultaneously introduce new
challenges around transparency, reproducibility and accountability. SIPs should evolve
to address expectations for the responsible use of Al in science and research. Indeed,
other jurisdictions such as the European Union have added language to their research
codes of conduct to reflect these new realities.?®

Over the past two years, the OCSA has been conducting consultations and

developing a revised version of the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity to ensure that
the policy continues to be fit for purpose in the coming years. This updated policy

will include provisions on the appropriate engagement of Indigenous partners and

use of Indigenous data and information in research, reflect lessons learned from
implementation, incorporate feedback from the consultation process and respond to
emerging priorities such as open science, research security and Al. In a rapidly evolving
landscape shaped by emerging technologies and shifting geopolitics, SIPs must remain
nimble and forward-looking.

Canada’s ambition to become the “world’s leading hub for science and innovation”#
needs to go hand-in-hand with a strong commitment to scientific integrity. Upholding
the responsible conduct, communication and use of science is essential for maintaining
and increasing public trust, enabling high-quality research and ensuring that science

23 The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (Revised Edition 2023): european-code-of-conduct-for-research-integrity_
horizon_en.pdf (Accessed September 17, 2025).

24 Speech from the Throne to open the first session of the 45th Parliament of Canada: https://www.canada.ca/en/privy-council/
campaigns/speech-throne/2025/building-canada-strong.html (Accessed August 11, 2025).
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informs policy effectively. Beyond updating the SIP for federal organizations, there

is an opportunity for Canada to expand its commitment to scientific integrity. By
championing a whole-of-society culture of scientific integrity, Canada could establish
itself as a global leader for excellence in science and evidence-informed decision-
making across sectors.
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Appendix A: List of departments and
agencies that are required to implement
a scientific integrity policy

1. Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada

2. Canada Border Services Agency

3. Canadian Food Inspection Agency

4. Canadian Grain Commission

5. Canadian Heritage

6. Canadian Space Agency

7. Correctional Service of Canada

8. Crown-Indigenous Relations Northern Affairs Canada
9. Department of National Defence

10.  Environment and Climate Change Canada
11.  Fisheries and Oceans Canada

12.  Global Affairs Canada

13. Health Canada

14.  Impact Assessment Agency of Canada

15.  Indigenous Services Canada

16.  Infrastructure Canada

17.  Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada
18.  Library and Archives Canada

19.  National Research Council

20.  Natural Resources Canada

21.  Public Health Agency of Canada

22.  Public Services and Procurement Canada
23.  Royal Canadian Mounted Police

24.  Statistics Canada

25.  Transport Canada
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Appendix B: List of the fifteen scientific
integrity policy compliance measures (CMs)

CM1: In what year did your departmental SIP come into effect?
CM2: Has the DDAA notified employees about the SIP? (mSIP s.7.1.1.)

CM3: Has the DDAA implemented additional procedures, policies, guidelines, tools,
training or professional development opportunities in support of the SIP? (mSIP
s.7.1.2)

CM4: Does the DDAA have a process for reporting and recording instances of policy
conflict or incompatibility with the SIP? (mSIP s. 3.5)

CMS5: Does the DDAA require that all technical communications undergo peer-review?
(MSIP s.7.5.6. (v))

CMé: Does the DDAA require that, where appropriate, research or scientific projects
involving humans be reviewed and approved by a Research Ethics Board (REB)? See
the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans —

TCPS 2 (2018) (mSIP s.7.8.1 (x))

CM7: Has the DDAA taken steps to notify/inform contractors or extramural
collaborators of the DDAA SIP and encourage them to comply with its articles?
(mSIP s.7.1.3))

CM8: Has the DDAA appointed a Science Integrity Lead (SIL)? (mSIP s.7.2.2.2.)

CM9: Does the DDAA have a process in effect for bringing forward and investigating
breaches of scientific integrity? (mSIP s.7.2.2.3.)

CM10: Does the DDAA have a mechanism and/or procedure in effect for soliciting
researcher/scientist advice on DDAA policy and/or regulations? (mSIP s.7.7.1.)

CM11: Does the DDAA have a mechanism and/or procedure in effect for soliciting
researcher/scientist advice on DDAA research programs? (mSIP s.7.7.2.)
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CM12: Does the DDAA have a mechanism and/or procedure in effect for systematically
soliciting researcher/scientist assistance in identifying and prioritizing federal
investment in research? (mSIP s.7.7.3.)

CM13: Does the DDAA have measures in effect to support education, training and/
or professional development in any of the following areas: responsible conduct in
research; research ethics; and the annotation, management and archiving of research
and scientific data? (mSIP s. 7.2.1.3.)

CM14 (added in the 2022 survey and onward): Does your DDAA have a monitoring
plan in effect for the DDAA SIP that will provide information on the extent to which the
policy has achieved its objectives (policy performance) ? (mSIP s.7.9)

CM15 (added in the 2023 survey and onward): Does your DDAA have measures in
place to support education, training and/or professional development devoted to the

roles of science and research in developing evidence to support evidence-informed
decision-making? ( mSIP s.7.7.4)
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Appendix C: Summary of initiatives advancing the objectives? of the
scientific integrity policy, as reported by departments and agencies

Objective 1:
Foster a culture of
scientific integrity

Objective 2:
Build trust in
science and
research

Objective 3:
Clarify expectations
for science conduct

Objective 4:
Understanding
role of science in
decision-making

Employee Scientific Integrity and ethics Training

Employee awareness and communications

Employee workshops and discussion forums

External/collaborator awareness of SIP and related guidelines/directives

Policy Instruments and Governance for Science, Science Advice, and Decision-Making

ANEEANANAN

Policy Revisions and Alignment, and SIP Implementation Guidelines

Scientific Integrity in the Context of Public Service Values and Ethics, and Its Integration
into Departmental Codes

Interdepartmental collaborations to advance SIP implementation

Working Groups/Focus Groups on Scientific Integrity and SIP Implementation

AN

Fair, Transparent and timely procedure for bringing forward allegations of breaches

Appointing scientific integrity champions

ANANASENANEANANANANANAN

Public Engagement on or Communication of Departmental SIP or Science/
Research Activities

Administrative Support Mechanisms to Plan, Track, and Oversee Departmental Science
and Research (in Alignment with SIP)

Ethics Review of Departmental Science and Research

Applying Scientific Integrity Values to All Areas of Knowledge

ANAYA A R AN ANER A NI ANANERANANAN

Engagement with External Experts and the Science/Research Community

NN AN KNNRRRK

v

25 The objectives of the Model Policy on Scientific Integrity are to (1) Foster a culture that supports and promotes scientific integrity in the design, conduct, management, review and communication of
research, science, and related activities; (2) Increase public, employee and stakeholder trust in the credibility and reliability of DDAA research and scientific activities; (3) Set out expectations regarding
the design, conduct, management, review and communication of research, science, and related activities; and (4) Enhance employee understanding of the contributions of research and science to

evidence-informed decision-making, as well as the role of managers, communication specialists, researchers and scientists in the development of government policy and advice.

21



https://science.gc.ca/site/science/en/office-chief-science-advisor/scientific-integrity/model-policy-scientific-integrity#4

