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[bookmark: _Toc210205911]Executive Summary
[bookmark: _Toc210205912]Overview of the Better Accommodation Project
Inclusive work environments need efficient and equitable workplace accommodation processes to function. Equipping employees to thrive in the workplace also fosters performance while keeping the costs of government operations low. Unfortunately, the Government of Canada does not always deliver timely and high-quality workplace accommodation services for employees with disabilities.
The Better Accommodation Project (BAP) is a one-year initiative that took place from September 2024 to September 2025 to improve the workplace accommodation process across the federal public service. The Deputy Minister Champion for Employees with Disabilities spearheaded the initiative in collaboration with the Privy Council Office’s Impact and Innovation Unit (PCO-IIU) and nine partner departments who volunteered to improve their accommodation processes. Throughout the year, PCO-IIU conducted “sludge audits” – a behavioural science method to identify and reduce unnecessary barriers in a process – on partner departments’ workplace accommodation systems.
Our findings on sludge and sludge reduction
Departments implement workplace accommodation processes tailored to their own operational context as long as they meet the objectives and requirements of the Treasury Board Directive on the Duty to Accommodate. In reviewing a range of models, we found strengths and drawbacks that are valuable lessons for the whole Government of Canada. 
PCO-IIU conducted a survey of more than 800 employees and managers to assess the state of sludge across federal public service workplace accommodations processes. The results revealed significant delays: in between steps in the process, employees spend an average of 304.2 days waiting for decisions to be made. Their managers spend an average of 164.4 days waiting as well. In total, employee and manager active and idle time spent on workplace accommodation tasks represents approximately $109,325 in salary time, or $263 for every $1 spent on an actual solution. 
When we held focus groups to understand why these delays exist, we uncovered the three following common sources of sludge across departments:
1. Lack of clarity about how the process works and appropriate delegated authority for decision-making;
2. Lack of awareness of processes, driven by difficulty finding information; and
3. Lack of trust, driven by delays, repeated disclosures, and inconsistent communication.
Departments then co-designed and implemented tailored prototypes to remove sludge from their processes. PCO-IIU conducted a second, targeted sludge audit to assess the impact of these prototypes. Findings from the second set of sludge audits highlight both improvements and remaining areas of sludge, providing a clearer picture of what works and what gaps persist that will require further effort to address. 
In this report we outline common success factors and implementation risks based on the results of all this work and provide practical guidance for future workplace accommodation improvements and similar initiatives. The best solutions include clear communication, easy access to information, and alignment with employees’ and managers real-world needs; they avoid unnecessary complexity of information, and they do not overlook the lived experience of end users. 
Drawing from these findings, we offer service delivery recommendations to improve the overall Government of Canada workplace accommodation system. We outline a vision of a system that simplifies the processing of low-cost, low-complexity requests and reserves decision-making resources for those that are more nuanced. We call for departments to track robust, standardized workplace accommodation data, and we promote a system of continuous learning. This would require changes to common practices like requests for medical notes, and bold action to leverage novel tools like artificial intelligence. 
We are grateful to the many individuals who shared their stories and insights for this project and offer our findings and recommendations in the spirit of constructive, iterative improvement for employees’ wellbeing and the Government of Canada’s performance of its duties.
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[bookmark: _Toc208847611][bookmark: _Toc210205913][bookmark: _Toc206098935][bookmark: _Toc206136363]1. What we did: The Better Accommodation Project
Inclusive, accessible, and equitable work environments support persons with disabilities to fully contribute; however, many Canadians encounter significant obstacles in accessing them. 
[bookmark: _Toc210205914]1.1 Workplace Accommodation is critical to inclusive, productive and efficient organizations.
Research shows that an effective workplace accommodation process contributes to greater job satisfaction, higher retention rates among employees with disabilities, and overall improvements in employee engagement.[footnoteRef:2]Addressing these barriers also delivers substantial organizational and economic benefits. Disability-inclusive organizations are an average of 25% more productive than their non-inclusive counterparts,[footnoteRef:3] and a well-designed workplace accommodation process can yield up to seven times their cost in returns by i) increasing productivity at both the individual and organizational level, and ii) mitigating the costs associated with turnover and re-training.[footnoteRef:4]  [2:  Canadian Council on Rehabilitation and Work (2024). Maximizing impact: The return on investing in workplace disability inclusion. Retrieved from the Trends Report 2024 Maximizing impact: The return on investing in workplace disability inclusion]  [3: Accenture (2023). The disability inclusion imperative. Retrieved from The Disability Inclusion Imperative]  [4:  Mental Health Commission of Canada (2018). A Clear Business Case for Hiring Aspiring Workers: Findings from a research project that looked at the costs and benefits of recruiting and retaining people living with mental illness. Retrieved from the report A Clear Business Case for Hiring Aspiring Workers ] 

The Government of Canada (GC) is not immune to the challenges other employers face in offering effective workplace accommodation but is committed to fostering an inclusive, barrier-free work environment. Recent data show we are still working toward this goal: evidence from the 2022 Public Service Employee Survey (PSES), internal engagement sessions and external research consistently identify workplace accommodation as a top concern for employees with disabilities. Employees with disabilities highlight long delays in receiving required equipment or technology, unnecessary requests for additional assessments (e.g., medical documentation for simple or low dollar-value requests), and harassment and discrimination in the workplace accommodation process. PSES data further show that employees with disabilities report higher rates of harassment (20%) and discrimination (17%) than any other employment equity group, with many incidents occurring while requesting a workplace accommodation.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Government of Canada. (2022). Public Service Employee Survey results: Persons with a disability. Retrieved from 2022 Public Service Employee Survey Results Report on Persons with a Disability ] 

These procedural challenges are also occurring against a backdrop of broader organizational pressures. The federal government is undertaking a comprehensive expenditure review to improve operational efficiency, optimize resource allocation, and identify cost savings across departments in order to “spend less on government operations so that Canadians can invest more in the people and businesses that will build the strongest economy in the G7.”[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Mandate Letter | Prime Minister of Canada] 

At this critical time, the Government of Canada needs workplaces that foster the best in their employees, and that focus their resources on the most essential tasks. 
[bookmark: _Toc210205915][bookmark: _Toc206098937][bookmark: _Toc206136365]1.2 The Government of Canada is seeking to transform the Federal Workplace Accommodation process 
By addressing barriers and streamlining workplace accommodation processes, the federal public service can achieve economic and organizational gains while directly enhancing employee wellbeing, retention, engagement, and overall workforce performance. 
Building on this opportunity, the Better Accommodation Project (BAP) was a one-year initiative, sponsored by the Deputy Minister Champion for Federal Employees with Disabilities, Tina Namiesniowski. The project’s goal is to transform the accommodation process for federal public servants with disabilities by removing barriers to improve accessibility. The Privy Council Office’s (PCO) Impact and Innovation Unit (IIU) partnered with BAP to use a behavioural science methodology called a “sludge audit” approach to pinpoint and address areas of friction in their workplace accommodation processes, and to scale insights for systems-level change.
In September 2024, nine departments[footnoteRef:7] committed to advancing best-in-class workplace Accommodation were selected to participate: Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC), Canadian Heritage (PCH), Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC), Employment and Social Development Canada (ESDC), Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada (ISED), Indigenous Services Canada (ISC), Justice Canada (JUS), Statistics Canada (StatCan), and Transport Canada (TC).   [7:  Due to capacity and resource constraints, only seven of the nine departments completed both Sludge Audit 1 and 2. Of the two that did not complete the full sludge audit process, one completed Sludge Audit 1 and received recommendations for process improvements, while the other received suggestions based on common sludge themes identified across the other departments.] 

Participating departments collaborated with the BAP project team to identify pain points in their workplace accommodation processes and to develop, test, and refine solutions. Over the year, the participating departments shared insights, ensuring the sludge audits made the perspectives of employees with disabilities central and that together we tailored solutions to each department’s specific needs. 
[bookmark: _Toc206098938][bookmark: _Toc206136366][bookmark: _Toc210205916]1.3 How we did it: The Impact Canada Sludge Audit Methodology
	What is a Sludge Audit? 
“Sludge” refers to unnecessary barriers or inefficiencies in a process that impose costs like time, effort, or financial resources on individuals and organizations. Sludge audits identify and measure the impact of sludge and produce evidence-based recommendations on how to reduce it. Removing sludge leads to greater efficiencies and better experiences for both citizens and public servants. For more on PCO’s Impact and Innovation Unit and the Sludge Audit method, see Annex A.



We used a simple, rigorous three-step sludge audit approach to obtain a pre- and post-assessment of the workplace accommodation process and to measure the impact of strategies to address it:
A. Sludge Audit 1 to assess baselines – We conducted a first sludge audit for each department in October 2024 to find frictions in its workplace accommodation process. Using a five-step methodology, we mapped the full accommodation process for each department and quantified key areas where users experienced unnecessary burdens (i.e., steps that took the most time or were the most difficult). 
B. Prototyping - Based on the findings from the first sludge audit, we gave each department up to 15 behavioural science-based recommendations to reduce sludge. Departments selected one to two low-cost, high-impact prototypes to develop, implement, and test in Sludge Audit 2.
C. Sludge Audit 2 to measure impact - The second sludge audit, conducted in June 2025, then assessed the effectiveness of these prototypes in reducing the sludge identified in Sludge Audit 1. We tested the prototypes, conducting usability testing to evaluate their impact in addressing sludge. Employees and managers provided feedback on the clarity, relevance and ease of use of the new tools or materials. Open-ended responses captured further insights and opportunities for improvement.
[bookmark: _Toc198802020][bookmark: _Toc198881407][bookmark: _Toc205800101][bookmark: _Toc206098939][bookmark: _Toc206136367][bookmark: _Toc210205917]2. What we found: Sludge and its impacts
To collect a wide range of views and represent a diversity of voices, we undertook a comprehensive survey with more than 800 employees and managers to quantitatively assess the time, cost and ease of workplace accommodation processes. The evidence revealed that GC workplace accommodation systems are often slow, costly and challenging to navigate. 
[bookmark: _Toc210205918]2.1 Sludge in the workplace accommodation process is threatening timely solutions for employee equity, inclusion and wellbeing.  
We used the survey results to map out each department’s workplace accommodation process from the perspective of users – a tool known as ‘behavioural journey mapping.’ All departments’ behavioural journey maps followed a common five-phase flow: 
· Phase 1 – an individual identifies a need to accommodate, and searches for information on the process;
· Phase 2 – the individual discusses their need with their manager;
· Phase 3 – the individual and their manager consult the Centre of Expertise for workplace accommodations for employees with disabilities (COE) and/or other stakeholders to find a solution; 
· Phase 4 – a solution is implemented; and,
· Phase 5 – follow-up consultation and adjustment are undertaken as necessary. 
	Behavioural Journey Mapping
An essential first step of a sludge audit is to develop a “behavioural journey map.” These maps break down the user’s activities into their smallest possible components to accurately measure time, cost and ease in a process. 
To develop journey maps, we distributed a survey to employees (N=868) and managers (N=319) in eight of the participating departments who had experience with the Accommodation process. We presented respondents with a list of behaviours identified in their department’s process and asked them to tell us whether they were accurate and how much time each behaviour took. 
Project proponents told us that even the act of mapping the journey of an individual requesting an Accommodation had a powerful effect on how they now view their work. 



Figure 1. Average Sludge Audit 1 Findings Across All Implementation Partners

On average, employees reported spending 304.2 idle days completing a single accommodation process; in other words, they are waiting 304.2 days while other people work on their file. Managers reported spending 164.4 idle days to complete the process. Employees and managers indicated that Need Identification – the phase when an individual decides they need an accommodation and search for information about the process - is the quickest and easiest part of the process. In contrast, employees said that discussing their barriers and needs (often with their manager) was as the longest phase, with an average of 82 idle days for employees. Employees said the Consultations phase of finding a solution with their manager and the COE was the most difficult step. Managers said implementing the solution was the most difficult step for them. While these are the GC-wide averages, there was also substantial variability across departments: in some, consultations could be completed within weeks, while in others the same phase extended over several months. This inconsistency shows both the inefficiencies in the process across the GC and how much a department’s unique context can affect an employee’s experience.

	Access and Equity Checks
The sludge audit method incorporates six key access and equity checks to gain valuable insights into employees’ experiences with these challenges and. highlight behaviors that contribute to systemic issues: whether the process is i) psychologically manageable, ii) operationally transparent, iii) trustworthy, iv) streamlined (tell-us-once), v) user-friendly, and vi) adaptable to individual needs.
We actively included persons with disabilities at each step of this study to ensure their voices, experiences and insights shaped the analysis and solution design, in alignment with the “Nothing Without Us” principle. We conducted this access and equity checks to identify specific behaviours that created barriers or contributed to unequal experiences. Lastly, qualitative input was gathered from employees, managers, and COE to ensure a comprehensive, multi-stakeholder perspective.
Table 1 summarizes where departments need to improve access and equity.





Table 1. Summary of most frequent access and equity failures across the eight departments that completed Sludge Audit 1.
	Access & Equity Check
	Key Insight
	Prevalence of behaviours flagged

	Psychologically Costly
	Tasks cause emotional strain, especially around disclosure, documentation, and interactions.
	36–58%

	Operational Transparency
	Unclear processes, shifting guidance, and vague timelines fuel mistrust.
	32–45% 

	Simple to Use
	Processes, tools, and forms are too complex or not user centered.
	22–27% 

	Encouragement & Trust
	Employees feel invalidated or excluded; lack of relational support from system and managers.
	21–30% 

	Tell Us Once
	Employees are asked to repeat or re-submit the same information multiple times.
	21–26% 

	Easy to Personalize
	Systems do not adapt well to individual contexts, needs, or non-apparent disabilities.
	18–19% 



These high failure rates reveal that the current workplace accommodation processes are inequitable. Up to 58% of behaviours that participants flagged were psychologically taxing, particularly when employees faced sensitive demands for disclosure and documentation of their medical needs. Unclear procedures, shifting guidance and vague timelines intensify this emotional burden, undermine operational transparency and breed mistrust.
Furthermore, 21–26% of cases involved employees needing to submit the same information multiple times, and 22–27% of systems and forms involved were complex or lacked user-centered design. These inefficiencies disproportionately impact employees with non-apparent disabilities or complex health needs, compounding the personal challenges they already face.
The gap in personalized support and the absence of relational trust further alienates employees, making them feel invalidated and excluded. For these reasons there is an urgent need for a comprehensive redesign of workplace accommodation systems to ensure they are accessible, equitable, and genuinely supportive of all employees.
[bookmark: _Toc210205919]2.2 Sludge in workplace accommodation processes is also a significant cost to the Government of Canada. 
While the direct costs of a workplace accommodation (e.g., ergonomic chairs or assistive technologies) are well-known, visible and vetted with due diligence for proper stewardship of funds, we found clear evidence that the invisible salary costs of administration and decision-making are significantly higher.

	Assessing Cost
PCO-IIU conducted a cost analysis to estimate the fiscal impact of the current accommodation process. We collected data on employees’ and managers’ occupational group and classification in the survey we sent to them and used average daily salaries to calculate the cost of each behaviour. We then multiplied this average by the time (in days) reported to complete each step identified in the behavioural journey map. 



Across departments, processing a workplace accommodation request typically involves multiple stakeholders (e.g., employees, managers, COE, occupational health teams, HR advisors, Labour Relations (LR), and legal counsel). If each request takes several days of senior or specialized employee time to complete, the costs quickly add up.
Process delays also carry a productivity toll, affecting employees’ ability to perform their duties. Workplace accommodation is a necessary support for many employees with disabilities to effectively engage in their work. Without timely access to supports like assistive technologies, modified work environments, or flexible arrangements, employees can be limited in their productivity, affecting individual performance as well as team and organizational objectives. Extended waiting periods also contribute to increased stress and lower job satisfaction, influencing employee engagement and retention. These hidden costs mean that streamlining the process is important to safeguard wellbeing and to save time and money. 
Our analysis revealed the existing process costs the public service an average of $109,325 in lost employee and manager salary for every single workplace accommodation case processed. This means that based on an average cost of $415[footnoteRef:8] per accommodation, there is approximately $263 of salary spent on administration and decision-making for each $1 spent on a given accommodation solution. Please refer to Annex A for more detailed information on our cost analysis and how we determined these figures. [8:  Based on a Cost/Benefit analysis of Accommodation from the US Job Accommodation Network updated in April 2024.] 

Efforts to streamline the process can help mitigate these costs. By getting workplace accommodations to employees faster, departments can reduce time spent on administrative tasks and avoid productivity losses stemming from delayed access to required tools or modifications. In this sense, improving the efficiency of the workplace accommodation process is not only a matter of equity, but is also a fiscally responsible step toward streamlining government operations. To do so, it is imperative not just to quantify sludge, but to understand what is driving it. 
[bookmark: _Toc210205920]3. How we got here: Sources of sludge
This section discusses the most significant drivers of sludge uncovered over the course of the process, which were commonly observed across the various departmental workplace accommodation systems reviewed. These themes highlight systemic friction points in the workplace accommodation process and form the foundation for the subsequent recommendations and prototypes developed. 
[bookmark: _Toc210205921]3.1 Departments use a variety of models to achieve the objectives of the Directive on the Duty to Accommodate.
All federal departments and agencies within the core public service have their workplace accommodation processes governed by the Treasury Board Directive on the Duty to Accommodate,[footnoteRef:9] which sets out the Government of Canada’s expectations for creating barrier-free workplaces and providing workplace accommodations. The Directive calls for inclusive, barrier-free treatment of employees and candidates, up to the point of undue hardship and based on the circumstances of each individual case. It affirms the right to workplace accommodation under the Canadian Human Rights Act and tasks heads of human resources with ensuring employees and supervisors are aware of their rights and access to workplace accommodation processes. It also requires managers to identify the necessary resources to fulfill the Duty to Accommodate.  [9:  Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat. (2020). Directive on the Duty to Accommodate. Retrieved from the Directive on the Duty to Accommodate. The Directive flows from the Treasury Board Policy on People Management pursuant to the Financial Administration Act, Public Service Employment Act and Employment Equity Act.] 

Under the objectives and requirements of the Directive, departments and agencies are free to implement workplace accommodation systems in the manner that suits their operating context. Given this, BAP focused on how departments implement the policy directive, rather than evaluating the directive itself, allowing for insights into real-world practices and variations across departments. As is discussed below, it is clear from our research that some departments interpret the Directive in a much more restrictive manner than is explicitly required by its objectives. While departmental flexibility is important given the variety of operating contexts that exists, the Sludge Audit team found aspects of each model that worked well and aspects that did not.
For example, delegated authority to approve workplace accommodation requests varies significantly from department to department. The Directive delegates decision-making authority to managers given they are familiar with both the operational context and their employee's needs. In some departments this is interpreted as frontline managers, who exercise this authority directly, enabling faster decisions and more streamlined workplace accommodation processes. In contrast, other departments escalate certain types of requests (e.g., those involving telework arrangements) to senior executives such as Assistant Deputy Ministers to ensure thorough executive oversight and consistency. This added layer of approval often leads to delays and confusion, particularly when escalation criteria are unclear or undocumented. Employees are often uncertain about how and when their workplace accommodation needs will be addressed.
The involvement and function of COE, which provide guidance on workplace accommodation requests, vary significantly across departments as well. In some departments, centres are proactively engaged with managers and employees from the outset of a request. They act as central coordinators, supporting both the employee and the manager by clarifying roles, advising on appropriate accommodation solutions, and ensuring fairness. These centres often make formal recommendations based on the information received, and in some cases, they are also responsible for directly assisting with or overseeing implementation (i.e., ordering equipment, liaising with IT or facilities teams, ensuring timelines are met). In other departments, their role is more limited or reactive and they are only engaged at later stages or on a case-by-case basis. Sometimes centres work exclusively with managers, without directly involving the employee, which can create gaps in communication and trust. They may also provide advice but leave all follow-through and coordination to managers. This variability in how and when these centres are involved contributes to inconsistencies in employee and manager experiences across departments. The nature of their involvement also has implications for case timelines, quality of documentation, and perceptions of fairness.

	Common tool, inconsistent application: the GC Workplace Accessibility Passport
The Government of Canada Workplace Accessibility Passport is a tool designed to support employees with disabilities by documenting and facilitating workplace accommodations. It allows employees to record their accommodation needs, which can then be shared with managers to ensure an inclusive and barrier-free work environment. The Passport is owned by the employee and follows them throughout their federal public service career, reducing the need to renegotiate accommodations when moving between roles or departments.
The Passport, while intended to streamline the accommodation process, often exacerbated concerns around oversharing and inconsistent uptake. Participants highlighted several challenges, including limited awareness of the Passport, frictions with its format and functionality, differing experiences for employees with apparent and non-apparent disabilities, skepticism about the transferability of the Passport between departments, and concerns about privacy and security. Managers indicated that they often lack clarity on their role in supporting the Passport and sometimes must complete sections themselves, adding confusion and workload. Additionally, employees reported having to repeatedly justify medical accommodation requests when moving between departments, which undermines the Passport’s purpose and contributes to frustration over managing sensitive information.
Focus group discussions generated several actionable recommendations, including increasing awareness of the Passport and its use, improving the format and content through digitalization, examples, and inclusive questions for non-apparent disabilities, and clarifying its mandate while ensuring privacy and confidentiality. Participants also called for comprehensive user testing to identify areas for further improvement.
Throughout BAP, we have worked collaboratively with the Office of Public Service Accessibility (OPSA), and OPSA is actively developing a new version of the Passport that integrates these findings and recommendations to enhance usability, inclusivity, and trust in the process.



	Which Model is Best? - Fully Centralized Versus Semi-Centralized DTA Support
Departments involved in BAP managing workplace accommodation requests for employees with disabilities generally followed one of two service delivery models: fully centralized or semi centralized. These models determine the level of participation required from the COE in the process and how a workplace accommodation is implemented, each with distinct advantages and challenges. A third model, where no centralized team exists and services are fully decentralized, is also common in the public service but was not part of BAP analysis.
In a fully centralized model, the involvement of the COE is mandatory, overseeing the workplace accommodation process from start to finish. Case Managers coordinate directly with service providers to implement an accommodation solution on behalf of managers and employees. This model centralizes expertise and streamlines communication, which can:
· Simplify the process by providing a single, clear point of contact for all parties.
· Relieve managers of administrative burdens, allowing them to focus on supporting employees.
· Promote consistency and fairness through structured oversight and standardized procedures.
· Enable better data tracking and reporting, supporting continuous improvements.
However, the fully centralized model can fall short when COE face resource constraints, leading to delays, especially if centres are understaffed and overwhelmed. This is particularly problematic when simple workplace accommodation requests, which could be efficiently resolved directly between a manager and employee, must still go through the COE, creating unnecessary bottlenecks. Unclear communication about the COE’s role or limited employee involvement in decision-making sometimes causes confusion and feelings of exclusion. If not well managed, a fully centralized approach risks becoming a bottleneck rather than a facilitator.
In contrast, the semi-centralized model divides responsibility between the COE and managers. While the COE provides guidance and support, their involvement is optional rather than mandatory. Managers take a more active role by handling workplace accommodation requests directly. This model offers:
· Greater flexibility and faster resolution for straightforward requests, as managers can make decisions without waiting for central approval, when solutions are within their control (e.g., flexible hours).
· More opportunities for personalized workplace accommodation, especially when managers have strong relationships and understanding of employee needs.
However, this autonomy can lead to inconsistency because the experience can heavily depend on individual managers’ knowledge, biases, and priorities. Without strong oversight, some employees might receive uneven support. Managers are also left on their own to navigate requesting the implementation of solutions with the different service enablers and can feel a significant burden.
Both models have inherent strengths and weaknesses. The fully centralized model can provide streamlined, equitable, and well-monitored workplace accommodation processes for employees with disabilities, but it requires sufficient resources and clear communication to avoid delays and bottlenecks. The semi-centralized model offers agility and personalized responses but needs robust training, clear guidelines, and accountability measures to prevent inconsistency and bias. Our evidence suggests a hybrid model that balances centralized expertise with decentralized flexibility, supported by well-resourced centres and transparent processes is the best way to ensure timely, fair, and effective support for all employees. The recommendations that follow in the next section of this report are grounded in the spirit and intent that departments iteratively adopt the most promising practices across all models.

Insight for sludge reduction: A “hybrid” approach could leverage the strengths of the centralized and semi-centralized models and best mitigate their weaknesses.



Departments track and document workplace accommodation requests in different ways, which affects transparency, consistency, and accountability. Some departments have implemented centralized digital case management systems that allow COEs, managers, and HR advisors to log requests, set deadlines, track communications, and monitor follow-ups. These systems promote clear visibility into case progress, help ensure timely responses and allow for data-driven oversight at the organizational level. In some cases, these systems also help standardize the workplace accommodation experience across regions and branches. By contrast, other departments rely on informal tools, such as email threads, individual spreadsheets, or shared drives managed inconsistently across centres. This raises the propensity for sludge. Fundamentally, a lack of consistent tracking also makes comparisons across departments – like this review – difficult, presenting a barrier to continuous learning and improvement.

	A risk of Information Management sludge
Decentralized tracking approaches: 
· Make it more difficult to monitor the status of requests, flag delays, or identify when files have stalled; 
· Create challenges for continuity when there is staff turnover or when files need to be reviewed for reporting, appeals, or quality assurance purposes;
· Contribute to variability in employee experiences, with some employees receiving timely updates and others left in the dark about where their request stands.



In summary, evidence points to a hybrid model as an approach that minimizes sludge while preserving flexibility. Managers should have the authority to resolve straightforward cases quickly—such as flexible hours—while more complex cases that require multiple service enablers, like equipment purchases, are best handled through a fully centralized process. This balance reduces sludge, ensures efficiency, and allows continuous improvement across departments.

	Insight for sludge reduction: A consistent tracking system within departments, complemented by mechanisms to share and compare data across departments, would support continuous learning and improvement. This approach would promote more consistent case management practices and help ensure timely decisions and implementation of accommodation requests.



BAP participants had near-universal consensus on strikingly similar challenges from the following sources of sludge despite the variation in models across departments: (1) Lack of knowledge about the workplace accommodation process; (2) Lack of process transparency and role clarity; and (3) Lack of trust and need for culture change. This section expands on each of these themes by drawing on detailed insights shared during focus groups with employees, managers, and COE members, who illustrated how small points of friction accumulate, leading to significant obstacles to accessibility and effective workplace accommodation practices across the GC.
[bookmark: _Toc210205922]3.2 Within departments there is a general lack of clarity on the process to follow and who has delegated authority to take decisions.
	Common sources of Process sludge:
· Duplicate requests for information
· Vague, technical or absent descriptions of processes
· Inconsistent instructions
· Lack of clarity around handling of sensitive personal and medical information



A well-functioning process outlines clear, reliable steps taken by individuals who are firmly accountable for making decisions. We found that the workplace accommodation processes within individual departments are not clearly articulated and communicated. 
Employees and managers indicated they often find the process of requesting an accommodation, particularly when it involves personal, sensitive, or medical information to be duplicative, opaque, and excessive. This often resulted from contradictory or confusing instructions, which created uncertainty and anxiety for employees about how to disclose sensitive health information appropriately. 
Communication materials, such as the Functional Abilities Form (FAF)[footnoteRef:10], emails, and guidance documents, were frequently described as overly technical, bureaucratic, or vague. Employees were unsure whether they needed to provide a diagnosis or simply describe barriers, and the instructions for completing the FAF were inconsistent.  [10:  The Functional Abilities Form is a standardized tool used across the federal public service to support employees who are ill or injured. Its purpose is to help determine how an employee can be accommodated, or, if necessary, safely return to work, by focusing on their functional capabilities rather than medical diagnoses. ] 

Employees – especially those with non-apparent disabilities – also reported being repeatedly asked to disclose sensitive information. Many felt this process prioritized organizational risk management over their own needs, contributing to a sense of frustration, mistrust, and emotional fatigue. 
Employees and managers were also confused about their own roles and said this contributed to unnecessary steps and delays in handling sensitive information throughout the process. Managers often felt uncertain about whether they were permitted to access certain personal details, complicating their ability to support accommodation requests effectively. Many expected the COE to make workplace accommodation decisions in instances where these centres primarily serve in advisory roles. This misalignment created confusion, inconsistent practices, and tension between leadership accountability and procedural compliance. Consequently, the erosion of trust between employees, managers, and other stakeholders frequently resulted in decision paralysis and defensiveness rather than fostering collaborative problem-solving.

	Insight for sludge reduction: Concerted efforts to clarify when medical notes are needed – and to limit the cases in which they are required – would speed up and simplify a significant proportion of workplace accommodation requests.



[bookmark: _Toc210205923][bookmark: _Toc205800102][bookmark: _Toc206098940][bookmark: _Toc206136368]3.3 Awareness of workplace accommodation processes is low and helpful information is difficult to find.
	Common sources of Knowledge sludge:
· Hard-to-find intranet pages
· GC jargon or legalese
· Outdated information
· Conflicting sources of information
· Lack of training



An employee and their manager need to know where to find clear, simple guidance on the accommodation process in order to submit a request. Employees and managers across departments indicated that this essential step of searching for accurate and clear information about the workplace accommodation process is often time-consuming, frustrating, and complicated, particularly when they are already under the pressure of their daily workload. The lack of easily accessible, straightforward resources means that employees and managers must invest significant time and effort to find the information they need, at a moment when they are least equipped to navigate complexity. On average, this step took employees 25.6 days (an average of $3,249 in salary), and took managers 3.5 days (or $553), creating significant delays and inefficiencies.
Employees reported difficulty locating accurate details about the process, with resources such as intranet pages and internal tools often being hard to navigate or unclear. GC-specific terminology compounded these issues, especially for new employees unfamiliar with the language. In some instances, information was also outdated, or did not clearly explain roles and responsibilities. 

	Preventing sludge on day 1
Employees suggested that informative onboarding processes and Letters of Offer could better introduce Accommodation resources, helping to set clear expectations from the start.



Managers were also confused and frustrated by outdated or unclear resources and complex intranet systems. Inconsistent communication, particularly around the roles of Labour Relations (LR) and the COE, caused confusion about when and how to involve these centres. This often resulted in delays and increased stress for managers. 
Many managers reported that existing training materials were either too general or outdated, leaving them unprepared to handle requests effectively. Managers emphasized the need for more targeted and accessible training, as well as clearer role definitions, to boost their confidence and ensure timely and supportive Accommodation management. In some cases, managers took proactive steps to support accommodations, even without full approval, driven by a desire to protect employees and maintain team productivity. However, this often led to uncertainty and stress about whether the accommodation was being handled correctly.



	Insight for sludge reduction: Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools now have the power to provide common and consistent information in conversational, plain language. The Government of Canada is called to increasingly leverage them and Accommodation processes may provide a perfect opportunity for adoption.



[bookmark: _Toc210205924][bookmark: _Toc206098942][bookmark: _Toc206136370]3.4 We found a fundamental lack of trust between parties, and a need for culture change.
Even a clearly established and communicated process requires trust between people to apply it smoothly, especially when it involves personal, sensitive and often emotional subject matter. When trust is absent, employees can hesitate to ask for support, and managers may default to risk-averse, process-heavy responses that stall progress. In our sludge work we were reminded that the impact of mistrust is not just emotional, it is operational. Across departments, participants emphasized that a pervasive lack of trust between employees, managers, and COE slowed processes, eroded psychological safety, and increased the burden on all parties. 

	Empowering managers to take action
The Directive on the Duty to Accommodate calls on managers and supervisors to “[maintain] the dignity and respect of persons employed by addressing their work-related needs without resorting to a formal request for accommodation, to the extent reasonable.”



Employees frequently described the workplace accommodation experience as adversarial and opaque, especially when they were excluded from decision-making or required to repeatedly justify their needs. Early-career staff, individuals with non-apparent disabilities, and those managing mental health conditions reported high psychological strain. Many feared judgement or retaliation and decided to delay or avoid workplace accommodation requests altogether. 
Employees emphasized that delays in support further eroded trust. Wait times often stretched from weeks to months, with little transparency about timelines or case status. They described being bounced between units, receiving conflicting advice, or being left out of key discussions. Decisions about their needs were often made without their input, deepening feelings of exclusion, invalidation, and frustration.

	Common sources of Mistrust sludge
1. Employees excluded from key meetings or decision-making.
2. Delayed or absent communication from COE. 
3. Repeated requests to share personal or medical information.
4. Managers unsure of their scope of responsibility and risk.
5. Employees hesitant to disclose due to fear of stigma or career impact.
6. Variability in how requests were handled based on relationships or identity.
7. Depersonalized, bureaucratic processes lacking empathy or support.



According to participants, this dynamic was compounded by managers’ discomfort in handling sensitive conversations, particularly regarding mental health. Many lacked the training, confidence, or clarity to engage empathetically. Some managers relied too heavily on medical documentation or transferring accountability to other decision makers because they were afraid of saying the wrong thing or violating protocols. This was seen as a barrier to working collaboratively with employees, stalled the process and reinforced employee concerns.
Participants felt that deeper cultural barriers also shaped these experiences. Workplace climates influenced by ableism, ageism, favoritism, and stigma deterred disclosure and perpetuated inequities. Many employees said navigating the workplace accommodation process felt like a “second job,” as they shouldered the emotional and administrative burden of self-advocacy within systems where their needs were being questioned or scrutinized.

	Insight for sludge reduction: Saying “yes, by default” to low-cost, low-risk solutions is cheaper than triggering approval processes and shows trust in employees.



[bookmark: _Toc210205925]4. What we can do about it: From prototype to solution
Participating BAP departments used the insights from their first sludge audit to design prototypes that address the most prominent and/or easy-to-tackle areas of sludge in their processes.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  Prototype ideas stemmed from up to 15 recommendations provided to each department in their first sludge audit report, which were aimed at reducing the sludge in their Accommodation process. All recommendations targeted high impact by improving clarity, reducing delays, and making the process easier to complete. Reports are available by requesting them from individual departmental HR units.] 

[bookmark: _Toc210205926]4.1 Prototypes yielded valuable insights on how to concretely improve individual workplace accommodation processes.
Nine prototypes were developed, assessed for feasibility, tested, and evaluated, spanning various phases of the workplace accommodation process, from initial need identification to final implementation. These prototypes aimed to reduce sludge, improve clarity and transparency, and build confidence for employees and managers. Some prototypes focused on strengthening communication and access to information early in the process, some created practical tools and decision aids at critical decision points, and others concentrated on streamlining implementation and reducing delays in later stages. Together, the prototypes formed a suite of targeted interventions across different phases of the workplace accommodation process. What follows is a description of each prototype, with attention to the particular barrier or area of sludge it addressed and the way it aimed to streamline the process for employees and managers.



Figure 2. Tested Prototypes Mapped Across the Five Phases of the Workplace Accommodation Process
[image: A five-phase workplace accommodation process is visually outlined with icons and titles for each phase, accompanied by a list of related resources or tools.
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Workplace Accommodation Language in Letters of Offer

Workplace Accommodation Centre of Expertise Rebranding Exercise
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Step-by-step Workplace Accommodation Process Guides

Phase 2: Discussion (Icon: two people talking)
5. Manager’s Guide: Leading discussions on Workplace Accommodation

Phase 3: Consultations (Icon: three people in a meeting)
6. Manager’s Guide: Requesting Medical Information for Workplace Accommodation

Phase 4: Implementation (Icon: wrench and screwdriver)
7. Workplace Accommodation Service Provider List
8. Manager’s Guide: Accessing Centralized Funding for Workplace Accommodation

Phase 5: Follow-up (Icon: calendar)

A dashed arrow connects all five phases from left to right, indicating progression.]

The Workplace Accommodation Language in the Letters of Offer aimed to clearly communicate workplace accommodation rights, processes, and roles, using inclusive, human-centered language to reduce initial confusion and encourage employees to seek support confidently from day one.
The Workplace Accommodation Centre of Expertise Rebranding Exercise aimed to include clear, searchable, and descriptive terms (e.g., “Centre for Accommodation”) to reduce delays and confusion when employees and managers are searching for guidance early in the Accommodation process.
The Workplace Accommodation Centre of Expertise Intranet Pages aimed to provide clear, well-structured content, intuitive navigation, defined roles, and step-by-step guidance, with the goal of reducing confusion and making information easy to find, ensuring users could access accurate and current resources when needed.
Step-by-step Workplace Accommodation Process Guides aimed to make process steps clearer. By providing sequential, plain-language instructions with defined roles, timelines, and practical examples, the guides aimed to promote consistency, build confidence, and help employees and managers navigate the process efficiently.
The Manager’s Guide: Leading discussions on Workplace Accommodation aimed to provide practical tools, empathetic framing, example dialogues, and clear next steps to support managers in handling sensitive discussions confidently and consistently, while reducing delays caused by hesitation or avoidance.
The Manager’s Guide: Requesting Medical Information for Workplace Accommodation aimed to provide a clear framework for managers to determine when documentation was required, ensuring more consistent, respectful, and timely decision-making while reducing administrative burden.
The Communications Template with Service Provider Information for Managers aimed to embed step-by-step instructions, contact points, and responsibilities directly into communications from the COE, with the goal of streamlining implementation, reducing delays, and ensuring accommodation solutions were executed efficiently and consistently.
The Manager’s Guide: Accessing Centralized Funding for Workplace Accommodation aimed to provide managers with clear, sequential steps, defined roles, timelines, and practical examples to request and secure funding efficiently, reducing uncertainty and supporting timely action.

	Pre- and post measurement
Sludge Audit 2 assessed the effectiveness of the prototypes in removing sludge from the accommodation process. Usability tests were conducted with the intended audiences of the prototypes, including employees, managers, or both. Participants were asked to complete or review steps with the prototypes in place, and their feedback was collected on two key dimensions: time (how long they perceived the step would take to complete) and ease (how difficult they perceived the step to be on a standardized scale). These results were then compared against baseline measures collected during Sludge Audit 1, allowing us to determine whether the prototypes meaningfully reduced sludge. This approach ensured that improvements were assessed in a consistent, evidence-based way, and that refinements remained grounded in the real experiences of employees and managers.



Participants expressed that all prototype solutions would significantly improve the workplace accommodation process, with varying levels of readiness for scale-up. Of the nine prototypes tested, six were associated with considerable decreases in the time required to complete targeted steps, corresponding reductions in indirect costs, and improvements in the perceived ease of those steps. 
We found that the most effective prototypes shared several common strengths, achieved through the following practical approaches:
· Simplified Complexity - Long and GC jargon-heavy materials were broken down into clear, digestible formats using bullet points, plain language and consistent terminology. Guidance was concise and designed for quick review and easy processing with transparent timelines to guide users through the process step by step. 
· Increased Visibility of Support - Roles, responsibilities, and points of contact were clearly outlined in all materials and intranets. Including this information in central locations such as request forms or process guides helped employees and managers know who to reach out to and when, reducing uncertainty and confusion.
· Reduced Repetition - Required documentation was clearly explained, helping employees and managers understand when and what specific forms (i.e., medical notes, functional assessments) were required, reducing confusion and minimizing unnecessary requests for sensitive information.
· Prioritized Relational Trust - Tools and guidance emphasized supportive, empathetic communication between employees and managers. This was achieved through structured conversation guides, clear messaging around confidentiality, and training materials that addressed how to respond with care, particularly in cases involving sensitive or non-apparent disabilities.

Building on the insights from Sludge Audits 1 and 2, this section highlights key opportunities for policy improvement and future initiatives to further reduce sludge in the workplace accommodation process across the broader GC. Table 2 summarizes the key features of designing a testable prototype.


Table 2. What makes a testable prototype?
	Parameter​
	Questions to consider​

	Measurable​​
	Is there a specific, observable, quantifiable behaviour that can be tracked and recorded?​​

	Impactful​​
	Is the problem a priority? Is there baseline evidence about the behaviour and its impact on the problem? ​​

	Sizable​​
	Is there a sufficient sample size for a rigorous evaluation? ​​

	Feasible​​
	Is our project realistic and potentially scalable, given the required partners, resources, and timeline? ​​

	Identifiable​​
	Is there a clear, describable population?​​

	Touchpoints​​
	Can you reach the population of interest for qualitative research and to deliver a timely intervention?​​


Note: Adapted from the Ontario Behavioural Insights Unit BI Playbook by the University of British Columbia’s Decision Insights for Business and Society (UBC DIBS).
[bookmark: _Toc206098951][bookmark: _Toc206136379][bookmark: _Toc210205927]4.2 We recommend that departments and agencies move toward a hybrid model by adjusting roles and responsibilities between managers and COE.
We recommend that GC departments and agencies move toward a hybrid model that balances flexibility with centralized oversight and support, combining the strengths of both fully centralized and semi-centralized COE approaches to enhance the efficiency, equity and responsiveness of the workplace accommodation process. This model empowers managers to independently approve straightforward workplace accommodation requests that are within their control, such as ergonomic adjustments or minor scheduling changes, without requiring approval from a central authority. Allowing managers to handle these “yes, by default” requests can reduce delays, ease the burden on COE, and enable faster support, particularly when there is a strong and trusting relationship between manager and employee.
The model should also retain a centralized COE to provide expert guidance, oversight, and direct support for more complex, sensitive, or high-impact requests, such as those related to return-to-office (RTO) or significant medical workplace accommodations. This ensures these cases are handled with consistency, fairness, subject-matter expertise, and a person-centered approach that prioritizes inclusion and dignity.
An effective hybrid model also establishes a clear escalation pathway to the COE to reduce the risk of inequities that can arise when decisions rest solely with individual managers, especially in cases where training is limited, or unconscious bias may influence outcomes. A formalized support structure helps ensure all employees receive equitable treatment, regardless of their manager’s familiarity with the process and supports managers with implementation of solutions across different service enablers.
Adopting this hybrid approach can help strengthen organizational trust in the workplace accommodation system, clarify roles and responsibilities, and offer a scalable, sustainable framework that meets a range of employee needs, without overburdening any one part of the system.
[bookmark: _Toc206098952][bookmark: _Toc206136380][bookmark: _Toc210205928]4.3 We recommend implementing a “Yes, by Default” policy for low-cost requests.
In keeping with a hybrid approach, we recommend amending the “Yes, by Default” policy[footnoteRef:12] to apply specifically to workplace accommodation requests that fall below a defined cost threshold (e.g., $1,000) to further streamline the workplace Accommodation process and improve the responsiveness of GC departments. Under this revised policy, managers would be empowered and required to automatically approve a list of routine, low-cost workplace accommodation requests without employees having to navigate the full, formal workplace accommodation process. [12:  “Yes, by default” is a workplace approach that assumes support and accommodations should be provided proactively, rather than requiring employees to navigate complex approval processes. By simply asking all employees, “What do you need?” organizations signal a commitment to removing barriers and enabling everyone to work effectively. This approach is particularly important for employees with disabilities, for whom accommodations are often essential to perform their job successfully. Retrieved from Canadian Council on Rehabilitation and Work Accommodation Toolkit for Understanding Workplace Accommodations ] 

The BAP project has shown that the administrative burden for small, inexpensive requests often exceeds the actual cost of the workplace accommodation solution itself. Automatically approving low-cost requests not only reduces unnecessary bureaucracy but can also result in net cost savings for departments and agencies. Removing procedural friction for minor workplace accommodation requests is also likely to improve employee satisfaction, reduce delays in access to needed tools, and enhance overall productivity.
This policy should include clear and well-defined caveats to ensure appropriate oversight where necessary. Specific types of requests, such as those related to RTO exemptions, high-cost workplace accommodation requests exceeding the defined threshold, or requests with broader organizational implications, should not fall under the automatic approval mechanism. For these cases, employees would still be required to complete the formal workplace accommodation process in coordination with their manager and the respective COE. However, by removing the volume of low-cost requests from the queue, this policy reform is likely to ease pressure on the system overall, shorten wait times and improve responsiveness for more complex or high-impact requests.
By adopting this approach, departments and agencies will not only save time and resources but also send a strong signal of commitment to a more agile, inclusive, and employee-centered work environment.
[bookmark: _Toc210205929]4.4 We recommend making the requirement for medical notes the exception, not the rule.
To further remove sludge from the workplace accommodation process, we recommend making the need for medical documentation the exception, reserved only for situations where the barrier is unclear, or the appropriate workplace accommodation is not known. 
As discussed above, low-cost solutions (e.g., those under $1,000) would generally be approved by default, allowing employees to receive workplace accommodation solutions quickly without additional paperwork. For higher-cost solutions, if the barrier is clear and the appropriate accommodation solution is known, the request could proceed without medical documentation, relying on open dialogue between the employee and their manager to identify and implement the solution. Medical documentation would only be requested in more complex cases, such as where the barrier is unclear or the appropriate workplace accommodation is not known. 
[bookmark: _Toc210205930]4.5 We recommend leveraging Artificial Intelligence tools to make information search easier and clearer.
The GC is increasingly adopting AI technology. We propose to create an AI chatbot that can act as a single, trusted source of information for employees and managers on Accommodation. Rather than relying on generic AI or having to sift through multiple, scattered information sources, this tool would be specifically trained on departments’ official workplace Accommodation policies and best practices to provide the most accurate and up-to-date guidance. Such a resource could help employees and managers navigate requests more independently, reduce confusion, and streamline communication. Leveraging AI in this way offers potential to enhance consistency, accessibility, and efficiency across departments.  
[bookmark: _Toc207804834][bookmark: _Toc207805367][bookmark: _Toc210205931]4.6 Integrating these efforts into Accessibility Plans will breathe life into the BAP vision.
Finally, to validate these findings, gain a more comprehensive understanding of the total costs of workplace accommodation requests within the GC, and adopt a continuous improvement posture for workplace accommodation processes, we recommend each department implement a tracking system that measures the number of active and completed workplace accommodation requests, the types of solutions implemented, and the associated processing times and costs. Having this system in place would enable more efficient management of requests by identifying patterns, anticipating common needs, and proactively allocating resources. It would also provide greater visibility into overall spending on the workplace accommodation process within and across departments, allowing organizations to monitor how funds are used. Ultimately, these data would support more informed budgeting decisions, help justify resource needs and ensure financial accountability.
	Continuous improvement under the Accessible Canada Act
As a federally regulated employer, the federal public service is required to work toward creating a barrier-free environment by 2040. Under the Act departments prepare and publish accessibility plans that are to be updated every three years. Departments are also required to set out clear accessibility standards and report regularly on progress to achieve them. 



We encourage the participating departments to formally incorporate their sludge audit findings and related improvement actions into their existing Accessibility Plans under the Accessible Canada Act. This integration would serve several key purposes:
· Embedding Continuous Improvement in Accessibility Planning: Incorporating sludge reduction findings into formal Accessibility Plans is intended to encourage departments to treat accessibility as an ongoing, iterative effort rather than a one-time compliance-driven task. 
· Enhancing Public Accountability and Performance Tracking: Including sludge audit data - such as identified barriers, proposed actions, and implemented solutions - within official Accessibility Plans would create a clear, transparent record of departmental efforts to publicly report on progress toward accessibility. 
· Aligning Operational Improvements with Broader Inclusion Goals: Many accessibility barriers arise from processes, excessive paperwork, unclear approval chains, or unnecessary delays. Integrating sludge audit findings into Accessibility Plans could bridge the gap between strategic accessibility goals and employees’ lived experiences, ensuring tactical process changes (e.g., simplifying forms or automating approvals) are aligned with and driven by larger organizational commitments to equity and inclusion.
To further strengthen accountability and demonstrate tangible progress, departments are encouraged to:
· Publish Annual Sludge Reduction Targets: Publicly set goals focused on reducing procedural friction, such as increasing the percentage of automatically approved low-cost workplace accommodation requests, to concentrate efforts and signal a commitment to measurable change.
· Track and Report Key Performance Metrics: Monitor indicators like average time to resolution, number of auto-approved workplace accommodation requests, and employee satisfaction scores to provide actionable insights into whether reforms are achieving their intended outcomes.

By embedding their sludge audit outcomes into their Accessibility Plans, the participating departments would not only strengthen compliance with the Accessible Canada Act but also elevate the quality and consistency of their accessibility efforts. This integration would ensure that procedural barriers are addressed with the same urgency and intentionality as physical or policy-related barriers, contributing to a culture of transparency and inclusion. It would also present an opportunity to signal a commitment to openly identify challenges, track progress, and engage employees in ongoing improvements, fostering trust and reinforcing that accessibility is a shared priority.
[bookmark: _Toc206098956][bookmark: _Toc206136384][bookmark: _Toc210205932]5. Conclusion
	A vision for a sludge-resistant Accommodation system:
A department or agency that effectively tackles sludge by implementing all of these recommendations would adopt a hybrid model that: 
· Uses an AI tool to provide information about the Accommodation process; 
· Empowers managers to approve any workplace accommodation request within their authority;
· Has a simple (medical note-free) request process for clear solutions to clear barriers; 
· Engages COE on more expensive, more challenging cases, involving multiple service enablers to implement; and,
· Has a tracking system for client transparency that is integrated with robust metrics in its Accessibility Plan.





BAP is a one-year initiative that conducted sludge audits in the workplace accommodation processes of nine GC departments to identify barriers and improve accessibility for employees with disabilities. By systematically quantifying the prevalence of common process failures experienced by employees and managers, paired with qualitative insights, the sludge audit methodology highlights specific pain points that impact employee experience. Prototypes developed and tested by departments demonstrated that when solutions are simple, accessible, and rooted in real-world needs, they can deliver meaningful and measurable improvements. At the same time, the sludge audits revealed that even well-intentioned changes can falter if they add complexity, are difficult to navigate, or fail to reflect the key actors’ lived experiences.
In this way, BAP showcases that system-wide improvement is possible when behavioural science, collaborative design across federal departments, and evidence-based testing are applied to public service processes. By identifying both the success factors and common implementation pitfalls of the tested prototypes, this report is intended to offer practical guidance for refining current processes and scaling effective solutions.
[bookmark: _Toc198802031]Moving forward, strong leadership and commitment will be critical to maintaining momentum and embedding these lessons into policy, practice, and culture. Successful integration would ensure that procedural barriers are addressed with the same urgency as physical or policy-related barriers, fostering a culture of transparency, inclusion, and continuous improvement. Ultimately, the goal is to create a more consistent, equitable, and user-centered approach to workplace accommodation - one that empowers employees and managers to contribute their best.
Finally, we hope this report provides a roadmap for subsequent Government of Canada efficiency exercises. Ultimately, if such fundamental needs - to find information easily, share it efficiently, and work in a foundation of trust - are so burdened in the workplace accommodation process, it is reasonable to assume similar issues permeate other GC departments and processes. Outdated intranets, conflicting forms, and unclear guidance are not isolated problems; they represent systemic risks. While eliminating sludge will not solve every challenge, reducing is an actionable and scalable way to improve equity, efficiency, and employee well-being across the public service.
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[bookmark: _Toc206098957][bookmark: _Toc206136385][bookmark: _Toc210205933]Annex
[bookmark: _Toc206098958][bookmark: _Toc206136386][bookmark: _Toc210205934]Annex A: Methodology 
[bookmark: _Toc210204346][bookmark: _Toc210205555]Sludge Audit
A sludge audit is a behavioural science tool used to identify, quantify, and reduce friction points within processes. Given the complexity, multiple stakeholders, and critical role of the workplace Accommodation process in supporting employees with disabilities, we applied a sludge audit to this process. The Accommodation journey involves several steps, from initial requests to final implementation, and is frequently repeated across departments. Even modest reductions in procedural burdens can lead to meaningful improvements in efficiency, timeliness, and employee experience, benefiting both employees and managers throughout the public service. To complete the Sludge Audit 1, we followed five key steps:
[bookmark: _Toc210204347][bookmark: _Toc210205556]Step 1: Mapping the Behavioural Journey
· Collaborated with designated teams within each implementing partner, including employees, managers, and COE members, to co-create detailed Behavioural Journey Maps.
· These maps broke down the workplace accommodation process into micro-steps, capturing every behaviour and action taken by employees, managers, and the COE, to accurately reflect real-world decisions and experiences throughout the process.
[bookmark: _Toc210204348][bookmark: _Toc210205557]Step 2: Data Collection through Surveys
· Distributed tailored surveys to employees and managers with experience in the workplace accommodation process to:
1. Validate the behaviours identified in the Behavioural Journey Maps.
2. Collect key metrics on the time and ease associated with each identified behaviour.
· Participants selected all behaviours they undertook in each process phase, then rated the time taken and difficulty (on a scale of 1 to 5) for each behaviour.
[bookmark: _Toc210204349][bookmark: _Toc210205558]Step 3: Quantitative Analysis
· Calculated average time and ease ratings per behaviour to identify the most time-consuming and difficult steps, highlighting the highest “sludge” areas for each key actor group.
· Estimated the cost of each behaviour based on respondents’ occupational group and classification, applying relevant literature to (see below for a description of the methodology):
· Calculate the cost of idle behaviours, reflecting the impact of lacking the workplace accommodation that removes workplace barriers.
· Estimate the net cost of active behaviours, considering time spent on tasks and the frequency indicated by respondents.
[bookmark: _Toc210204350][bookmark: _Toc210205559]Step 4: Qualitative Insights and Validation
· Conducted focus groups with employees, managers, and COE to discuss survey findings and explore underlying reasons why certain behaviours were difficult or inefficient.
· Engaged regularly with key actors to refine understanding and validate findings throughout the sludge audit.
· Based on the feedback gathered from the focus groups, access and equity checks were conducted to incorporate the insights shared during those sessions.
· Therefore, the goal of identifying access and equity checks is to ensure that the process is accessible and responsive to employees’ needs, and to highlight areas where inefficiencies may hinder their experience. This consideration is particularly important as it helps to identify disparities and gaps within the system, allowing for targeted improvements. Six key criteria were considered during this audit: 
1. Easy to personalize, ensuring that employees can adjust how they interact with the process or its components. 
2. Simple to use, ensuring that the actions required within the process are straightforward and easily understandable for all employees. 
3. Tell us once, identifying areas where employees are required to repeat information, which creates unnecessary delays and inefficiencies. 
4. Encouragement and trust, acknowledging the need to rebuild trust with employees, especially those who may have had negative experiences with the processes. 
5. Operational transparency, ensuring that employees understand why certain information is required and what steps are being taken behind the scenes, to foster clarity and trust.
6. Psychological costs, recognizing the emotional burden placed on employees, particularly those who may feel stressed, anxious, or embarrassed during the process, and working to minimize these negative impacts.
[bookmark: _Toc210204351][bookmark: _Toc210205560]Step 5: Prioritization and Solution Design
· Analyzed combined quantitative and qualitative data to identify and prioritize the most problematic behaviours (“sludgiest” areas) within the workplace accommodation journey.
· Developed behavioural science–based prototypes and recommendations aimed at reducing friction, improving accessibility, and enhancing the overall user experience.
Following Sludge Audit 1, which identified the most burdensome and friction-filled steps within the workplace accommodation process, Sludge Audit 2 focused on targeted testing of prototypes designed to address these specific problem areas. Each prototype aimed to reduce procedural “sludge” by simplifying or streamlining the identified steps.
To evaluate their effectiveness, usability tests were conducted with employees and managers who both regularly engage with the workplace accommodation process or have no experience in the process. These tests measured two key metrics for each targeted step:
· Time: The duration users perceived it took to complete the step after the prototype was implemented.
· Ease: Users’ perceived difficulty of completing the step, rated on a standardized scale.

[bookmark: _Toc206098960]By comparing the time and ease metrics from Sludge Audit 2 with those collected in Sludge Audit 1 for the same steps, the evaluation assessed whether the prototypes successfully reduced procedural friction. This iterative approach allowed for evidence-based refinement of solutions, ensuring that improvements were meaningful, user-centered, and practically implementable within the GC context.
[bookmark: _Toc206136388][bookmark: _Toc210204352][bookmark: _Toc210205561]Estimating the cost
We additionally devised a methodology to estimate the cost of workplace accommodation requests within the Government of Canada using data from the BAP. The method demonstrates that providing a workplace accommodation is not only ethical and inclusive but also fiscally responsible by quantifying the productivity impact of delays and activities in the workplace accommodation process.
As part of the project, we surveyed employees and managers across eight departments who had recent experience with the Accommodation process. The survey collected data on:
· Behaviours undertaken during each phase of the workplace accommodation process
· Time (in days) required to complete each behaviour
· Occupational group and classification (for salary estimation purposes)
Participants selected all behaviours they undertook and reported the time needed to complete each. Using these data, we calculated cost by multiplying the average daily salary of respondents (derived from their self-reported occupational group and classification) by the time taken to complete each behaviour. We adjusted calculations based on whether the behaviour was active or idle. 
To illustrate this with an example, let’s say an employee has an annual salary of $80,000.
To estimate the cost associated with a specific behaviour, we first determined the employee’s average daily salary. There are typically 260 working days per year (52 weeks × 5 days/week, excluding holidays), which translates to an average salary of approximately $307.69 daily and $41.03 hourly for this employee.
Next, we calculated the cost associated with each behaviour. As outlined earlier, for active behaviours, we assumed that the cost reflects both the net productivity cost of not having the solution in place and the projected cost of an employee spending one hour undertaking each specific behaviour[footnoteRef:13]. For example, if an employee reported that searching for information about the workplace accommodation process takes 10 days, this behaviour carries both an active and idle cost. [13:  In some cases, respondents may have interpreted the time spent on a given step as the total duration between the day the behaviour was initiated and the day it concluded, rather than the actual number of hours actively spent on the task. To avoid overestimating costs (e.g., interpreting “48 FTE-days spent searching the intranet” instead of “brief periods of activity spread over 48 days”), we assumed one hour of active time per day for each active day reported in the survey responses. During Sludge Audit 2 usability testing, we validated this assumption with employees by asking how much time they typically spent on each behaviour. The majority of participants confirmed that the one-hour estimate was reasonable.] 

First, assuming they spent 1 hour per day on this task, this results in 10 hours of active time, with an active cost of $410.30 (10 hours × $41.03/hour). Second, because the employee does not have the required accommodation solution in place over this 10-day period, there is a net productivity cost, calculated as 31% of the total reported time[footnoteRef:14]. This gives an idle cost of $953.83 [($307.69/day × 10 days) × 0.31]. In total, the cost of this behaviour (i.e., Searching for information about the workplace accommodation process) would amount to approximately $1,364.13 for this employee. [14:  Schartz, H. A., Hendricks, D. J., & Blanck, P. (2006). Workplace accommodations: Evidence based outcomes. Work, 27(4), 345-354. This study reports a USD dollar estimate of the benefits of having an accommodation in place, accounting for factors such as increased productivity, reduced employee distress, and decreased turnover-related costs (e.g., recruitment and training). To adapt this for our analysis, we expressed the reported benefit as a proportion of the average U.S. salary at the time, resulting in an estimated benefit of 31% of annual salary per employee. Accordingly, the cost of both active and idle behaviours was multiplied by 0.31 to estimate the idle cost.] 

For idle behaviours, such as “Waited while the case manager coordinated with the service providers,” we only calculated the idle cost, using 31% of the total reported time. For example, if an employee reported waiting 20 days for the case manager to coordinate with service providers, the cost of this idle behaviour would be $1,907.68 [($307.69/day × 20 days) × 0.31].
We applied this cost estimation approach to all the behaviours identified in the behavioural journey map for each of the key actors involved in the workplace accommodation process. To calculate the overall cost of the process, we first averaged the cost of each behaviour across all participants and then summed these averages across all behaviours. This provided an estimate of the total cost associated with completing the workplace accommodation process, capturing both active and idle productivity impacts across the different actors.
This exploratory analysis revealed that based on our survey data, the existing process costs the public service approximately $109K in lost employee productivity and salary per workplace accommodation request, regardless of the type of accommodation solution requested. At an average of $415 per workplace accommodation case[footnoteRef:15], this equates to about $263 in process-related costs for every $1 spent on the accommodation solution itself, reinforcing that streamlining the process is both an inclusion and a fiscal responsibility issue. [15:  Based on a Cost/Benefit analysis of Accommodation from the US Job Accommodation Network updated in April 2024.] 


Table 3. Breakdown of idle and active cost for Employees across the difference phases of the accommodation process.
	Phase
	Idle cost[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Since idle cost is not applicable to managers (i.e., cost of not having the required accommodation solutions in place to remove workplace barriers), the total accommodation cost is equal to the active cost (adjusted).] 

	Active cost
	Total cost

	Phase 1: Recognize the need for accommodation measures
	$5,017.98
	$2,158.27
	$7,176.25

	Phase 2: Discussions on barriers and needs.
	$5,165.19
	$20,647.04
	$22,715.83

	Phase 3: Assessment and decision. 
	$31,268.40
	$8,412.72
	$39,681.12

	Phase 4: Implementation.
	$24,048.70
	$6,489.40
	$30,538.10


Note: Total Cost for an employee is $100,111.30.


Table 4. Breakdown of idle and active cost for Managers across the difference phases of the accommodation process.
	Phase
	Idle cost15
	Active cost
	Total cost

	Phase 1: Recognize the need for accommodation measures
	N/A
	$409.12
	$409.12

	Phase 2: Discussions on barriers and needs.
	N/A
	$1,156.86
	$1,156.86

	Phase 3: Assessment and decision. 
	N/A
	$4,667.02
	$4,667.02

	Phase 4: Implementation.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Justice and PCH are not included in this estimate. Due to their centralized model, the managers are not involved in the Implementation phase.] 

	N/A
	$2,980.91
	$2,980.91


Note: Total Cost for a manager is $9,213.91. Total average cost for managers and employees is $109,325.22.
[bookmark: _Toc210204353][bookmark: _Toc210205562]Considerations
· Reliance on Self-Reported Time Estimates: The cost calculations are based on self-reported time estimates for each behaviour, which may be subject to recall bias and variability across individuals. Employees might overestimate or underestimate the time required for a task due to differences in workload, efficiency, or memory.
· Active Time Assumption: The active cost (i.e., the cost associated with active, not idle, behaviours) was calculated based on the assumption that one hour of active time was spent per active day reported. However, actual time spent may vary, employees could spend more or less than an hour per day on a given behaviour.
· Sample Size: Some departments had relatively small sample sizes, which limits the precision of the estimates. These figures are best interpreted as illustrative approximations to support comparisons across departments and process phases, rather than definitive dollar values.
· Conservative Scope: A conservative approach was taken in determining costs—such that costs beyond employee and manager time were not included, even though the Accommodation process involves other key actors. This excludes the time, process, and other resource costs of senior executives and governance committees in reviewing and approving requests, as well as the contributions of corporate services, HR, and procurement staff in fulfilling accommodation requests.
To ensure rigor and credibility in our approach, we undertook several validation efforts to strengthen the reliability of our assumptions:
· Reviewed relevant academic and business literature on the costs and benefits of workplace accommodation;
· Consulted internally with PCO-IIU sludge audits experts and departmental managers and;
· Consulted externally with the lead of sludge audits at the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).
· Validated our key assumptions with accommodation-seekers through follow-up usability testing during Sludge Audit 2.​
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