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Introduction: 
[Introduce the facilitators and our roles at NIST and in the Scientific Integrity Program]

Thank you for agreeing to provide additional feedback about the updated Scientific Integrity Program and implementation of the Gold Standard Science Tenets. We will ask the group of series of questions, but you do not have to answer any of them if you choose not to. We expect this discussion may take up to 60 minutes. 

Ground rules: 

There are no wrong answers but rather differing points of view. Please feel free to share your point of view even if it differs from what others have said. Keep in mind that we're just as interested in negative comments as positive comments, and at times the negative comments are the most helpful. 

[bookmark: _Hlk207096377]The information that you provide here will be recorded temporarily until we are able to generate a transcript. We're audio recording the session because we don't want to miss any of your comments. People often say very helpful things in these discussions, and we can't write fast enough to get them all down. The transcript will be stripped of any information that could be used to identify you; however, we urge you to avoid using specific names in your comments.   Once we have a transcript, we will delete the audio recording. You may be assured of complete anonymity. The reports will only be accessed by our evaluation team to help us make continuous improvements and updates to the program.

Questions/discussion:

[Ask questions generally in this order but may vary depending on the flow of the conversation.]

1. What does “scientific integrity” mean to you?
2. As an organization, what do you think we (collectively) can do to build a culture Scientific Integrity?
3. In 2025, President Trump issued an Executive Order on Restoring Gold Standard Science, which included emphasizing 9 tenets. What is your understanding of the tenets? [review the excerpt from the OSTP guidance that describes the tenets – attached at end of this document. This document will be emailed to attendees before the meeting]
4. After reading the tenets, do you believe the way you conduct your research aligns with the tenets? 
a. If yes, can you provide examples of standard practices from your lab that align with the tenets?
b. If no, which tenants do you believe you need to focus on improving in order to be in alignment? What will you need to change about how you conduct your research to align with these tenets? 
c. Do you foresee any challenges in meeting the objectives of the tenets in your research lab/group?
5. Do you believe the research conducted at NIST (collectively) follows the tenets? Are there any tenants that you believe will be particularly challenging to align with as an organization? 
6. Please share any other thoughts about GSS and the Scientific Integrity Program in general. 




9 Tenets of Gold Standard Science

Reproducible
Reproducibility in science is the ability of independent researchers to test a hypothesis through multiple methods and consistently achieve results that confirm or refute it, ensuring findings are generalizable and robust across different approaches. Replicability is the ability to perform the same experiment or study using the same methods and conditions to achieve the same result. Both are essential pillars of the scientific method: replicability ensures the integrity and precision of specific experiments, while reproducibility validates broader scientific claims. These concepts are fundamental to the scientific method, ensuring that findings are sound and verifiable, and not due to chance, bias, or error.

Transparent
Transparency in science entails the open, accessible, and comprehensive sharing of all components of the research process—methodologies, data, analytical tools, and findings—to enable stringent scrutiny, validation, and reuse by the scientific community and the public. Transparency builds trust, fosters accountability, and promotes collaboration while reducing errors and bias. It complements reproducibility by ensuring that the materials and processes needed to replicate studies are accessible and clearly reported. It requires detailed disclosure of experimental protocols, raw data, software tools, and potential conflicts of interest, facilitated through platforms such as open-access journals, public data repositories, and standardized reporting frameworks.

Communicative of Error and Uncertainty
Communicating error and uncertainty in science entails the clear, precise, and accurate disclosure of limitations, variability, and potential sources of error or limitations in measurements or research findings, enabling other scientists to critically assess, replicate, and extend the work. This practice is essential for advancing scientific discovery, as it upholds the integrity of new knowledge, fosters scrupulous inquiry, and supports collaborative innovation by providing a trustworthy foundation for future research. Effective communication of error and uncertainty requires researchers to quantify statistical uncertainties, document and report potential sources of error, clearly articulate assumptions and methodological limitations, and disclose potential biases. Communication of error and uncertainty can be accomplished by leveraging tools such as comprehensive documentation, statistical metrics, visualizations, and standardized reporting formats.
Collaborative and Interdisciplinary
Collaborative and interdisciplinary science refers to the strategic integration of a wide range of expertise, methodologies, and perspectives across disciplines and sectors to address complex scientific challenges and catalyze transformative discoveries. This approach is vital for generating new knowledge, as it fosters synergy, leverages complementary skills, and promotes the synthesis of ideas to raise new questions and tackle multifaceted problems that transcend traditional disciplinary boundaries. Effective collaboration and interdisciplinarity require open communication, shared resources, and inclusive frameworks, often supported by joint research initiatives, interoperable data-sharing platforms, cross-disciplinary training programs, and development of shared terminology.

Skeptical of its Findings and Assumptions
Maintaining constructive skepticism of findings and assumptions in science refers to the critical and open-minded evaluation of research findings, methodologies, and underlying assumptions to ensure their validity, robustness, and reliability. This approach is essential for generating reliable new knowledge, as it encourages scientists to challenge conclusions, explore alternative hypotheses, and identify potential biases or errors, thereby strengthening the scientific process. Effective skepticism requires researchers to employ robust validation methods—such as peer and merit review, replication studies, sensitivity analyses, and uncertainty assessments—while cultivating an open mindset that embraces scrutiny, iterative refinement, and intellectual humility. A key component of constructive skepticism is actively avoiding confirmation bias—the tendency to favor evidence that supports pre-existing beliefs or hypotheses while dismissing contradictory data.

Structured for Falsifiability of Hypotheses
Structuring science for falsifiability of hypotheses entails designing research studies and experiments to enable hypotheses to be carefully tested and potentially disproven through empirical evidence. This approach is essential for generating new knowledge, as it anchors scientific claims in testable, refutable predictions—promoting rigor and preventing the perpetuation of unverified assumptions. Effective falsifiability requires researchers to formulate precise, testable hypotheses, design experiments with measurable outcomes, and employ rigorous methodologies—such as controlled experiments, randomized trials, or advanced statistical tests—to systematically challenge predictions.

Subject to Unbiased Peer Review
Subjecting science to unbiased peer review (sometimes referred to as merit review) refers to the impartial and independent evaluation, by qualified experts, of both research proposals and manuscripts that report results of federally-supported research, to ensure validity, quality, and credibility prior to funding, publication, or dissemination. This process is critical for generating trustworthy new knowledge that minimizes bias, ensures methodological rigor, and upholds scientific standards through objective scrutiny. Effective unbiased peer review relies on transparent, well-defined review criteria, competent and independent reviewers, and robust mechanisms to minimize conflicts of interest, often facilitated by double-blind or open peer review by qualified experts.

Accepting of Negative Results as Positive Outcomes
Accepting negative results as positive outcomes in science refers to recognizing and valuing—as meaningful contributions to knowledge generation—null or unexpected findings that fail to support a hypothesis. This approach is essential for advancing pioneering science, as it counters publication bias, encourages comprehensive reporting, and provides valuable insights into ineffective approaches, thereby guiding future research directions and avoiding redundant efforts. Embracing negative results requires researchers to transparently document and share null findings using accepted methodologies, clear reporting formats, and accessible platforms, such as open-access journals or data repositories.

Without Conflicts of Interest
Conducting science without conflicts of interest refers to ensuring that research is designed, executed, reviewed, and reported free from financial, personal, or institutional influences that could bias outcomes or undermine objectivity. This approach is important for generating trustworthy and credible new knowledge, as it upholds scientific integrity, fosters public confidence, and ensures that results reflect evidence rather than external agendas. Maintaining freedom from conflicts of interest requires researchers, reviewers, and managers to disclose all relevant affiliations, funding sources, and relationships relevant to the science conducted, adhering to stringent ethical standards supported by strong institutional oversight, transparent reporting systems, and independent expert review mechanisms.

