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We received an allegation that an NSF PI had been sanctioned for plagiarism by an
editor of a journal because one of his papers contained plagiarism, and that we
should review the PI’'s NSF proposals for plagiarism. During our Inquiry, we
reviewed one of the PI’s proposals and found unattributed copied text. In response
to our letter, the PI said another of his proposals may contain similar text, but did
not identify which one. We found one proposal with the same copied text and
another with additional copied text. Those proposals were funded, and the Program
Officer said she would not have funded one of them had the copied text been known
not to be original to the PI. We referred the matter to the Department of Justice,
but it declined prosecution in lieu of administrative action.

During this time, the subject moved to another university. That university learned
of the plagiarism in the journal paper and referred the matter to the grantee
institution for investigation. At nearly the same time, we made our referral to the
grantee for the investigation of the copying in the PI’s proposals. The grantee
concluded the subject’s copying in the manuscript was plagiarism and made a
finding of research misconduct. We concluded the subject’s copying in the proposals
represented plagiarism and recommended NSF make a finding of research
misconduct and take additional actions. NSF concurred and took several actions in
response. Accordingly, this case is closed with no further action taken. Our report,
NSF's decision, and this Closeout Memorandum constitute the documents for the
case closeout.
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OIG’s Inquiry

Our office received a suggestion that we review the Subject’s! NSF proposals
for plagiarism because the Subject had recently been censured for plagiarism by a
professional society? for submitting a manuscript? (the manuscript) for publication
that contained text plagiarized from other documents. We reviewed one of the
Subject’s then-recent proposals (proposal A)* and found approximately 67 lines of
text copied from four sources. Subsequently, we sent the Subject our standard
Inquiry letter,5 and he responded® that he did not believe the copied text constituted
plagiarism because either: (1) he had differentiated the text; (2) there were
references to the sources; or (3) the text was common knowledge not requiring a
citation. He also acknowledged that another of his NSF proposals had similar
uncited text, but he did not identify which proposal it was. Consequently, we
reviewed several of the Subject’'s other NSF proposals and identified another
proposal (proposal B)7 that contained significant text copied from one of the same
sources. Proposal B contained approximately 122 lines of text copied from 4
sources. Because of some overlap, the total copied text in the 2 proposals is
approximately 157 unique lines of copied text from 7 sources.8 Both proposal A and
proposal B had been funded.®

University’s Investigation

We were notified by the University that it had received a similar allegation of
plagiarism from the Subject’s current university (CU).!¢ CU learned of the finding
of plagiarism from the professional society that censored the Subject for the

1 Dr._ was a faculty member at the University of- (the University) at the

time.

This proposal was submitted by the University and lists
the Subject as the PI. This proposal was funded for This proposal is Tab 1.

5Tab 2.
6 Tab 3.

This proposal was submitted by [l a.... .. y . as the P1. This proposal
was funded for This proposal is Tab 4.

8 Proposal A is Tab 1, and proposal B is Tab 4. Since there is overlap of sources, the sources for
both are Tab 5. The proposals are highlighted by color and numbered to identify the source.

9 Because the proposals were funded and based on several other factors, we referred the case to
the appropriate United States Attorney’s Office. After a considerable delay, the Office decided not to
accept the case.

10 During this time, the Subject was a faculty member at_ University. We
understand from the University that he is no longer employed there. The Subject cooperated with
the University’s Investigation by corresponding via email.
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investigation. His response did not address NSF proposals A and B (except to say
he thought he could use his previous text in them), but since the FIC report did not
focus on them, his lack of response is not surprising.

The University’s adjudicator!? accepted the FIC’s findings and noted that
since the Subject was no longer at the University, the only action taken was to place
a copy of the report in the Subject’s file.

OIG’s Assessment

We agree with the University about its evaluation of the evidence and its
conclusions. As noted above, the University focused primarily on the plagiarism in
the manuscript, which was written without NSF support. Thus, we cannot consider
this plagiarism as the primary act and, accordingly, we use the FIC’s findings about
it, and proposals C-E, as evidence of a pattern. We rely on our own assessment of
proposals A and B, which showed that, similar to the Subject’s copying in the
manuscript, the Subject copied significant sections of text into proposals A and B
without distinguishing the text and without citation to the source near the copied
text.18

NSF’s Research Misconduct Regulation states that a finding of misconduct
requires: (1) there be a significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant
research community; (2) the research misconduct be committed intentionally, or
knowingly, or recklessly; and (3) the allegation be proven by a preponderance of the
evidence.1?

The Act

The Subject copied approximately 157 unique lines of text from 7 sources into
2 proposals. The NSF Grant Proposal Guide is clear: “NSF expects strict adherence
to the rules of proper scholarship and attribution. The responsibility for proper
attribution and citation rests with authors of a proposal; all parts of the proposal
should be prepare with equal care for this concern.”?0® Consequently, by failing to
appropriately distinguish verbatim copied text from his own original text, the
Subject presented the work of others as his own and, thus, failed to give appropriate
credit to the actual authors.

17 , Interim Vice Provost for Research stated in the cover letter that the Provost
has reviewed and accepted the FIC findings.

18 Also similar to the FIC’s observation, we found substantial reuse of the Subject’s own text from
his other publications, but since NSF’s research misconduct policy does not prohibit this we did not
include any of that text in our line counts or analysis. Likewise, we did not use any of the FIC’s
identified self-plagiarism in our assessment of evidence of a pattern.

19 45 C.F.R. §689.2(c).

20 NSF Grant Proposal Guide, Chapter 1, Section D.3.
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OIG’s Recommended Disposition

In deciding what actions are appropriate when making a finding of research
misconduct, NSF must consider several factors. These factors include how serious
the misconduct was; degree of intent; whether it was an isolated event or part of a
pattern; its impact on the research record; and other relevant circumstances. 22

Seriousness

As we noted above, we concluded the preponderance of evidence standard
supports the conclusion that the Subject acted intentionally when he plagiarized
material into his proposals. Plagiarism violates research integrity and is a
significant departure from accepted practices in the research community. We
conclude the amount of plagiarized material is sufficiently serious to warrant a
finding of research misconduct.

Degree of Intent

As we noted above, we concluded the Subject acted intentionally, which is a
culpable level of intent. We noted the Subject has submitted papers to well-known
professional journals published by the professional society.?3 The professional
society has a clear policy concerning plagiarism, providing the subject ample
opportunity to understand appropriate conduct. We conclude his actions were
distinctly intentional.

Pattern

Because the FIC did not analyze proposals A and B, but focused primarily on
the manuscript, over which we have no jurisdiction, we use the University’s
evidence of plagiarism to support a pattern of plagiarism. The FIC analyzed three
NSF proposals (C-E) and found evidence, primarily in proposal E, to support
evidence of a pattern of copying. We concur the Subject’s copying in the manuscript
and proposal E, as well as the original two proposals A and B, demonstrate a
pattern of plagiarism.

Impact on the Research Record

The effect on the research record as a result of the Subject’s actions was
moderate. Proposals A and B, which had the largest amounts of copied text, were
awarded, so both are available to the public through a Freedom of Information Act
request. Proposal ., which also contains a significant amount of copied text, was
declined.

Subject’s Response

The Subject did not respond to our draft report.

22 45 C.F.R. §689.3(b).
23 The journals are primarily IEEE.
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OFFICE OF THE
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

CERTIFIED MAIL --RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Re:  Notice of Research Misconduct Determination

Dear Dr. -

In 2006-07, you served as a Principal Investigator (“PI”) on two proposals submitted for
funding to the National Science Foundation (“NSF”) entitled, .

As documented in the attached Investigative Report prepared by NSF's Office of Inspector
General (“0OIG”™), these proposals contained plagiarized material.

Research Misconduct and Proposed Sanctions

Under NSF’s regulations, “research misconduct” is defined as “fabrication, falsification,
or plagiarism in proposing or performing research funded by NSF ...” 45 CFR § 689.1(a). NSF
defines “plagiarism” as “the appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results or words
without giving appropriate credit.” 45 CFR § 689.1(a)(3). A finding of research misconduct
requires that:

(1) There be a significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant research
community; and

(2) The research misconduct be committed intentionally, or knowingly, or recklessly; and

(3) The allegation be proven by a preponderance of evidence.
45 CFR § 689.2(c).

Your proposals contained approximately 157 unique lines of text copied from seven
source documents . By submitting proposals to NSF that copied the ideas or words of another
without adequate attribution, as described in the OIG Investigative Report, you misrepresented
someone else’s work as your own. Your conduct unquestionably constitutes plagiarism. I
therefore conclude that your actions meet the definition of “research misconduct” set forth in
NSEF’s regulations.
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The certifications, assurances, and training documentation should be submitted in writing
to NSF’s OIG, Associate Inspector General for Investigations, 4201 Wilson Boulevard,
Arhngton, Virginia 22230.

Procedures Governing Appeals

Under NSF’s regulations, you have 30 days after receipt of this letter to submit an appeal
of this decision, in writing, to the Director of the Foundation. 45 CFR § 689.10(a). Any appeal
should be addressed to the Director at the National Science Foundation, 4201 Wilson Boulevard,
Arlington, Virginia 22230. If we do not receive your appeal within the 30-day period, this
decision will become final.

For your information, we are attaching a copy of the applicable regulations. If you have

any questions about the foregoing, please cal Il Assistant General Counsel, at (703)
292-8060.

Sincerely,

Conn B Mogrrtts

Cora B. Marrett
Deputy Director

Enclosures
— Investigative Report
- 45 C.F.R. Part 689



