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1996 ANNUAL REPORT SETS RECORDS

The 1996 Annual Report on Possi bl e Research M sconduct survey
sent to 3,310 institutions in January was conpleted by March 31
wi th the highest response rate achieved to date by the survey.

"W appreciate the excellent cooperation institutions are giving
to the Annual Report,"” said Chris Pascal, Acting Director, ORI
"because the collected information is shared with institutions to
facilitate our collaborative effort to protect the integrity of
research supported by the PHS."

The response rate for the 1996 Annual Report was 89 percent by
the March 31 deadline, 4 percent higher than the previous year.
Previ ous surveys were not conpleted until April, My or June.

Ei ghty-eight institutions reported they were responding to

al  egations of scientific m sconduct received in 1996 or before.
O these institutions, 92 percent reported taking one or nore
actions to protect whistleblowers. Eighty percent indicated that
they had taken steps to restore the position or reputation of
exoner at ed respondents. Nonresponsive institutions wll be
contacted to determ ne whether they al so took actions.

Three hundred and four assurances were inactivated; 267 because
institutions did not submt their Annual Report; 67 because
institutions withdrew their assurance. Institutions wthdraw

t heir assurances because they do not expect to apply for PHS
funds, cease to exist, or nerge with another institution.

Al so, 342 institutions reported that they did not have an
institutional policy (IP) or they failed to respond to the
pertinent question. OR has requested IPs from 179 of these
institutions for review OR wll send letters to the remaining
163 inform ng themthat they have an IP on file wwth ORI. Two
institutions reported conducting investigations not previously
reported and were asked to submt their reports.
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APPEALS COURT SENDS BAYLOR CASE BACK TO TEXAS STATE COURT

The lawsuit filed agai nst Bayl or College of Medicine (BCM and
ot hers who participated in an investigation into allegations of
scientific msconduct will be heard in a Texas state court rather
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than in a Federal court to which the BCM had initially succeeded
in nmoving the case.

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Grcuit dism ssed BCM s
appeal of a remand order by the U S. District Court for the
Southern District of Texas that sent the |awsuit back to Texas
state court. Besides remanding the case to the State court, the
district court has also rejected argunents that BCMis entitled
to immnity fromsuch suits and that an exhaustion of

adm nistrative renedies is required. The appeal specifically
sought to have the Fifth Crcuit rule on the imunity issue. In
di sm ssing the appeal, the Fifth Crcuit held that appellate
courts are precluded fromreview ng orders of remand nmade
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 1447(c). However, the Fifth Crcuit also
held that the district court's determnations as to i munity and
exhaustion were "jurisdictional in nature" and nmay be revisited
by the Texas state court.

Kimon J. Angelides, Ph.D., a fornmer research scientist at BCM
sued BCM senior college officials, and nenbers of the
investigation conmttee in Texas state court for various acts
arising out of the investigation, the finding(s) of m sconduct,
and subsequent dism ssal. Dr. Angelides clained that BCM had
defanmed himby reporting the m sconduct finding to ORI, even

t hough such notice is required by Federal regulations.

At the request of ORI and HHS, the Departnent of Justice (DQJ)
had filed an am cus brief arguing that BCM and its enpl oyees are
entitled to an absolute privilege fromdefamati on clai ns because
they were under a statutory and regulatory obligation to report

m sconduct findings to ORI. ORI and the Ofice of the Ceneral
Counsel are now consi dering whether to recomend that HHS ask the
DQJ to file another am cus brief in the State court proceedings.
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WORKSHOP FOR M SCONDUCT OFFI Cl ALS DRAWS 76; MORE DI SCUSSI ON
WANTED

Seventy-six representatives frompublic and private universities
and nedi cal schools, research institutes, hospitals, state
governments, and professional associations in 26 states, the
District of Colunbia, and Puerto Rico attended the first ORI

| ntroductory Wbrkshop for Institutional Msconduct Oficials in
t he Natcher Conference Center at NIH on June 6.

"ORI may offer this workshop once or twice a year in different
parts of the country because of the highly favorabl e eval uation
it received fromparticipants,” Chris Pascal, Acting D rector,
ORI, said. "W nmay al so adopt a two-day format or reduce the

2



Vol. 5 No. 4 ORI Newsl etter Sept enber 1997

nunber of topics covered because participants want nore tine for
di scussion with ORI staff and other participants.”

Three di scussion periods were included in the workshop to address
(1) institutional experiences and perspectives on responding to
al l egations; (2) institutional experiences in protecting

whi st | ebl owers and respondents, and (3) approaches and
experiences in resolving cases. Mdderators were Charles A
Goeffrion, University of Arizona; Rebecca Dresser, Case Western
Reserve University Law School; and Angelo M Taveira-DaSil va,
Georgetown University Medical Center, respectively.

The institutional perspective was further explored during the

cl osing session that featured a panel discussion by institutional
officials noderated by Barbara M shkin, Hogan & Hartson. 1In that
session, Barbara Starkl auf, Assistant Dean, The Johns Hopki ns

Uni versity School of Medicine, sunmarized the institutional
resources committed to the investigation phase in tw cases. The
first investigation conducted by 2 full professors and 1

associ ate professor, involved 25 3-hour neetings over a | 0-nonth
period and resulted in a 33-page report with 67 docunents
appended. The second investigation conducted by 3 ful

prof essors involved 16 neetings lasting 2.5 hours each over an
8-nmonth period and resulted in a 35-page report with 35 docunents
appended.
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GERVANY, ENGLAND RESPONDI NG TO SCI ENTI FI C M SCONDUCT CASES

Scientific m sconduct cases in Germany and Engl and are fueling
efforts to devel op research standards and establish policies and
procedures for responding to allegations of m sconduct in those
countries.

The Deut sche Forschungsgenei nschaft (DFG, the main granting
agency in Germany, has decided to establish an international
conmi ssi on conposed of 7-10 prom nent scientists to discuss
research standards and scientific oversight procedures that may
be adopted in Germany and internationally, according to Science.

In addition, the Max Pl anck Society for the Advancenent of the
Sciences, the premer scientific research organization in
Germany, i s devel opi ng new gui deli nes and procedures for
detecting, assessing, and punishing research fraud, Science
reports. The Max Pl anck Society has approximately 10, 750 staff
menbers, including about 2,750 scientists in 75 institutes and
research facilities that are supported by the federal and state
governnents in Gernmany.
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The German efforts were sparked by a major mi sconduct case that
involved two investigations, three institutions, at |east four
publ i shed papers, and four investigative commttees. One
respondent has admitted fabricating the data; the other denies
all charges. In another case |ast year, a German university

wi thdrew the doctorate in chemstry that it had awarded to a
resear cher.

In Engl and, the editors of nine prestigious British nedical
journals have formed a Commttee on Publication Ethics to help
each other deal with fraudul ent papers submtted to their
journals. One editor had four apparent m sconduct cases in his
first year. The editors will seek advice fromthe conmttee on
how to handl e all eged fraud cases. The conmttee may al so draft
gui del ines on investigating conplaints, pronote research into
publication ethics, and provide training in good practice,
according to Sci enceNow on the Wrld Wde Web. [In 1995, Nature
reported that the Medical Research Council and the Royal Coll ege
of Physicians were taking steps to conbat scientific m sconduct
in nedical research in Engl and.
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Nl H APPO NTS OVBUDSPERSON, CREATES COOPERATI VE RESOLUTI ON CENTER

The NIH has appoi nted an onbudsman and created a new center to
serve as a neutral site for resolving disputes related to

ment ori ng, authorship, reagent sharing, data managenent, and
career advancement. NH s Ofice of Equal Opportunity, Ofice of
Human Resources Managenent, O fice of Intranmural Research, and
Conmittee on Scientific Conduct and Ethics coll aborated to | aunch
the pilot project. The new Cooperative Resolution Center is
bei ng headed by onbudsman Davi d Robi nson, a senior intranural
scientist. The pilot programinvolves five different NIH
institutes and is expected to becomre NIH w de after a year.

The Center will initially offer nmediation, early neutral

eval uati on, and peer panel evaluation. Once the issues have been
clarified and all parties agree, various fornms of alternative

di spute resolution will be possible.
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SOCI ETY WORKSHOP EXPLORES USE OF MEDI ATI ON

ORI will participate in a half-day workshop on the use of

nmedi ation to resolve research integrity and whi stl ebl ower
retaliation issues during the 1997 Society of Research

Adm nistrators International neeting in Atlanta on Cctober 4.
Chris B. Pascal, J.D., Acting Director, ORI, and Thomas E. WAl sh,
Ph.D., Director of Sponsored Research, University of Florida,
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wi |l address the use of nediation fromtheir perspectives during
t he wor kshop. The session organizer is Merritt Lee Murry, Esq.,
who specializes in alternative dispute resolution techniques.

Murry said, "This workshop wll discuss research issues that do
not rise to the level of scientific msconduct but have serious
institutional and personal concerns that can be resol ved through
nmedi ation rather than formal investigation or litigation." A

rol e-play denonstration of nediation to resolve authorship/credit
di sputes, inproper data handling, and whistleblower retaliation
conplaints will include the principal investigator and counsel,

t he postdoctoral candi date and counsel, the university counsel,
and nedi at or.
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ANONYMOUS ALLEGATI ONS PRODUCE VERY FEW M SCONDUCT CASES

Over 90 percent of the anonynous allegations received by ORl have
been cl osed during the prelimnary assessnment stage because they
do not contain the detail required to open a formal case or they
do not fall within the jurisdiction of ORI

ORI responds to anonynous al |l egati ons because it believes that

al | egati ons whi ch have enough substance to be pursued w thout the
i nvol venent of the whistleblower should be investigated as far as
possi bl e, whether or not the identity of the whistleblower is
known.

Ni ne percent of the 914 allegations of scientific m sconduct
received by ORI from 1993 t hrough m d-1997 were anonynous,
according to ORI's review of its records. Only 8.5 percent of

t hese anonynous all egations resulted in a fornmal case. Only 1 of
the 7 formal cases initiated by the 82 anonynous all egati ons
received by ORI resulted in a finding of scientific m sconduct--
pl agiarism Five cases ended at the institutional inquiry stage
and anot her institutional investigation did not find m sconduct.

Al t oget her, anonynous al | egati ons accounted for only 4 percent of
the 351 formal cases opened by ORI and its predecessor since the
PHS regul ati on was published in 1989. Many anonynous al |l egati ons
are not pursued because the whistleblower only nakes a single
contact with ORI and does not provide a nethod for continuing
contact that may produce needed information. 1In a few cases,
this difficulty has been overcone because the whistl ebl ower
protected his or her identity by using a pseudonym while giving
ORI a tel ephone nunber or mailing address for future contacts.

O hers have used an attorney or an organi zati on as an
internediary to ORI, while maintaining their anonymty. The key
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issue for ORIl is whether the whistleblower provides sufficient
information on which ORI or a research institution can pursue an
inquiry or investigation.
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DEBARMENTS/ EXCLUSI ONS: EFFECT ON | NDI VI DUALS AND | NSTI TUTI ONS

Debarments and excl usions are actions taken by the Federal
government to protect itself and to ensure that it deals only

wi th responsi bl e persons. Persons may be debarred or voluntarily
excl ude thensel ves for several reasons, including a crimnal
conviction, fraud, or a history of unsatisfactory performance.
Once debarred or excluded, a person may not receive any form of
assi stance, financial or nonfinancial, fromthe Federal
governnent for a set period of time, usually 3 years. In this
article, ORI answers sonme commobnly asked questions regarding
debarnment and what an institution can do to protect itself when
dealing with debarred persons. However, this article is intended
only as a general discussion. Institutions and individuals
shoul d consult counsel with respect to the particulars of any
debarnment. For debarments based on findings of scientific

m sconduct, questions may al so be directed to ORI counsel at
(301) 443-3466. Regulations applicable to the U S. Departnent of
Heal th and Human Services are at 45 CF. R Part 76
(nonprocurenent) and 48 C.F. R Subparts 309.4 and 9.4
(procurenent or FAR). For sinplicity, we've used the term
"debarnment” to include any actions, including voluntary
exclusions, which are listed in the General Services

Adm ni stration's List of Parties Excluded from Federal
Procurenment and Nonprocurenent Prograns (GSA List).

Wo can be debarred?

Bot h individuals and entities may be subject to debarnent. In
the area of grant and cooperative agreenent supported research,
this includes anyone who participates in the research: the
principal investigators, researchers, contractors, students, and
techni cal and support staff. To date, all ORl debarnents have

i nvol ved individuals, not institutions or other entities.

VWhat types of assistance are barred?

Wth sone exceptions, debarred persons may not receive any
Federal assistance (nonprocurenment) or contracts (procurenent),
financial or nonfinancial, under Federal progranms and activities
of Executive Branch agencies. This includes, but is not limted
to, grants, cooperative agreenents, subsidies, contracts,
subcontracts, student |oans, and other fornms of Federal funding.
For exanpl e, debarred persons may not be listed on a grant
application for direct receipt of financial assistance in the
formof a salary. Al so, a debarred researcher may not receive
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nonfi nanci al assi stance by being allowed to use federally funded
equi pnent, | aboratory space, office personnel, and ot her
resources. Physicians excluded under Medicare and Medi caid
provi sions are also considered to be debarred. Nor may
institutions contract with, or solicit bids from debarred

busi nesses for ampunts over $100, 000 when paynment is to be with
Federal nonies. However, since sonme exclusions are [imted in
scope or effect, an institution should check the actual terns of
an excl usi on.

How |l ong i s a debarnment?

The usual termis three years. However, debarnments may be for
| onger or shorter periods depending on the seriousness of the
debarred person's actions.

What work can the debarred person do?

Many areas of enploynent are unaffected by debarnent. For
exanpl e, debarred persons may work as Federal governnent

enpl oyees. They may work for state or |ocal governments,

uni versities, professional and trade organizations, or in the
private sector as |long as none of the assistance, benefits, or
contracts they receive originates with Federal nonies. Debarred
researchers may continue to receive research grant support from
nonf ederal sources.

s an institution that receives Federal funding required to

di scharge a debarred person?

No. Debarred persons are only prevented fromreceiving Federal
assi stance or working on projects that receive Federal
assistance. Therefore, they can still participate in any
nonfederal ly funded activities. Upon request, ORI will review
t he proposed or current work of researchers who have been
debarred for scientific msconduct with respect to PHS-funded
activities.

May an institution be held responsible for the conduct of its
debarred enpl oyees?

Yes. An institution cannot know ngly allow a debarred person to
participate in federally funded projects nor may it contract with
or solicit bids from debarred persons for federally funded

proj ects over $100,000. For exanple, if an institution know ngly
permtted a debarred person to work on a federally funded
project, it could result in a disallowance of costs, annul nent or
term nation of an award, issuance of a work-stop order, debarnent
or suspension, or other admnistrative actions.

How can an institution know whether a person has been debarred?
Al'l debarred persons are listed in the GSA List, which is
avai | abl e either through the U S. Governnment Printing Ofice in

7
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hard copy or electronically at www ARNET. gov/ epl s/. I nf or mati on
on individuals debarred for PHS scientific m sconduct is also
avai l able fromthe PHS Admi nistrative Actions Bulletin Board

whi ch contains debarnment information and other adm nistrative
actions of which an institution may need to be aware such as
certification and supervision requirements. The bulletin board
is available electronically at
http://silk.nih.gov/public/cbzlbje. @ww. orilist.htm. More
specific informati on on why individuals have been debarred may be
found in summari es published by ORI in the Federal Register, the
ORI Newsletter and in the NIH Guide for Grants and Contracts.
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SU T BY ACCUSED SCI ENTI ST DI SM SSED

In August, a U S. appeals court upheld a | ower court's dism ssal
of an accused scientist's challenges to the University of
Pittsburgh's investigation procedures.

I n an unpublished decision, the Court of Appeals for the Third
Crcuit affirmed the district court's sunmary judgnent agai nst
Dr. Herbert Needl eman, who had brought this action agai nst
Federal defendants, including ORI, and University defendants.
Scientific m sconduct allegations had been nade agai nst Dr.

Needl eman concerning a | ead exposure study published in the New
Engl and Journal of Medicine. A University investigation found
that the m srepresentations in the study did not rise to the

| evel of scientific m sconduct and ORI accepted the University's
findi ng.

The litigation comenced in early 1992 when the University was
still conducting an inquiry into the allegations. Dr. Needl eman
alleged in his suit that the university's procedures viol ated due
process and that the definition of scientific m sconduct was
vague and overbroad, violating his First Amendnent rights. On
June 1, 1994, the district court granted the University's notion
to dismss the First Anmendnent claim On Novenber 23, 1994, the
court granted the Federal defendants' notion to dismss the
entire conplaint against themas noot, since ORI ultimately did
not find m sconduct. On May 22, 1996, the court granted summary
judgnment to the university defendants on all of the renaining

cl ai s agai nst them

Dr. Needl eman appealed to the Third Crcuit, citing only the
district court's May 22, 1996, order. Thus, the court of appeals
stated that it did not have jurisdiction over the First Amendnent
claimdismssed earlier. |1t agreed, nonetheless, that he failed
to show that the University was an agent of the Federal
government, thus defeating his First Amendnment claim Secondly,
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the court agreed that the m sconduct procedures provided
sufficient due process because the University's hearing need not
be el aborate and Dr. Needl eman had had the "opportunity to
present his side of the story.” Finally, the Third Crcuit
affirmed the dism ssal of the case against the Federal defendants
on the grounds that Dr. Needl eman's cl ains against the governnment
were nooted by ORI's decision not to find m sconduct.
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CASE SUMVARI ES

Amtav Hajra, University of Mchigan (UM: Based upon a report
fromUM information obtained by the ORI during its oversight
review, and M. Hajra's own adm ssion, OR found that M. Hajra,
a former UM graduate student, engaged in scientific m sconduct by
falsifying and fabricating research data in five published
research papers, two published review articles, one submtted but
unpubl i shed paper, in his doctoral dissertation, and in a

submi ssion to the GenBank data base. M. Hajra's doctoral

trai ning and research was supported by PHS grants, and his
experiments were conducted at NIH s National Center for Human
Genonme Research ( NCHGR) .

M. Hajra began his graduate research at the University of

M chigan with Dr. Francis Collins as his nmentor. Wen Dr.
Collins later accepted the position of director of the NCHGR and
established a research | aboratory at the NIH, M. Hajra continued
his research on the NIH canpus.

The possibility that data had been fabricated or falsified first
canme to the attention of Dr. Collins when an editor informed him
that reviewers of a manuscript had questioned the authenticity of
a figure. Wen intervening events and a survey of |aboratory

not ebooks and ot her data confirnmed deep concerns, Dr. Collins
confronted the student who admtted to fabricating major portions
of his dissertation research and rel ated research publications.
The UM NIH and ORI were notified. Dr. Collins also submtted
retractions and corrections of the rel evant publications and

dat abases. ORI asked the UM where M. Hajra was conpleting his
final year of medical school, to conduct a formal investigation.

The foll ow ng research reports (1-5) and review articles (6-7)
contained falsified and fabricated data:

(1) Hajra, A, Collins, F.S. "Structure of the
| eukem a- associ ated human CBFB gene."” Genomics 26(3):571-579,
1995. Retraction published in Genom cs 38: 107, 1996.
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(2) Hajra, A, Liu, P.P., Speck, N A, Collins, F.S
"Overexpression of core-binding factor (CBF) reverses cellular
transformati on by the CBFB-snooth nuscle nyosin heavy chain
chinmeric oncoprotein.” Mlecular and Cellul ar Bi ol ogy
15(9):4980-4989, 1995. Retraction published in Ml ecular and
Cel lul ar Bi ol ogy 16: 7185, 1996.

(3) Hajra, A, Liu, P.P., Wng, Q, Kelley, C A, Stacy, T.

Adel stein, R S., Speck, N.A, and Collins, F.S. "The |eukemc
core binding factor RB-snooth nuscle nyosin heavy chain

(CBFR- SMVHC) chineric protein requires both CBFR and nyosin heavy
chain domains for transformation of NIH 3T3 cells.” Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 92(6):1926-1930, 1995. Retraction published in
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 93: 15523, 1996.

(4) Wjnenga, C., Gegory, P.E., Hajra, A, Schrock, E., Ried,
T., Els, R, Liu, P.P., and Collins, F.S. "Core binding factor
- snmoot h nuscl e nyosin heavy chain chineric protein involved in
acute nyeloid | eukem a fornms unusual nuclear rod-like structures
in transformed NIH 3T3 cells.” Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA
93(4):1630-1635, 1995. Correction published in Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. USA 93: 15522, 1996.

(5 Liu, P.P., Wjnenga, C., Hajra, A, Blake, T.B., Kelley,

C. A, Adelstein, RS, Bagg, A, Rector, J., Cotelingham J.,
Wllmn, C L., and Collins, F.S. "ldentification of the chineric
protein product of the CBFB-MYHl1l fusion gene in inv(16) |eukem a
cells.” Genes, Chronpsones, and Cancer 16:77-87, 1996.
Correction published in Genes, Chronpsones, and Cancer 18:71
1997.

(6) Hajra, A, Liu, P.P., and Collins, F.S. "Transformng
properties of the | eukem c Inv(16) fusion gene CBFB- MYH11l." in
"Ml ecul ar Aspects of Myeloid Stem Cell Devel opnent.” in L. WIff
and A.S. Perkins, eds. Current Topics in M crobiology and

| munol ogy ("Current Topics"), volune 211: Mol ecul ar Aspects of
Myel oid Stem Cel |l Devel opnent, Springer-Verlag, Berlin and New
York, 1996. pp. 289-298. The Current Topics volunme has no
mechani sm for publishing retractions but the series editor has
been notifi ed.

(7) VLiu, P.P., Hajra, A, Wjnenga, C., and Collins, F.S.
"Ml ecul ar pat hogenesi s of the chronosone 16 inversion in the
MAEo subtype of Acute Myeloid Leukem a."™ Blood 85: 2289-2302,
1995. Correction published in Blood 89:1842, 1997.

M. Hajra submtted a fabricated nucl eoti de sequence: U22149,
"Human | eukem a- associ ated core binding factor subunit CBFbeta
(CBFB) gene, pronoter region and partial CDS." GenBank (NCBI
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NLM N H). This database entry was renoved in Sept. 1996. The
majority of data reported in M. Hajra's dissertation,
"Transformati on properties of the | eukem ¢ CBFR- SMVHC chi neric
protein,"” was fabricated. He also fabricated and falsified
original research data in a manuscript submtted for publication
to Oncogene but withdrawn prior to publication.

M. Hajra was found to be solely responsible for the data
falsification and fabrication and no patients were involved in
the research. M. Hajra has accepted the ORI finding and has
entered into a Voluntary Exclusion Agreenent in which he has
agreed, for the 4-year period beginning July 7, 1997, to exclude
hi msel f from any Federal grants, contracts or cooperative
agreenments and to exclude hinmself fromserving in any advisory
capacity to the PHS.

Fugang Li, Ph.D., University of Oklahoma Heal th Sciences Center
(UOHSC): Based upon a report fromthe University of Okl ahoms,

i nformati on obtained by ORI during its oversight review, and Dr.
Li's own adm ssion, ORI found that Dr. Li, a forner postdoctora
fellowin the Departnent of Bi ochem stry and Mol ecul ar Bi ol ogy,
UCHSC, engaged in scientific m sconduct by fabricating and
falsifying data in conducting and reporting research supported by
a grant fromN H s National Heart, Lung and Bl ood Institute.
Specifically, Dr. Li fabricated and falsified data in a study

i nvol ving the characterization of glycoprotein binding to

P-sel ection on the surface of human | eukocytes. The questi oned
data were included in a manuscript that was withdrawn prior to
publication. Dr. Li has accepted the ORI finding and has entered
into a Voluntary Exclusion Agreenment with ORI in which he has
agreed, for the 3-year period beginning June 3, 1997, to excl ude
hi msel f from any Federal grants, contracts or cooperative
agreenents and to exclude hinmself fromserving in any advi sory
capacity to the PHS. No scientific publications were required to
be corrected as part of this Agreenent.

David N. Shapiro, MD., St. Jude Children's Research Hospita
(SIJCRS): Based upon a report from SIJCRS as well as information
obtained by ORI during its oversight review, ORI found that Dr.
Shapiro, former faculty menber, SJCRS, engaged in scientific

m sconduct by fal sifying the authorship of five publications
listed in his biographical sketches in several N H grant
applications. Specifically, Dr. Shapiro listed hinmself as an
aut hor when he was not. Dr. Shapiro also fabricated data for
Figures 5 and 7 in the follow ng publication: Sublett, J.E.
Jeon, |.S., & Shapiro, D.N. "The aveol ar rhabdonyosarcona
PAX3/ FKHR fusion protein is a transcriptional activator."
Oncogene 11:545-552, 1995. Dr. Shapiro has subnmitted a letter to
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Oncogene requesting retraction of these figures. Dr. Shapiro has
accepted the ORI finding and has entered into a Voluntary

Excl usi on Agreenent in which he has voluntarily agreed that

begi nning July 29, 1997, to: (1) exclude hinself from any Federal
grants, contracts or cooperative agreenents for 2 years; (2)
exclude hinself fromserving in any advisory capacity to the PHS
for 3 years; and (3) that any institution that submts an
application for PHS support for a research project on which his
particpation is proposed or that uses himin any capacity on

PHS- supported research nust concurrently submt a plan for
supervision of his duties to the funding agency for approval for
1 year follow ng the 2-year exclusion. The supervisory plan nust
be designed to ensure the scientific integrity of Dr. Shapiro's
research contribution. The institution also nust submt a copy
of the supervisory plan to ORI
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ORI CONDUCTS TRAI NI NG COURSE FOR NI H EXTRAMURAL STAFF

More than 70 NIH extranural program staff attended a continui ng
education course on "Scientific Msconduct: Who Does What?" on
July 28. ORI speakers briefed participants on the office's
current casel oad, oversight activities, and educational prograns.
Participants also heard the | atest devel opnents in the |awsuit
concerning institutional imunity in m sconduct cases.

O her subjects discussed in the hal f-day session included the
role of NIH extramural staff in reporting allegations and

i npl ementing adm ni strative actions, and how NIH staff wll be
notified about the resolution of cases. ORI staff also reviewed
t he conpliance requirenents for extramural institutions and
reiterated the need for confidentiality in m sconduct cases.

*kk k%

WORKSHOP PLANNI NG BEG NS FOR 1998-99 ACADEM C YEAR

ORI invites proposals frominstitutions, associations, societies,
and organi zations interested in co-sponsoring workshops on
responding to scientific m sconduct or pronoting research
integrity during the 1998-99 academic year. ORIl also invites
requests for the organization of sessions at

prof essional /scientific meetings and for individual speakers.

ORI has conpleted its workshop programfor the 1997-98 academ c
year with the scheduling of five workshops. Requests for the
organi zati on of sessions and individual speakers will still be
considered for this academ c year. See Decenber issue for
further details.
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Research Integrity, Ofice of the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, and distributed to applicant or awardee institutions to
facilitate pursuit of a common interest in handling allegations
of m sconduct and pronoting integrity in PHS-supported research.
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*Lists of Meetings and Publications are neither exhaustive nor

all inclusive. Nor should any of the itens |listed or described
be even renotely construed as being favored or endorsed by the

Gover nnent .
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U. S. Department of Health and Human Servi ces
Ofice of the Secretary

O fice of Research Integrity

5515 Security Lane, Suite 700

Rockvill e, Maryl and 20852

Ofice of the Director............. (301) 443-3400
FAX . (301) 443-5351
Di vision of Policy and Education...(301) 443-5300
FAX . (301) 443-5351
Assurances Program................ (301) 443-5300
FAX. o (301) 594-0042
Div. of Research Investigations....(301) 443-5330
FAX. o (301) 594-0039
Research Integrity Branch/OGC. .. ... (301) 443-3466
FAX. o (301) 594-0041

The ORI Newsletter is published quarterly by the Ofice of
Research Integrity, Ofice of the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, and distributed to applicant or awardee institutions
and PHS agencies to facilitate pursuit of a common interest in
handl i ng al |l egati ons of m sconduct and pronoting integrity in
PHS- supported research

This newsl etter may be reproduced w thout perm ssion.
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