NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION-
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS

CLOSECUT MEMORANDUM

Case Number: A07120063 » B ‘ “Page 1 of 1

NSF OIG received an allegation that an NSF proposal,’ submitted by a }?I and two Co-
Pls,’ contained plagiarism. Our i inquiry determined that the PI'was alone respon51b1e for the
alleged plagiarism. -

We referred the matter to the University.* The Un1ver31ty concluded, based on a
preponderance of the evidence, that the PI intentionally and knowingly comm1tted plaglarlsm
deemed a significant departure from accepted practices. The University requlred the PI to submit
his work to University officials for plagiarism review for 3 years; to complete ah ethics course; to
notify the University at which he wrote his dissertation and a journal editor of én article he wrote
that both contained plagiarism; and to be made aware that any future mlsconduct will result in

dismissal from the Unlver51ty .
i!

We concurred with the University report and concluded, based on a preponderance of the
evidence, that the PI knowingly plagiarized, Wthh we deemed a significant departure from
accepted practices. |:

We recommended that NSF: 1) make a finding of research misconduct against the PI;
2) send the PI a letter of reprimand; 3) require certifications from the PI for a pénod of 2 years;
4) require assurances from a responsible official of the PI’s employer for a penod of 2 years; and
5) require certification of attending an ethics class within 1 year. The Deputy Director accepted
our recommendatlons i
i

This memo, the attached Report of Investigation, and the Deputy Dlrecter ] letter

constitute the case closeout. Accordingly, this case is closed.
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CERTIFIED MAIL --RETURN RECEIPT RE UESTED o ii

,E Re:  Notice of Research Misconduct Determination
]

Dear (SN

In 2007, you submitted a proposal to the National Science Foundation ({NSF”) entitled,

As documented in the attached Investigative Report prepared by
NSF's,Office of Inspector General (“OIG”), this proposal contained plaglanzed text and

embedded references
|5

Research Misconduct and Proposed Sanctions i .
Under NSF’s regulatlons “research misconduct” is defined as “fabrlcatlcl!n, falsification, or

plagiarism in proposmg or performing research funded by NSF ...” 45 CFR § 689 1(a). NSF

defines “plaglans as “the appropriation of another person’s 1deas processes, results or words

w1thout giving appropriate credit.” 45 CFR § 689.1(a)(3). A finding of research misconduct
requlres that:

(1) There be a significant departure from accepted pract1ces of the, relevant research

community; and :
- (2) The research rmsconduct be commltted intentionally, or knowmgly, or recklessly; and

|| ' (3) The allegatlon be proven by a preponderance of evidence.
45 CFR § 689.2(c). S . |

Your proposal contained verbatim and paraphrased text, as well as severll embedded
. references, copied from two source documents. By submitting a proposal to NSF that copied the -

ideas or words of another without adequate attribution, as described in the OIG Investlgatlve
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Reporﬂ't you mlsrepresented someone else’s work as your own. Your conduct unquestlonably
constitutes plagiarism. I therefore conclude that your actions meet the deﬁmtlon of “research

misconduct” set forth in NSF’s regulations.

" Pursuant to NSF regulations, the Foundatlon must also determine whether to make a
finding of misconduct based on a preponderance of the evidence. 45 CFR § 689 2(c). After
rev1ew1ng the Investigative Report, NSF has determined that, based on a prepon 1derance of the
ev1dence your plagiarism was committed knowingly and constituted a s1gmﬁcart departure from
accepted practices of the relevant research community. I am, therefore, issuing ia finding of
research misconduct against you.

NSF’s regulatlons establish three categories of actions (Group I, II, and III) that can be
taken in response to a finding of misconduct. 45 CFR § 689.3(a). Group I actlc!)ns include issuing
a letter of reprimand; conditioning awards on prior approval of particular. act1v1t1es from NSF;
requlrmg that an institution or individual obtain special prior approval of partlcular activities from
NSF; and requiring that an institutional representative certify as to the accuracy of reports or
certifications of compliance with particular requirements. 45 CFR § 689. 3(a)(1) Group II
actions include award suspension or restrictions on designated activities or expendltures, requiring
- special reviews of requests for funding; and requmng correction to the research. lrecord 45 CFR §
689.3(a)(2). Group III actions include suspension or termination of awards; pl‘OhiblthIlS on
participation as NSF reviewers, advisors or consultants; and debarment or suspens1on from
participation in NSF. programs 45 CFR § 689. 3(a)(3)

" In determining the severity of the sanction to impose for research miscor duct 1 have _
considered the seriousness of the misconduct, our determination that it was commltted knowingly,
as well as our determination that it was part of a pattern of plagiarism. I have also considered the
fact that your misconduct had no impact on the research record, the fact that you displayed
contrltlon for your actions, as well as other relevant circumstances. 45 CFR § 689. 3(b).

' After assessing the relevant facts and circumstances of this case, I am taklmg the following
actions against you: : ‘

(1) Until July 31, 2011, you must provide certifications to the OIG tl‘|1at any proposal
you submit to NSF as a PI or co-PI does not contain plagranzed,'ffalsnﬁed or
fabricated material;

“ (2)  Until July 31, 2011, you must submit. assurances from ziresponsiﬁle official of your
“employer to the OIG that your submissions to NSF do not contam plagiari_zed,
falsified, or fabricated material, and ‘
. A F-
3) . You must certify to the OIG that you have completed a research ethics training
course on plagiarism by July 31, 2010. :

All certifications and assurances should be submitted in writing to OIG, Associate
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Inspector General for Investigations, 4201 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, V_irgin%a 22230.

Procedures Governing Appeals

' Under NSF’s regulations, you have 30 days after receipt of this letter to submlt an appeal
of this decision, in writing, to the Director of the Foundation. 45 CFR § 689. 10ga) Any appeal
should be addressed to the Director at the National Science Foundation, 4201 Wllson Boulevard,
Arlington, Virginia 22230. Ifwe do not receive your appeal within the 30-day perlod this
decision will become final.

| For your information, we are attaching a copy of the applicable regulatlons If you have
any questions about the foregoing, please call Assistant General Counsel at (703)
292-8060. \

!’ o v v o SiI;Cerely, .
Coeor B Mf‘*‘”@

| Cora B. Marrett’
‘ Acting Deputy Director

Enclosures
- Invest1gat1ve Report
- 4slCFR Part 689
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This Confidential Report of Investigation is the property of the NSF OIG and may be disclosed outside
NSF only by OlG under the Freedoin of Information and Privacy Acts, 5 US.C. §§ 552, 552a.
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Allegation:
OIG Inquiry:

University
Investigation
and Action:

OIG Assessment:

' CONFIDENTIAL

Executive Summary'

Plagiarism.

OIG identified 2 sources from which approximately 73 unique | ‘lmes and 23 -
embedded references were apparently copied into 1 declined NSF proposal. OIG
referred the matter to the PI's University.

The Investigation Committee’s Report concluded, based on a p‘Lepondérance of
the evidence, that the PI intentionally and knowingly committed plagiarism in the
NSF proposal, which it deemed a significant departure from accepted practices.
The Investigation Committee also determined the Subject’s dissertation and an

article published by the Subject contained plagiarized text.

The Deciding Official imposed thefollowing sanctions: 1) The"Subject must

submit his work to University officials for plagiarism review for 3 years; 2) The
Subject must complete a Responsible Conduct of Research couirse 3) The
Subject must notify the Research Integrity Officer at the Umve rsity at which he
wrote his dissertation and the journal editor of an article he wrote that both
contained plagiarism; and 4) The Subject must be made aware that any future

misconduct will result in dismissal from the University.

OIG concurs with Un1vers1ty assessment. |]

OIG Recommends:

The Act: The Subject committed plagiarism in one: proposal
Intent: The Subject acted knowingly. : . ’
Standard of Proof: A preponderance of evidence supports the
conclusion that the Subject committed plagiarism. :
Significant Departure: The Subject’s plagiarism represents a
significant departure from accepted practices. !

Pattern: The PI’s dissertation and a journal article he authored also-
contain plagiarism.

Make a finding of research misconduct against the Subject.
Send the Subject a letter of reprimand. ’

Require certifications from the Subject for a period of 2 year.
Require assurances from the Subject for a period of '2 year.

Require certification of completion of a course in research ethlcs
within a year.
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OIG’s Inquiry ’ ' |
" The National Science Foundation ,(NSF) Office of I‘nsp,ector General '(OI[:S) received an
allegation that an NSF proposal (Proposal ) written by a PI? and two Co-PIs® contained plagiarism.
Our analysis identified approx1mately 30 unique lmes of continuous text and 7 enbedded references
from a _]oumal article (Source At ‘
OIG contacted the PI and Co-PIs about the allegatlon Each provided 1nd1vidual responses
naming the PI solely respons1ble for the annotated text. '

. In his response, the PI accepted responsibility stating, . . . I want to clan-fy that the text
1dent1f1ed as copied was written solely by me, while the Co-Pls Dr [ Jand Dr. | | ] did not know
anything about it.”” The PI explained the Proposal was his first NSF proposal He was to write the
Background section, but with the deadline approaching, he “copied some text . .% into the
Background part of [his] draft proposal, intending to use the text as a guldance to write [his] own »8
The text copied came from Source A and a second Joumal article the PI 1dent1ﬁed (Source B).’

However, it turned out that [ did not have th’e time to rewrite the |
background in my own words if I wanted to catch the deadline. . &. Then I
have to decide whether just use Dr. [ ]'s text or not submit the perosal. I
did not want to quit submission since I would have to wait for another,half
year. Also, the co-PIs had already put in a lot of efforts and I didnot want. -
to tell them that I wanted to c*mt I thought that would dlsappomt them. So
I decided to use the text. .. ‘
The PI said he then added citations to the two papers but the “citations must have disappeared
acc1dentally, because as one who is still learning the Cross-reference functlon of Microsoft Word,
he “deleted all error messages to clean up the document, without checklng if [he' had totally lost any
1mportant citations.” _ ‘ , o !; ’
I certainly wouldn’t do things 11ke this in publications because it'is not -
allowed to repeat so much text written by others, but I thought prcl-)posals
were not publications and.the text was summary material rather tkl,an

! Tab 1:

_(Declmed)
3—
O — i

Tab 2. ' :

’Tab 3 contains our inquiry letters to the PI and Co-PIs.

® Tab 4.contains the PI and Co-PI’s md1v1dual responses to our inquiry letter. .
" Tab 4, pg 3. ) ‘ e
¥ Tab 4, pg 4. ’
’ Tab 4, pg 15-53.
"®Tab 4, pg 4.
''Tab 4, pg 4. : ,
'2Tab 4, pg 4. R . I
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original results or ideas, so | regarded copying so much text as imp
but I did not realize that it is not allowed 1

In conctusion, the PI. wrote: -

" Iam very sorry for making such a big mistake. This is a big lesson.
at just the beginning of my career. These days I have been thinking
this issue very seriously, and I realized that it happened due to my
mind on scientific ethics and my eagerness for quick success in my
career. I feel very sorry and I will and should accept the penalt
deserve. i ;

The Subject’s response d1d not dispel the allegatlon because the Subject ac
having copied material into the Proposal.

0IG rev1ewed Source B and identified 43 lines of text and 16 embedded r¢
proper attribution.'” The following chart summarizes the total allegedly copied te

-Source (Declined)
' | 30 lines
1A 7 embedded references
43 lines
B 16 embedded references [
L Total 73 lines; : o
(Unique) 23 embedded references

(I . . - !

The allegedly copied material appeared within 3 sections”’ of the Proposal ’.s Back

We concluded there was sufficient evidence to proceed w1th an 1nvest1gat1
the matter to the University."’ , i

Univeréity Inquiry and Investigation

Consistent with University policy,'® the Associate Vice President for Rese;

~ contacted the PI, who agreed to warve a University inquiry. The AVPR appomtec

Committee (Committee).

o

-{ Proposal 1 - § |j

it

CONFIDENHAL .

roper

for me
y about
,areless
early

y that I

| .

knowled ged

ferences without
s(t inthe Proposal:

ground section.

Jn, and referred

\rch (AVPR)'®
an Investigation

The Committee examined documents NSF provided and documents they 1dent1ﬁed (e.g.,

Proposal drafts); reviewed emalls between the PI and co-PIs; interviewed the PI; a
questlons to the PI and co-Pls.”’ :

' Tab 4, pg 4.
'“Tab 4, pg 6.

"> Tab 5 contains the re-annotated Proposal; Tab 6 contams annotated Source B. I

' Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 (Tab S).
17 Tab 7 contains the Investrgatlon Referral Letter
:: Tab 8.

®Tab 9,)pg 4.

nd posed written
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The Commrttee sought our a551stance m examlmng for plaglarrsm addrtlonal documents
the PI wrote.”> One published Joumal article” contained 26 lmes and 6 embedded references

~ allegedly copied from 3 sources;”* the Sub]ect s dissertation” contained 32 lines gnd 6 embedded

references allegedly copied from 4 sources 6 We provided the University with the annotated

documents and sources. 277

‘The Committee produced a Majority Report,”® a Minority Report,’ and a Response to the
Minority Report (the Reports). *% In its Majority Report, the Committee determme’d
preponderance of the evidence proves that [the PI] committed plagiarism as deﬁned by NSF’s
regulatlons,”3I and that he did so “intentionally and knowingly . .. by including text from other
sources in an NSF proposal without proper attribution and . represent[mg] it as| his own work."*?
It stated “the plagiarism constituted a significant departure from accepted practlces of faculty at [ ]
University and the wider academic community. "33 1t also found a pattern of behavior based on “the
present instance of plagiarism” and the “previous cases revealed in the NSF scan.’ »34

|[In its Majorrty Report, the Committee “construed the question” of ¢ whether the plagiarism

was conrmltted intentionally” as “did [the PI] intend to take each of the steps that constitute the
offense of plagiarism?™*® It found that “According to [the PI] himself, he knew that his actions

were lmproper and he made a deliberate decision to include the Copied Text in the Proposal.”™®

The Committee found “no documentary evidence to confirm or disprove [the PI]’s claim that
[Source A] was referenced and that that citation was subsequently and 1nadvertently deleted.”” The
Committee concluded the plagiarism “did not have a significant impact on the research record,
research subjects or the public welfare,” as the copled material constltuted “background sections of - -
an unsuccessful, confidential proposal.” ‘ w

b

!

In response to the Majority Report, one Committee member*® wrote a Minority Report
because she “disagree[d] with the rest of the committee on some of the key conclusions of the

2! We received 18 documents, which included 4 proposals, 1 dissertation, 8 journal articles, and 5 conference papers. Of
the 18 documents, 3 were NSF proposals we had already examined.
22 The Committee lacked an efficient electronic means of plagiarism identification.
2 Tab 10, file named “Journal article.pdf.” The article is from the
- 2 Tab 10, Sources AA, BB, and CC. '
. ¥ Tab 10, file named “dissertation. pdf.” The Subject’s dissertation was written at the—
% Tab 10, Sources AA, BB, CC, and DD. We note the PI included identical text and references from Sources AA, BB,
and CC in the two documents in which OIG identified allegedly plagiarized text.
7 Tab 10, file named “Letter to U.pdf.”
% Tab 9, Pg 2-12.
? Tab 9,'pg 13-18.
°Tab 9,ipg. 19-21..
*' Tab 9,'pg 8.
*Tab9 I{pg 8.
3 Tab 9,!pg 8.
**Tab 9 I’pg 8.
* Tab 9 'pg 8.
% Tab 9,ipg 9.
" Tab 9, pg 6. Regardless, “the extent of the verbatim copymg > would have constituted plaglansm even had citations
been included as the P1 claimed (Tab 9, pg 9). . !
**Tab 9, pg9. . )

* L

4
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. ‘ |
1nvest1gat10n > and “[had] serious concerns about the integrity and fairness of the lnveStigation

process.” 0 Specifically, she argues the plagiarism was not-committed mtentlonalily *! because the PI -

did not have a clear understanding of plagiarism, had never “taken a technical wrntmg course in
English in the US, 2 and the PI “came to the US in 2002 from a different educatlonal and cultural
background.” ** “Therefore,” she wrote, “it is my judgment that he never mtended to deceive or
misrepresent himself. »# The member criticized the investigative process as bemg prosecution
oriented, lacking the safeguards of the jury tna] system and 1nsufﬁ01ently attent1 to the need of
encouraging the Subject to seek legal counsel.*’ :

In their Response to the Minority Report ¢ other Committee members relterated their
conclusion regarding the PI’s level of intent. They also argued that “[the PI] hlmself never
contended that his cultural background played any role in his actions.”™ W1th regard to the
investigative process, the other members noted the administrative, non—adversarlal nature of the
proceedings, the extensive meeting-and discussion history of the Committee and 1ts thorough
consideration of the dissenting member s views, and the instances in which the Subject had been
adv1sed of his right to consult others.* :

Subject’s Response to Investigation.Re‘Qorts
"The University provided the Subject with the Reports. The PI again exp]arned;

" At the time I wrote the proposal, I did intend to take_each of the ste ps, and
I was aware that [ was copying text written by others. However, I was not
aware that what I had done is plaglansm and I only viewed my act as a

compromlse of my best practice. 9 I

He attributes the misunderstanding to his educational history and cultural backgrd :und.

When I was a master student at [ ]° 50 University, many students co15ied
introductory text from thesis of graduated students into their own thesis,
and nobody regarded that as plagiarism. o

Universitv Adjudication

' : _ ' | N
“The Deciding Official (DO)* reviewed the Reports and the PI’s responsefand “agree[d]
completely with the assessment of the investigation committee that the plagiarism' you have

0 Tab 9,pg 13. ) _ - I
“ Tab 9, pg 14. . o
“2Tab 9, pg 15. o ‘ |
“ Tab 9, pg 17. | . : ~ A
“Tab 9, pg 16. . o
> Tab 9, pg 16-18. « L
““ Tab 9, pg 19-21. :
4 Tab 9, pg 20.

“ Tab 9, pg 20-21.
49 Tab 11,pg 2.

' Tab 11, pg 3.
52
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committed is serious in that it calls to question your understandmg of, and ab111tyI
literature in the context of your own original ideas. 53 The DO imposed the follo

The PI must submit his work for plagiarism review for3 years;
The PI must take a course in Responsible Conduct of Research;
The PI must inform the Research Integrity Officer at the Universit
wrote his dissertation® and the editor of the journal in which his a
both contained plagiarized material;*® and

The Subject was informed that any future misconduct will result 11
the University.

OIG’s Assessment

The University provided OIG with the Reports and attachments.’” OIG ré

‘Reports and concludes the University followed reasonable procedures and produ<I

J| CONFIDENTIAL

to interpret the
wing sanctions:>*

Iy at whichhe
rticle appeared that

) dismissal from

v1ewed the
ed an accurate and

complete body of evidence addressing the allegation. OIG therefore accepts the }vaersnty ]
conclusions based on the Majority Report and its ev1dent1ary record in lieu of conductmg our own

investi gation

We 1nformed the Pl we had received the Reports and attachments and 1nv
add1t10na1 comment.® The PI chose not to respond

A finding of research misconduct by NSF requ1res 1) there be a 51gn1ﬁca
accepted practices of the relevant research community, (2) the research miscondu
intentionally, or knowingly, or recklessly, and (3) the allegation be proved by a p
the evidence.”’ .

The Act

“The PI plagiarized 73 umque lines and 23 embedded references from 2 so
declined NSF proposal. The PI acknowledged he copied the material, stating he t;
verbatim into the Proposal but did not have and/or take the time to attribute the I
among other reasons, the 1mpend1ng deadline.

T

ted him to provide

nt departure from
ct be committed
reponderance of

urces within 1
yped the material
aterial due to,

OIG concurs with the Committee that the Pl s1gn1f1cantly departed from tluie accepted
standards of the research community in presenting almost all of the Proposal’s: Background section

as his own work rather than as text written by others. Further, his inclusion of 23&
reby presenting

references misrepresented his own effort and ‘underlying body of knowledge, the
reviewers with an incorrect measure of his expertise within his discipline.

3 Tab 11, pg 5.
> Tab 11, 5-6.
55

56

57 Tabs9 and 11.
58 Tab 12.
%.45 CF.R. §689.2(c).

Vo
<

embedded
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: Intent '
"0IG concludes the PI acted knowingly. The PI acknowledged he made a ¢
to proceed in this manner rather than upset his Co-Pls and not submit the Proposa

know1ng1y committed an act that put his Co-PIs’ reputatlons as well as his own re
o

Standard of Proof o i;

OIG concurs with the Commlttee that the Sub]ect s actions and intent were
a preponderance of the evidence. :

‘OIG concludes the Subject, by a preponderance of the ev1dence knowmgh
thereby commlttlng an act of research mlsconduct . :

OIG’s RecommendedbDispo'sition
When deciding what appropnate action to take upon a ﬁndmg of mISCOI’Idl
consider:

(1) How serious the misconduct was; (2) The degree to which the

. misconduct was knowing, intentional, or reckless; (3) Whether it w
an isolated event or part of a pattern; (4) Whether it had a significa
impact on the research record, research subjects, other researchers
institutions or the public welfare; and (5) Other relevant
circumstances.® :

Seriousness

The PI’s actions are a violation of the standards of scholarship and of the trundamental tenets .

of research ethics. The extent of the plagiarism — approximately 73 unique lines ;
references within 1 declined NSF proposal from 2 sources — is 1tself serious.

. Degree to which Action was Knowing j
'The act of plagiarism is generally an act done knowingly. In submitting th
the Subject acknowledged he knew he copied text and embedded references witha

. explained that he chose to do so to ensure timely submission of the Proposal. !

Addltlonally, although the Subject recelved his bachelor s degree in anoth
received his master’s degree and Ph.D. in the U.S.** All of the publications listed]
Biographical Sketch were written for English language publications, many of whi
based publlcatlons As such, it is reasonable to expect that he is knowledgeable
practlce and consciously chose to ignore these standards.

Pattern -

CONFIDENTIAL

onscious decision
In doing so, he
putation at risk.

y plagiarized,

1ct, NSFY must

|
as
nt

nd 23 embedded

I;e NSF proposal,
ut attribution. .He

=r country,62 he -
on the PI’s

ch were U.S.-

n correct citation

Additional plagiarism was identified in the P1’s dissertation and a ]oumal artrcle OIG

therefore concludes the PI exhibited a pattem of plagiarism. .

%45 C.F.R. part 689.
"; 45 C.F.R. § 689.3(b).
[}

63

“Tab13. -

proven based on
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The Subject’s Response to Draft Investigation Report

=!i
OIG provided the Subgect with a copy of our draft report and attachments, and afforded h1m :

the opportunity to comment In his response,® the Subject corrected our assessment of his
_educational expenence 7 Specifically, he said, while he did receive a master’s degree inthe U.S.,
that degree “was a dual degree and was a non- -thesis degree.” It was durlng his ﬁrst master’s degree
from a non-U. S. 1nst1tutlon where “all of my practlces and scientific writing started.” He added:

I did not receive a formal training on research ethicsat [ |® asa ma[ster

student, nor did I at the University [ ] as a Ph.D. student. For thesF

reasons, my knowledge of plagiarism was very poor at the time ] wrote the

NSF proposal. As I stated a few times in my prev1ous responses to the [1°

Investigation Committee, I did know that copying introductory text was

not the best practice, but I did not know that kmd of act is plaglansm

IAfter assessing the Subject’s response to our draﬁ report, our conclusions and '
recommendatlons remain identical to those of the draft report. While we acknowledge the Subject
did begln his academic journey at a non-U.S. institution, we maintain the Subject | knew he copied ¢
matenal without attribution, which he himself said, he chose to do to ensure t1mely submission of
the Proposal Similarly, we maintain that since all of the publications listed on the PI’s Blographlcal
- Sketch were written for English language publications, many of which were U.S. -based
publications, it is reasonable to expect that he is knowledgeable in correct citation:practice and
consciously chose to ignore these standards.

Recommendation

Based on the evidence, OIG recommends that NSF:
e send a letter of repnmand to the Subject informing him that NSF has made a finding
of research misconduct;”!

e require the Subject to certify to OIG’s Associate Inspector General{for Investigations
(AIGI) that proposals or reports he submits to NSF do not contain plagiarized
material for 2 years from the date of the research misconduct ﬁndiﬁg;n

e require that the Subject submit assurances bya respon51ble offi 01al of his employer ,
~ .to AIGI, OIG, that any proposals or reports submitted by the subject to NSF do not

" \
v i
& !
i d
[

|I

% Tab 144
% Tab 15;‘
" Our asSessment is in the section entitled * ‘Degree to which Action was Knowing.”

©68

69

0

™ A letter of reprimand is a Group 1 action (45 C.F.R. §689.3(a)(1)(i)).
7 Certification by an individual is authorized in 45 C.F.R. §689.3(c).

8
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)

contain plagiarizéd material for 2 years from the date of the re

search misconduct
. 3 .
finding;” and

1
e Require certification of completion of a course in research ethics be submitted to
AIGI within a year of the research misconduct finding. H
1
!
I
|.i
I
| ,
|
!
| |
i
!
i
'ﬂ |
L’
i ~
3 i
i
i
.
|
| |
™ Requirement for assurances is a Group 1 action (45 C.F.R. §689.3(a)(1)(iii)). -.
; 9






