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eferredi(er considered for referral) to
~ University for investigation
each case resolved With a different and appropriate

end result
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jRrtial delermimation of substance from the definition
o)f rs:::u@ﬁ misconduct
PIrOCESSES OIFINC ima?d Investigation, referral and

deferral

Conclusion and adjudication
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Definitien of
RESEAEIVIISeonauct

AViseonulict means fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in
PrePOsINERCIFPERORMING research funded by NSF, reviewing
[ researchisropusals sunmitted to NSE, or in reporting research
- resultsitineead by NSE.” 45 C.F.R. 8689.1
Fabrilcation yEE Making Updata or results and recording or
reporiting th
[Fal sifiication means manipulating research materials, equipment,
OF PrOCESSes, Or changing or omitting data or results such that

the research I's not accurately represented in the research
record.

Plagiarism means the appropriation of another person’s ideas,
processes or words without giving appropriate credit.
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asiangdard NSE OIGipolicy and procedure
Vel e Urn Versity policies and procedures,
2ach Separele and Independent

\ -
not all ethical gues are research misconduct
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UNIVESIy CaWs
CONGIUSIERSEREaKkEs
ACHIONS 1O [oneLECH:
Universityanieresis

ZEVAG| Udications

NSF OIG
recommends to NSF,
which draws
conclusions and takes
actions to protect NSF
and Federal interests
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Case Study 1 (CS1):
A Scientific Divorce

med that his

St au.o. Uﬁwersty was
bel ng-tr ed Unfairly, andithat
allegatiens of research misconduct (involving
NSF-fiunded research) may have been made
against his colleague

colleagueat
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A Serentific Divorce
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OngoeingiERIVErSIty mediation of personal conflicts

- betweshieollaborators

- Accusations griew oth@b

miseconductwas alleged

Academic reputation issues, ongoing conflicts over
small amounts eff moeney.

An exhaustion of patience at the University level

Complication with visa renewal 1ssue, and new

administrators involved

Int that research



A"Scientific Divorce

CS1: Casefacts v
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Core [SSUEMas connection between microscopic
IO Jrrlom and anew discovery

NVesll JrIFJ NI 'Pecause a personnel
agreament sedflles

Subpoena sed open research records and
Investigation documents

No substance to the allegation of research
misconduct
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AvScientific Divorce
eSS Concitsions

UnIVErsiny: reseem’mm ondLvh Investigation
pElICIES net follewed to completion

LLack eircemjeiie cewith INSF regulations about
administrative difficulties

- No referral of investigation from NSF OIG inquiry

No University action for resolution due to
personnel agreement

L etter from NSF OIG to University with reminder
of obligations
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r\ Scientific Divorce
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CS1; lLessons learned
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University, reseergm mIsc: orm IZBICIGS can conflict
withiotherUnilversity policies
Scientific divorees are bitter and irrational, and
- usually net research misconduct
Academic reputation issues complicate cases
Subpoena authority Is crucial to access documents
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CAREER proposal, and in the PI's biographical
sketch of that prﬁbosal, manuscripts submitted
for publication that did net actually exist.

That University had been informed of afinding
of research misconduct against the subject by
the University where the subject had previously
completed his postdoctoral research work
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SUJECaSHeartY IC revioﬁ'svoluntary A
JLJ UsIen agreament with NIH ORI
nan Je 1) Urn\ arsity administrators during the
| SiE OIG referral of investigation
Subject resi ned before completion of
University investigation, before any sanctions
Subject changed employment again before
completion of NSF OIG action
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VignuscrpisSiclaiiedias submitted didinet exist

- Non=exisienimantiscripts with well-known co-author
gescrieed as supmitied” to highly ranked journals

INen-exisient manuscriptsilisted in “five most significant
publications” section

Reliance off reviewers on publication record

Pattern of claims repeated in proposals to multiple agencies

Falsification of figure aso neted in a propesal submitted to a
funding agency

Motivation apparently to establish a credible reputation early
IN a career



SZ Coneciusions

NSFE finding ofi researech misconduct

NSF imposed two years debarment and three years
certifications and assurances

Subject left the U.S. and isworking as a scientist in

Europe



Prest JJJOI SiEclgly caree
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‘eer scientists fear being "scooped”

Early career scientists may be an especially “ethics-
susceptible” population

Potential exists for University embarrassment



ase Study 3 (CS3):
jeanientand Falsification
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Cosiliueliallegetio

A SEIEniiC CC alborator
PrEPAING eI ! ox\llﬁ(perlments
noted an' Impossible mathematical relationship
between supposedly independent sets of replicate
data that appeared In a publisned paper, and
notified the corresponding author of the
publication, who then notified the head of his
Institution, who then notified NSF OIG

i




Falsification
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Siibstancelestanlished by, direct contact with
- journellieiger supplementary data
| | g‘dlﬁﬁion of actions before any
AU, REGal
Another Federall agency involved, but NSF

maintained investigative lead
Investigation referred to institution to establish
elements for possible NSF action
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S ECt WeSialPesiFtociore researcher who was first author
O tNEYSIvlICAION

Subject manzgeditneliad inithe absence of the mentor

Subject searchiifg iior anjacademic fiaculty position

Pressures of Insuificient time, insufficient money, and a need
for publication

Replicate sets of datafiabricated using a simple mathematical
formula and Images falsified to correspond to the
replicated data sets

Supplementary datafirst retracted, and eventually the entire

publication was withdrawn




=Aafieationand Falsification

s O0) ~ 1 =1 -~ -
CS5:. . Conclusions

S| ect cCommiiied am mitte'a'to fabrication and
- lagiicewon:
nstitUtientinding of research misconduct, but no
further action as subject had already |eft
NSF finding of research misconduct
NSF imposed twoiyears debarment
Subject now atechnical expert in scientific research
supply company.
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- Untesiedbinsiitutional investigation procedures
alie ol OOJ el C -
Prlo o Se actlon agaiinst subject resultsin
Iack of Seriious investigation
Second similar case shows that first-case
recommendations not Implemented




Case Study 4 (CH).
peleciial | roperty Theft
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CAnIal allegation

A r~v1 E o5 anINSE proposal
noticed that the | rln@pal
investigator (Pl), an established scientist,
copied'ideas and text from her proposal that
had previously been submitted to afunding
agency In another country (UK).
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- Complengent:contacted to firmly establish substance
0" tne'alliegelor

UK funding age cym“en contacted and provided

- official infermation

Subject claimed a collaborative relationship (not
confirmed by complainant)

Subject intercepted OIG initial inquiry letter to the
coPl

A Cas Elopment:
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NSE Pl WeSel rH\/J ayver of the & agency proposal
UK agencyevi sy predicated on confidentiality
Plagiarismwasiextensive andiconfirmed on proposal
~ comparison

University sommittee establisned that a central
unigue ideawas stolen



e source document being a

confidentiallproposal

ption of etter Was subject’s self-protection

Ity teﬁhiﬁétted the subject’s contract, among
other sanctiens

NSF made a finding of research misconduct

NSF imposed two years debarment

Subject location unknown



1<l ECHIEl Property Theft

Co

|
| ALErnaneal cooperat]}o.n workswhen the processis
explained
K TUNAIe ngfagency nad no Internal process to pursue
~ the violation
Investigatior eWreIies 0N NoN-Secure

communications



— Study 5 (CS5):
e Computer Did |t

Sl ntaiFalliegeuiorn
A reviewerior an NSF

" propesal neticed that the
principalNinvestigator (PI)
copied Ideasiand text from
another NSE proposal that he
had previously reviewed.




ome ter Did It {@)

:umeJrr rl 9 / Subj -Jr ‘andithe subject admits to sources, but
CIaIMS] rmcu Fa_srl ANE em@M,ed quotation marks, and that he

Universi ty system)

University investigation finds a “failure to meet professional
standards,” University administration makes finding of
research misconduct, and University proposes termination
of the faculty member, but the proposed adverse personnel
actions stalled in a union appeal's process

University administrators change during the process



GLENSIVERIIauESm Cor .lrme& nall three NSF

orooo:ab rromf;ur‘ Cl

: &o&ﬁaents show no quotation
Subject

Subject's claims underm| ned by timeline and
contradicted by testimony of others



e'Computer Did It

CS5 Copleliislons |

»
Jniversivaalitie toicompliete investigation returns

- InvestiganonieNSE C

NSE OIG and'N'SF must consider apparent false

- statements made by the subject

Case is 18 months ol d, University process continues
Subject apparently unemployed



e puter Did It

CSoyliessons learned

| MPOrtanNCE BIREChIV, ords!r electronic
JOCUMENLS e erTQ ':\ ses

|mpertanceeiremall records (agency and individual)

lmport ?w? 2 of record dates

Disappearance of web materials

Need for outside training and system transparency



(R
(2

(—- Q)

{1
2k

[o]gle) regulations or the
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"gaps” are real and important

Most disputes center on “process’

Many problems of the "process” derive
from untested and untried policy
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