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Academic fraud' is a threat to the intellectual integrity on which the advancement of knowledge
depends. Academic fraud can taint the reputation of the University and of its honest scholars and
researchers. It can compromise the position of collaborators, subordinates, and supervisors.
Fraudulent scholarship can lead other investigators down fruitless paths of inquiry, with
potentially enormous sacrifices in knowledge, morale, careers, time, and money. Its occurrence
places great strains on collegial interaction.

—Report of the Provost’s Committee on Academic Fraud, approved by the University Senate on
March 17, 1998

Section 1. Scope

This document describes the procedures the University of Chicago (“University”) follows for
investigating allegations of research misconduct, which is defined as fabrication, falsification, or
plagiarism in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting research results. Research
misconduct does not include honest error or differences of opinion. Furthermore, this Policy and related
procedures do not apply to authorship or collaboration disputes that do not involve allegations of research
misconduct.

Certain federal agencies have established regulations for addressing allegations of research misconduct
involving the federal agency’s support;? to the extent such regulations apply to an allegation brought
under this Policy, the University shall also comply with the applicable regulations.

This Policy applies to research proposed, conducted or reported at the University by University-affiliated
individuals, i.e., those with an appointment or official affiliation with the University, including as faculty,
academic appointees, staff, postdoctoral appointees, visiting academics, and those with any other
University teaching and/or research titles who make significant use of University research resources
(including participation in any sponsored project awarded to the University). It also applies to research
proposed, conducted or reported elsewhere by such University-affiliated individuals as part of their
University-related duties or activities. Lastly, this Policy may apply, at the discretion of the University, to
research proposed, conducted or reported where such research is claimed, cited or implied to have been
done at the University, or where a University appointment or official affiliation is claimed, cited or
implied in connection with the research.

Allegations of research misconduct against students are subject to these procedures when (i) federal

! Prior to adoption of this Policy on Research Misconduct, the University of Chicago’s related policies used the term
“Academic Fraud” to describe instances of fabrication, falsification and plagiarism.

2 Current Public Health Services (PHS) and National Science Foundation research misconduct regulations are
appended to these procedures. In certain sections, text of the PHS federal regulations at 42 C.F.R. Part 93 have been
incorporated directly into and are quoted in this Policy. Where this is the case, the relevant regulatory citation is
included as a footnote for reference, but quotation marks are omitted for reasons of readability.



regulations governing research misconduct apply, (ii) federal or other sponsored funding is involved, or
(iii) the allegations relate to the student’s dissertation. The Vice Provost for Research, in consultation with
the Research Integrity Officer (defined in Section III) and the Chair of the Standing Committee, may
apply this Policy to other allegations of research misconduct against students that implicate the integrity
of the public research record or the University’s reputation. In all other cases, allegations of research
misconduct by students shall be referred by the Vice Provost of Research to the normal student
disciplinary process governing student conduct.

Section II. Definitions

The following definitions are incorporated directly from 42 C.F.R. Part 93:

Complainant. Complainant means an individual who in good faith makes an allegation of research
misconduct.?

Fabrication. Fabrication means making up data or results and recording or reporting them.*

Falsification. Falsification means manipulating research materials, equipment, or processes, or changing
or omitting data or results such that the research is not accurately represented in the research record.’

Good faith. Good faith as applied to a complainant or witness means having a reasonable belief in the
truth of one’s allegation or testimony, based on the information known to the complainant or witness at
the time. An allegation or cooperation with a research misconduct proceeding is not in good faith if made
with knowledge of or reckless disregard for information that would negate the allegation or testimony.
Good faith as applied to a member of the Standing Committee, an ad hoc Investigation Panel (defined in
Section V) or an administrative official conducting an inquiry means cooperating with the research
misconduct proceeding by impartially carrying out the duties assigned for the purpose of helping the
University meet its responsibilities, including under federal regulations governing the research
misconduct. An individual does not act in good faith if their acts or omissions during the research
misconduct proceedings are dishonest or influenced by personal, professional, or financial conflicts of
interest with those involved in the research misconduct proceeding.®

Intentionally. To act intentionally means to act with the aim of carrying out the act.”
Knowingly. To act knowingly means to act with awareness of the act.®

Plagiarism. Plagiarism means the appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results, or words,
without giving appropriate credit. (a) Plagiarism includes the unattributed verbatim or nearly verbatim
copying of sentences and paragraphs from another’s work that materially misleads the reader regarding
the contributions of the author. It does not include the limited use of identical or nearly identical phrases
that describe a commonly used methodology. (b) Plagiarism does not include self-plagiarism or
authorship or credit disputes, including disputes among former collaborators who participated jointly in
the development or conduct of a research project. Self-plagiarism and authorship disputes do not meet the
definition of research misconduct.’

342 C.F.R. § 93.302.
4§93.211.
5§93.212.
6§93.214.
7§93.221.
5§ 93.223.
9§ 93.227.



Preponderance of the evidence. Preponderance of the evidence means proof by evidence that, compared
with evidence opposing it, leads to the conclusion that the fact at issue is more likely true than not.'°

Recklessly. To act recklessly means to propose, perform, or review research, or report research results,
with indifference to a known risk of fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism.!!

Respondent. Respondent means the individual against whom an allegation of research misconduct is
directed or who is the subject of a research misconduct proceeding. '

Section II1. Key Roles and Responsibilities for Policy Administration

Research Integrity Officer

The Research Integrity Officer (“RIO”) is the institutional official responsible for administering this
Policy and its procedures. The RIO is the Director, Research Integrity within University Research
Administration and, for purposes of this Policy, reports to the Vice Provost for Research regarding all
matters brought hereunder, as well as the Associate Vice President for Research Administration for those
matters implicating federal regulations or other sponsor requirements. The RIO is responsible for
maintaining records of research misconduct proceedings (i.e., documentation of assessment and inquiry
determination, investigation reports, and institutional records as required by the University and federal
regulations), and providing such records, reports, updates, and requests for extensions to federal agencies
on a complete and timely basis.

Deciding Official

The Provost, as Deciding Official, makes the final determination on allegations of research misconduct
and any institutional actions.'* The Deciding Official is not directly involved in the preliminary
assessment, inquiry, or investigation. For the sake of clarity, the Deciding Official’s involvement, if any,
in the appointment of a person to conduct an inquiry or to serve on an ad hoc Investigation Panel is not
considered to be direct involvement. In the event the Provost is unavailable to make a final determination,
the President shall serve as Deciding Official.

The Standing Committee on Research Misconduct

The Provost of the University shall appoint a Standing Committee on Research Misconduct to coordinate
the University’s investigations of allegations of research misconduct. In consultation with the Vice
Provost for Research, the Standing Committee shall have the power to supplement applicable procedures
consistent with this Policy and as appropriate, provided a statement of such supplementary procedures are
included in the record of the relevant research misconduct proceeding(s). The Standing Committee
members also recommend to the Vice Provost potential faculty members to serve on an ad hoc
Investigation Panel. The Provost of the University shall appoint a minimum of five tenured faculty
members drawn from different areas within the University to serve on the Standing Committee, one of
whom shall be appointed by the Provost as the Chair. The members of the Standing Committee shall
serve for a term of three years. The University may include one member from the Standing Committee in
an Investigation Panel.

10§ 93228,
11893231,
12§ 93.237.
13893218



Section IV. General Policies and Principles

Research Misconduct Prohibited; Standard of Proof

Research misconduct is a threat to the intellectual integrity on which the advancement of knowledge
depends.'* Accordingly, the University of Chicago prohibits research misconduct and investigates and
responds to allegations of research misconduct in accordance with this Policy. Individuals subject to this
Policy found to have committed research misconduct ordinarily shall be subject to sanctions up to and
including termination.

A finding of research misconduct requires that:
e There be a significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant research community;
e The respondent committed the research misconduct intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly; and
e The allegation be proven by preponderance of the evidence.

The University bears the burden of proof for making a finding of research misconduct. A respondent has
the burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, all affirmative defenses raised (such as honest
error or difference of opinion).

Responsibility to Report Misconduct

Research integrity is of paramount importance. It is the University’s expectation that good faith
allegations of research misconduct will be brought to the RIO or to the Vice Provost for Research. The
University prohibits retaliation of any kind against a person who, acting in good faith, reports or provides
information about alleged misconduct. If an individual is unsure whether a suspected incident falls within
the definition of research misconduct, that individual may meet with or contact the RIO and/or the Vice
Provost for Research to discuss the matter informally. If the circumstances described by the individual do
not meet the definition of research misconduct, the matter may be referred to other offices or officials,
where appropriate.

Cooperation with Research Misconduct Proceedings

All individuals subject to this Policy shall cooperate in the review of allegations and the conduct of
inquiries and investigations. All individuals subject to this Policy, including respondents, have an
obligation to provide evidence relevant to allegations.

Duty to Maintain Confidentiality '

In light of the reputational risks and rights of a respondent, all University faculty, staff and other
individuals who may be involved in the research misconduct proceeding shall to the extent possible: (1)
limit disclosure of the identity of respondents, complainants, witnesses, and allegations to those who need
to know, as determined by the University, in order to carry out a thorough, competent, objective, and fair
process; and (2) except as otherwise prescribed by law, limit the disclosure of any records or evidence
from which research subjects might be identified to those who need to know in order to carry out a
proceeding. Confidential information that is provided pursuant to this Policy shall be used for the limited
purposes of conducting the assessment and subsequent inquiry and investigation (if any). Those who need
to know may include institutional review boards, journals, editors, publishers, co-authors, and
collaborating institutions. This section does not prohibit the University from corresponding with these
entities or individuals as needed about published data or acknowledging that data may be unreliable.

14 Report of the Provost’s Committee on Academic Fraud, approved by the University Senate on March 17, 1998.
15§ 93.106.



Contflicts of Interest

Individuals responsible for carrying out any part of a research misconduct proceeding must take care to
ensure they do not have unresolved personal, professional, or financial conflicts of interest or the
perception of a conflict of interest with the complainant, respondent, or witnesses.'® For example, a
conflict of interest arises whenever the individual has collaborated with the party charged on any research
that is the subject matter of the allegation or on any matter closely related to it. It also arises whenever the
individual is a family member of the respondent or whenever any other reason prevents the individual
from carrying out their responsibilities under this Policy in a fair and impartial manner.

To facilitate timely identification and resolutions of potential conflicts of interest, upon being notified of
the identity of the individual(s) conducting the inquiry or investigation, a respondent shall have seven (7)
days to raise any objection they may have, to the extent possible, to the RIO or Vice Provost for Research
regarding an individual’s participation in the process based upon an alleged personal, professional, or
financial conflict of interest.

Potential conflicts should otherwise be disclosed at the earliest to the RIO or the Vice Provost for
Research so the University can assess and determine if the conflict can be managed or if, for example, an
alternate must be identified.

Record Retention

After completion of the proceeding and all ensuing related actions, the RIO will prepare a file, including
the institutional record of the assessment, inquiry and/or investigation (as applicable) and all related
sequestered evidence (where required by federal regulation'”), which shall be retained for a period of
seven (7) years after completion of the proceeding, or such longer period if required under applicable
federal regulation.

Section V. Assessment, Inquiry, and Investigation Procedures

Assessment
The purpose of an assessment is to determine whether an allegation warrants an inquiry.'® An assessment
is intended to be a review of readily accessible information relevant to the allegation. !

Conducting the Assessment: Upon receiving an allegation of research misconduct, the RIO, in
consultation with the Associate Vice President for Research and Vice Provost for Research, shall
promptly assess the allegation (based on the review of readily accessible information relevant to the
allegation) to determine whether it (i) falls within the definition of research misconduct and (ii) is
sufficiently credible and specific so that potential evidence of research misconduct may be identified. If
these criteria are met, an inquiry must be conducted. The RIO shall also identify what, if any, federal
agency regulations or other sponsor requirements are implicated by the allegation. The RIO shall
document the basis for each assessment determination (whether an inquiry is warranted or not), and if the
RIO determines that an inquiry is warranted, the RIO shall also promptly initiate an inquiry and sequester
all research records and other evidence.

The assessment period should be brief, preferably concluded within a week. Where it is not feasible to
conclude the assessment within a week, the process should proceed expeditiously. In conducting the
assessment, it is not necessary to interview the complainant, respondent, or other witnesses, or to gather

16§ 93.300.
17§ 93.318.
8§ 93.306(a).
19§ 93.204.



data beyond any that may have been submitted with the allegation, except as necessary to determine
whether the allegation is sufficiently credible and specific so that potential evidence of research
misconduct may be identified.

Prompt Sequestration of Research Records and Evidence: If the assessment results in an inquiry, before
or at the time the University notifies the respondent of the allegation, the RIO must take all reasonable
and practical steps to obtain the original or substantially equivalent copies of all research records and
other evidence that are pertinent to the inquiry and to sequester them in a secure manner. Whenever
additional items become known or relevant to the inquiry (or investigation), they should also be
sequestered in a secure manner. Where appropriate, including as described below, the University will give
the respondent(s) copies of, or reasonable supervised access to, the sequestered materials.

Notice to the Respondent of Initial Inquiry: At the time of or before beginning an inquiry, the RIO or
Vice Provost for Research must make a good faith effort to notify the respondent in writing, if the
respondent is known, that an allegation(s) of research misconduct has been raised against them, the
relevant research records have been sequestered, and an inquiry will be conducted to decide whether to
proceed with an investigation. The RIO may also request additional records or other materials that may be
potentially relevant during the course of the inquiry. If additional respondents are identified, the
University will provide written notification to the new respondent(s).?° All additional respondents will be
given the same opportunity to respond as the initial respondent.?' Only allegations specific to a particular
respondent will be included in the notification to that respondent.?

Inquiry

The purpose of an inquiry is to conduct an initial review of the available evidence to determine whether to
conduct an investigation. An inquiry does not require a full review of all the evidence related to the
allegation.

Conducting the Inquiry: The RIO, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Research, shall identify the
administrative official to conduct the inquiry. Subject to any conflict of interest, in the divisions, this
official will normally be the department chair; in the schools, this official will normally be the Dean. The
RIO will notify the administrative official and cognizant Dean (where applicable) of the allegation, the
need for inquiry, and attendant obligations. The RIO will prepare a charge for the administrative official
that sets forth the purpose of the inquiry and the timeframe for completion, the administrative official’s
responsibilities, the allegations, and any related issues identified during the assessment. The charge shall
also specify that an investigation is warranted if the administrative official determines, based on their
inquiry, that: (1) there is a reasonable basis for concluding that the allegation falls within the definition of
research misconduct; and (2) the preliminary information-gathering and fact-finding from the inquiry
indicates that the allegation may have substance (in other words, that there is reason to believe research
misconduct may have occurred). The RIO will be available throughout the inquiry to advise the
administrative official as needed regarding the requirements of this Policy and related procedures.

The administrative official, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Research and the Chair of the
Standing Commiittee, shall be responsible for determining whether there is reason to believe that research
misconduct may have been committed and, therefore, investigation is warranted. The administrative
official neither has responsibility for conducting the investigation nor making the determination of
whether or not research misconduct occurred. The administrative official may request access to additional

20 § 93.305(d).
214,

2§ 93.307(c).
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relevant items, information or materials (in physical or electronic form), and may interview the
respondent, complainant and/or witnesses. The administrative official shall also have the right to
confidentially consult with any person whose expertise may be needed. In any event, this administrative
official shall consult with the Vice Provost for Research and the Chair of the Standing Committee
regarding their findings before making a final decision about the inquiry.

At the conclusion of the inquiry, regardless of whether it is determined that an investigation is warranted,
the administrative official, with support from the RIO, will prepare a draft written inquiry report that
details the basis for the determination, along with any additional elements required by applicable federal
regulations.

The RIO will give the respondent a copy of the draft inquiry report and seven (7) days for their review
and comment. The administrative official shall then consider comments in relation to the draft inquiry
report and make any revisions to the report as the administrative official reasonably determines, in
consultation with the Vice Provost for Research and the Chair of the Standing Committee. Any comments
on the report by the respondent will be attached to the final inquiry report.>* The RIO will notify the
respondent of the inquiry’s final outcome and provide the respondent with copies of the final inquiry
report, the applicable federal regulations (if any), and this Policy and related procedures.?® The RIO is
responsible for ensuring the inquiry report and other required information is provided to a federal agency
pursuant to the applicable regulations.

Unless circumstances warrant a longer period, as determined by the RIO, the decision whether or not to
refer the matter to investigation shall be made within ninety (90) days?® after the matter has first been
raised. The RIO shall also notify the respondent and complainant of any such extension.

Investigation

The purpose of an investigation is to develop a factual record, pursue leads, examine the record, and
recommend finding(s) to the Deciding Official, who will make the final decision, based on a
preponderance of evidence, on each allegation and any institutional actions.?” As part of its investigation,
the ad hoc Investigation Panel (the “Investigation Panel” or “Panel”) will pursue diligently all significant
issues and relevant leads, including any evidence of additional instances of possible research misconduct,
and continue the investigation to completion.?® Within thirty (30) days after deciding an investigation is
warranted, the University will begin the investigation.?

Selection and Charge of the Ad Hoc Investigation Panel. Upon receipt of an inquiry report that has
determined investigation is warranted, the Vice Provost for Research, in consultation with the Standing
Committee, shall promptly constitute an ad hoc Investigation Panel of not fewer than three tenured faculty
members to conduct the investigation. Members of the Panel shall be drawn from among University
faculty members having the appropriate expertise and no conflicts of interest. Where circumstances
require it, the Vice Provost for Research can appoint a person or persons outside the University to the
Panel.

Working with the Vice Provost for Research, and in cases of sponsored funding, the Associate Vice
President for Research Administration, the RIO will notify the Panel of the subject matter of the

2 §93.307(2)(3).

25§ 93.308(a).

2§ 93.307(h).

278§ 93.310 and 93.314.
28§ 93.310().

2 §93.310(a-b).



investigation in a written charge that: describes the allegations and related issues identified during the
inquiry; identifies the respondent(s); informs the Panel members that they must conduct the investigation
as prescribed by this Policy and applicable regulations; defines research misconduct; and instructs the
Panel on the burden of proof. The charge shall state that the Panel is to evaluate the evidence and
testimony of the respondent(s), complainant(s), and key witnesses to determine whether, based on a
preponderance of the evidence, research misconduct has occurred and, if so, to what extent, who was
responsible, and its seriousness. Finally, the charge shall inform the Panel that it must prepare a written
investigation report that meets the requirements of this Policy and any additional elements required by
applicable federal regulations.

The Panel shall pursue diligently all significant issues and leads discovered that are determined relevant
to the investigation, including any evidence of additional instances of possible research misconduct, and
continue the investigation to completion.*® If additional allegations are raised, the respondent must be
notified in writing of the additional allegations raised against them. After reviewing all of the evidence,
the Panel shall base its conclusion on whether it is more likely than not that research misconduct has been
committed.

The University will endeavor to complete all aspects of the investigation within one hundred eighty (180)
days.?! The timeframe is subject to extension by the RIO (and where required, federal agency approval).

Notice to the Respondent(s): At the time of or before beginning the investigation, the RIO will notify the
respondent(s) in writing of the investigation and the identity of the members of the Panel. As noted in
Section IV, the respondent shall generally have seven (7) days to object to a proposed Panel member
based upon a personal, professional, or financial conflict of interest.

Panel Collection of Additional Evidence: The Panel shall examine the previously sequestered evidence
and may request additional relevant records and information or seek written or oral evidence from
available individuals having information regarding any relevant aspects of the investigation. These
interviews and any required transcripts shall be conducted and made available to the respondent in
accordance with applicable federal regulations where relevant.

Preparation of the Investigation and Draft Report: The Panel shall prepare a written report which
summarizes in relevant detail the evidence presented and gives reasons for its findings on the question of
whether research misconduct has been committed. A copy of the draft investigation report shall be
forwarded by the RIO to the Vice Provost for Research, and all records and evidence held by the Panel
shall accompany the draft report. The RIO shall provide the respondent a copy of the draft report and,
concurrently, a copy of, or supervised access to, the research records and other evidence that the
Investigation Panel considered or relied on.3? The respondent will submit any comments on the draft
report to the institution within 30 days of receiving the draft investigation report. The Panel shall then
consider comments in relation to the draft report and make any revisions to the report as the Panel
reasonably determines. The final report of the Panel, including comments from the respondent (if any)
shall be made available to the Standing Committee for review and acceptance prior to the report’s
submission to the Deciding Official.

Standing Committee Review and Acceptance: The Panel’s findings on the question of whether research
misconduct has been committed shall be accepted by the Standing Committee unless the Standing
Committee determines that, based on the written charge to the Panel and its final report, the Panel’s

30§ 93.311()).
31§ 93311,
32 §93.312(a).



decision is against the manifest weight of the evidence. In the event the Standing Committee does not
accept the Panel’s decision it shall, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Research, remand the case to
the Panel with instructions for further consideration or, in exceptional circumstances, the Committee may
reverse the decision of the Panel or call for the transfer of the investigation to a new Panel (to be
appointed by the Vice Provost) that will assume responsibility for the investigation. In any such case, the
Standing Committee shall explain in writing the basis for its decision and the respondent shall be notified
in writing of the Standing Committee’s decision. In the case of remand or transfer, the respondent shall
also be given an opportunity to comment in writing on any subsequent Panel report in accordance with
the timelines set forth above. Such subsequent Panel report (including comments from the respondent (if
any)) shall then be made available to the Standing Committee for review and acceptance prior to the
report’s submission to the Deciding Official. In the case of reversal, the respondent shall be given the
opportunity to comment in writing on the decision of the Standing Committee in accordance with the
timelines set forth above, and any such comments will be provided to the Standing Committee and the
Deciding Official.

Deciding Official Final Determination and Institutional Action: The RIO shall then submit the report to
the Deciding Official to make the final determination of research misconduct findings. The Deciding
Official’s final determination will be provided in a written decision that includes (i) whether the
University found research misconduct and, if so, who committed the misconduct; and (ii) a description of
relevant institutional actions taken or to be taken.** The Deciding Official may also return the report to
the Standing Committee with a request for further fact-finding or analysis. If a decision is rendered by the
Deciding Official that is different from that of the Standing Committee, the Deciding Official will explain
in writing the basis for rendering the decision, which will be transmitted to the RIO, Vice Provost for
Research, Standing Committee and respondent, as well as the appropriate federal agency (if applicable).

Notice to Outside Parties: At the conclusion of the investigation, the RIO shall ensure that required
notices and materials are submitted to the applicable federal agency or sponsor. The RIO will also ensure
that periodic progress reports are filed with federal agencies and in accordance with federal regulations.

The RIO shall make a good faith effort to notify the complainant that initially made the accusation of the
outcome of the proceeding. The RIO, in coordination with Vice Provost for Research, shall ensure that
written notification is provided to the other appropriate outside persons, agencies, journals, and research
institutions. Following a finding that research misconduct did not take place (including federal agency
concurrence where applicable), the Vice Provost for Research and the RIO shall, at the reasonable request
of the respondent and where appropriate, undertake additional efforts to help convey that finding.

Section VI. Other Procedures and Special Circumstances

Coordination of Investigation with Other Institutions

If the alleged research misconduct involves multiple institutions, the University may work closely with
the other affected institutions to determine whether a joint research misconduct proceeding will be
conducted.?* If so, the cooperating institutions will choose an institution to serve as the lead institution. In
a joint research misconduct proceeding, the lead institution will obtain research records and other
evidence pertinent to the proceeding, including witness testimony, from the other relevant institutions.*
By mutual agreement, the joint research misconduct proceeding may include investigation
committee/panel members from the institutions involved.*® The determination of whether further inquiry

3§93.314.
3§ 93.305(c).
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and/or investigation is warranted, whether research misconduct occurred, and the institutional actions to
be taken may be made by the institutions jointly or tasked to the lead institution.’

Allegations Involving Multiple Respondents

If the alleged research misconduct involves multiple respondents, the University may either conduct a
separate inquiry for each new respondent or add them to the ongoing proceedings.*® The University must
give additional respondent(s) notice of and an opportunity to respond to the allegations.*® If an
investigation involves multiple respondents, separate investigation reports and research misconduct
determinations are required for each respondent.

Termination or Resignation Prior to Completing Inquiry or Investigation

The termination of a respondent's University employment or affiliation, by resignation or otherwise,
before or after an allegation of possible research misconduct has been reported, will not terminate the
research misconduct proceeding or otherwise limit any of the University’s responsibilities to pursue
allegations pursuant to this Policy. If the respondent, without admitting to the misconduct, elects to resign
their position after the University receives an allegation of research misconduct, the assessment of the
allegation will proceed, as well as the inquiry and investigation, if called for under this Policy. If the
respondent refuses to participate in the process after resignation, the RIO, Vice Provost for Research and
any individual conducting the inquiry or serving on the Investigation Panel will use their best efforts to
reach a conclusion concerning the allegations, noting in the report the respondent's failure to cooperate
and its effect on the evidence.

Restoration of Reputation

If upon conclusion of the research misconduct proceeding no finding of research misconduct is made, at
the request of the respondent and as appropriate, the relevant administrative officials will undertake
reasonable and practical efforts to restore the reputation of the respondent.*® Such actions might include
notifying individuals aware of or involved in the Inquiry or Investigation of its outcome and/or sharing
the outcome in any forum in which the allegation was previously made known.

Notifying Federal Agencies of Special Circumstances

With respect to federally-funded research, the University shall, at any time during a research misconduct
proceeding, notify the relevant federal agency immediately if there is reason to believe that any of the
special circumstances requiring notification to the federal agency under applicable regulations exist.

Involvement of OQutside Legal Representatives

Respondents may engage an outside attorney to personally advise them and accompany the respondent, as
an observer, in meetings and interviews (i.e., proceedings) under this Policy. In such cases, the respondent
(or their attorney) should provide at least five (5) days’ prior notice so a representative from the
University’s Office of Legal Counsel may also be present at the relevant proceeding. Respondent’s
attorney must direct communications to the University under this Policy to the University’s Office of
Legal Counsel.

Y 1d.
3% § 93.305(d).
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Appendices

PHS regulations for Research Misconduct may be found at: https:/www.ecfr.gov/current/title-42/chapter-
I/subchapter-H/part-93.

Current NSF policy may be found at: https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-45/subtitle-B/chapter-VI/part-
689?toc=1.
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	Falsification. Falsification means manipulating research materials, equipment, or processes, or changing or omitting data or results such that the research is not accurately represented in the research record.
	Good faith. Good faith as applied to a complainant or witness means having a reasonable belief in the truth of one’s allegation or testimony, based on the information known to the complainant or witness at the time. An allegation or cooperation with a research misconduct proceeding is not in good faith if made with knowledge of or reckless disregard for information that would negate the allegation or testimony. Good faith as applied to a member of the Standing Committee, an ad hoc Investigation Panel (defined in Section V) or an administrative official conducting an inquiry means cooperating with the research misconduct proceeding by impartially carrying out the duties assigned for the purpose of helping the University meet its responsibilities, including under federal regulations governing the research misconduct. An individual does not act in good faith if their acts or omissions during the research misconduct proceedings are dishonest or influenced by personal, professional, or financial conflicts of interest with those involved in the research misconduct proceeding.
	Intentionally. To act intentionally means to act with the aim of carrying out the act.
	Knowingly. To act knowingly means to act with awareness of the act.
	Plagiarism. Plagiarism means the appropriation of another person’s ideas, processes, results, or words, without giving appropriate credit. (a) Plagiarism includes the unattributed verbatim or nearly verbatim copying of sentences and paragraphs from another’s work that materially misleads the reader regarding the contributions of the author. It does not include the limited use of identical or nearly identical phrases that describe a commonly used methodology. (b) Plagiarism does not include self-plagiarism or authorship or credit disputes, including disputes among former collaborators who participated jointly in the development or conduct of a research project. Self-plagiarism and authorship disputes do not meet the definition of research misconduct.
	Preponderance of the evidence. Preponderance of the evidence means proof by evidence that, compared with evidence opposing it, leads to the conclusion that the fact at issue is more likely true than not.
	Recklessly. To act recklessly means to propose, perform, or review research, or report research results, with indifference to a known risk of fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism.
	Respondent. Respondent means the individual against whom an allegation of research misconduct is directed or who is the subject of a research misconduct proceeding.
	Section III. Key Roles and Responsibilities for Policy Administration
	Research Integrity Officer 
	The Research Integrity Officer (“RIO”) is the institutional official responsible for administering this Policy and its procedures. The RIO is the Director, Research Integrity within University Research Administration and, for purposes of this Policy, reports to the Vice Provost for Research regarding all matters brought hereunder, as well as the Associate Vice President for Research Administration for those matters implicating federal regulations or other sponsor requirements. The RIO is responsible for maintaining records of research misconduct proceedings (i.e., documentation of assessment and inquiry determination, investigation reports, and institutional records as required by the University and federal regulations), and providing such records, reports, updates, and requests for extensions to federal agencies on a complete and timely basis.
	Deciding Official
	The Provost, as Deciding Official, makes the final determination on allegations of research misconduct and any institutional actions. The Deciding Official is not directly involved in the preliminary assessment, inquiry, or investigation. For the sake of clarity, the Deciding Official’s involvement, if any, in the appointment of a person to conduct an inquiry or to serve on an ad hoc Investigation Panel is not considered to be direct involvement. In the event the Provost is unavailable to make a final determination, the President shall serve as Deciding Official.
	The Standing Committee on Research Misconduct 
	The Provost of the University shall appoint a Standing Committee on Research Misconduct to coordinate the University’s investigations of allegations of research misconduct. In consultation with the Vice Provost for Research, the Standing Committee shall have the power to supplement applicable procedures consistent with this Policy and as appropriate, provided a statement of such supplementary procedures are included in the record of the relevant research misconduct proceeding(s). The Standing Committee members also recommend to the Vice Provost potential faculty members to serve on an ad hoc Investigation Panel. The Provost of the University shall appoint a minimum of five tenured faculty members drawn from different areas within the University to serve on the Standing Committee, one of whom shall be appointed by the Provost as the Chair. The members of the Standing Committee shall serve for a term of three years. The University may include one member from the Standing Committee in an Investigation Panel. 
	Section IV. General Policies and Principles
	Research Misconduct Prohibited; Standard of Proof 
	Research misconduct is a threat to the intellectual integrity on which the advancement of knowledge depends. Accordingly, the University of Chicago prohibits research misconduct and investigates and responds to allegations of research misconduct in accordance with this Policy. Individuals subject to this Policy found to have committed research misconduct ordinarily shall be subject to sanctions up to and including termination.
	A finding of research misconduct requires that:
	 There be a significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant research community;
	 The respondent committed the research misconduct intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly; and
	 The allegation be proven by preponderance of the evidence.
	The University bears the burden of proof for making a finding of research misconduct. A respondent has the burden of proving, by a preponderance of the evidence, all affirmative defenses raised (such as honest error or difference of opinion).
	Responsibility to Report Misconduct
	Research integrity is of paramount importance. It is the University’s expectation that good faith allegations of research misconduct will be brought to the RIO or to the Vice Provost for Research. The University prohibits retaliation of any kind against a person who, acting in good faith, reports or provides information about alleged misconduct. If an individual is unsure whether a suspected incident falls within the definition of research misconduct, that individual may meet with or contact the RIO and/or the Vice Provost for Research to discuss the matter informally. If the circumstances described by the individual do not meet the definition of research misconduct, the matter may be referred to other offices or officials, where appropriate.
	Cooperation with Research Misconduct Proceedings     
	All individuals subject to this Policy shall cooperate in the review of allegations and the conduct of inquiries and investigations. All individuals subject to this Policy, including respondents, have an obligation to provide evidence relevant to allegations.
	Duty to Maintain Confidentiality
	In light of the reputational risks and rights of a respondent, all University faculty, staff and other individuals who may be involved in the research misconduct proceeding shall to the extent possible: (1) limit disclosure of the identity of respondents, complainants, witnesses, and allegations to those who need to know, as determined by the University, in order to carry out a thorough, competent, objective, and fair process; and (2) except as otherwise prescribed by law, limit the disclosure of any records or evidence from which research subjects might be identified to those who need to know in order to carry out a proceeding. Confidential information that is provided pursuant to this Policy shall be used for the limited purposes of conducting the assessment and subsequent inquiry and investigation (if any). Those who need to know may include institutional review boards, journals, editors, publishers, co-authors, and collaborating institutions. This section does not prohibit the University from corresponding with these entities or individuals as needed about published data or acknowledging that data may be unreliable.
	Conflicts of Interest
	Individuals responsible for carrying out any part of a research misconduct proceeding must take care to ensure they do not have unresolved personal, professional, or financial conflicts of interest or the perception of a conflict of interest with the complainant, respondent, or witnesses. For example, a conflict of interest arises whenever the individual has collaborated with the party charged on any research that is the subject matter of the allegation or on any matter closely related to it. It also arises whenever the individual is a family member of the respondent or whenever any other reason prevents the individual from carrying out their responsibilities under this Policy in a fair and impartial manner. 
	To facilitate timely identification and resolutions of potential conflicts of interest, upon being notified of the identity of the individual(s) conducting the inquiry or investigation, a respondent shall have seven (7) days to raise any objection they may have, to the extent possible, to the RIO or Vice Provost for Research regarding an individual’s participation in the process based upon an alleged personal, professional, or financial conflict of interest. 
	Potential conflicts should otherwise be disclosed at the earliest to the RIO or the Vice Provost for Research so the University can assess and determine if the conflict can be managed or if, for example, an alternate must be identified. 
	Record Retention
	After completion of the proceeding and all ensuing related actions, the RIO will prepare a file, including the institutional record of the assessment, inquiry and/or investigation (as applicable) and all related sequestered evidence (where required by federal regulation), which shall be retained for a period of seven (7) years after completion of the proceeding, or such longer period if required under applicable federal regulation.
	Section V. Assessment, Inquiry, and Investigation Procedures
	Assessment
	The purpose of an assessment is to determine whether an allegation warrants an inquiry. An assessment is intended to be a review of readily accessible information relevant to the allegation.
	Conducting the Assessment: Upon receiving an allegation of research misconduct, the RIO, in consultation with the Associate Vice President for Research and Vice Provost for Research, shall promptly assess the allegation (based on the review of readily accessible information relevant to the allegation) to determine whether it (i) falls within the definition of research misconduct and (ii) is sufficiently credible and specific so that potential evidence of research misconduct may be identified. If these criteria are met, an inquiry must be conducted. The RIO shall also identify what, if any, federal agency regulations or other sponsor requirements are implicated by the allegation. The RIO shall document the basis for each assessment determination (whether an inquiry is warranted or not), and if the RIO determines that an inquiry is warranted, the RIO shall also promptly initiate an inquiry and sequester all research records and other evidence. 
	The assessment period should be brief, preferably concluded within a week. Where it is not feasible to conclude the assessment within a week, the process should proceed expeditiously. In conducting the assessment, it is not necessary to interview the complainant, respondent, or other witnesses, or to gather data beyond any that may have been submitted with the allegation, except as necessary to determine whether the allegation is sufficiently credible and specific so that potential evidence of research misconduct may be identified.
	Prompt Sequestration of Research Records and Evidence: If the assessment results in an inquiry, before or at the time the University notifies the respondent of the allegation, the RIO must take all reasonable and practical steps to obtain the original or substantially equivalent copies of all research records and other evidence that are pertinent to the inquiry and to sequester them in a secure manner. Whenever additional items become known or relevant to the inquiry (or investigation), they should also be sequestered in a secure manner. Where appropriate, including as described below, the University will give the respondent(s) copies of, or reasonable supervised access to, the sequestered materials.
	Notice to the Respondent of Initial Inquiry: At the time of or before beginning an inquiry, the RIO or Vice Provost for Research must make a good faith effort to notify the respondent in writing, if the respondent is known, that an allegation(s) of research misconduct has been raised against them, the relevant research records have been sequestered, and an inquiry will be conducted to decide whether to proceed with an investigation. The RIO may also request additional records or other materials that may be potentially relevant during the course of the inquiry. If additional respondents are identified, the University will provide written notification to the new respondent(s). All additional respondents will be given the same opportunity to respond as the initial respondent. Only allegations specific to a particular respondent will be included in the notification to that respondent. 
	Inquiry
	The purpose of an inquiry is to conduct an initial review of the available evidence to determine whether to conduct an investigation. An inquiry does not require a full review of all the evidence related to the allegation.
	Conducting the Inquiry: The RIO, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Research, shall identify the administrative official to conduct the inquiry. Subject to any conflict of interest, in the divisions, this official will normally be the department chair; in the schools, this official will normally be the Dean. The RIO will notify the administrative official and cognizant Dean (where applicable) of the allegation, the need for inquiry, and attendant obligations. The RIO will prepare a charge for the administrative official that sets forth the purpose of the inquiry and the timeframe for completion, the administrative official’s responsibilities, the allegations, and any related issues identified during the assessment. The charge shall also specify that an investigation is warranted if the administrative official determines, based on their inquiry, that: (1) there is a reasonable basis for concluding that the allegation falls within the definition of research misconduct; and (2) the preliminary information-gathering and fact-finding from the inquiry indicates that the allegation may have substance (in other words, that there is reason to believe research misconduct may have occurred). The RIO will be available throughout the inquiry to advise the administrative official as needed regarding the requirements of this Policy and related procedures.
	The administrative official, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Research and the Chair of the Standing Committee, shall be responsible for determining whether there is reason to believe that research misconduct may have been committed and, therefore, investigation is warranted. The administrative official neither has responsibility for conducting the investigation nor making the determination of whether or not research misconduct occurred. The administrative official may request access to additional relevant items, information or materials (in physical or electronic form), and may interview the respondent, complainant and/or witnesses. The administrative official shall also have the right to confidentially consult with any person whose expertise may be needed. In any event, this administrative official shall consult with the Vice Provost for Research and the Chair of the Standing Committee regarding their findings before making a final decision about the inquiry.
	At the conclusion of the inquiry, regardless of whether it is determined that an investigation is warranted, the administrative official, with support from the RIO, will prepare a draft written inquiry report that details the basis for the determination, along with any additional elements required by applicable federal regulations. 
	The RIO will give the respondent a copy of the draft inquiry report and seven (7) days for their review and comment. The administrative official shall then consider comments in relation to the draft inquiry report and make any revisions to the report as the administrative official reasonably determines, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Research and the Chair of the Standing Committee. Any comments on the report by the respondent will be attached to the final inquiry report. The RIO will notify the respondent of the inquiry’s final outcome and provide the respondent with copies of the final inquiry report, the applicable federal regulations (if any), and this Policy and related procedures. The RIO is responsible for ensuring the inquiry report and other required information is provided to a federal agency pursuant to the applicable regulations. 
	Unless circumstances warrant a longer period, as determined by the RIO, the decision whether or not to refer the matter to investigation shall be made within ninety (90) days after the matter has first been raised. The RIO shall also notify the respondent and complainant of any such extension.
	Investigation 
	The purpose of an investigation is to develop a factual record, pursue leads, examine the record, and recommend finding(s) to the Deciding Official, who will make the final decision, based on a preponderance of evidence, on each allegation and any institutional actions. As part of its investigation, the ad hoc Investigation Panel (the “Investigation Panel” or “Panel”) will pursue diligently all significant issues and relevant leads, including any evidence of additional instances of possible research misconduct, and continue the investigation to completion. Within thirty (30) days after deciding an investigation is warranted, the University will begin the investigation. 
	Selection and Charge of the Ad Hoc Investigation Panel: Upon receipt of an inquiry report that has determined investigation is warranted, the Vice Provost for Research, in consultation with the Standing Committee, shall promptly constitute an ad hoc Investigation Panel of not fewer than three tenured faculty members to conduct the investigation. Members of the Panel shall be drawn from among University faculty members having the appropriate expertise and no conflicts of interest. Where circumstances require it, the Vice Provost for Research can appoint a person or persons outside the University to the Panel. 
	Working with the Vice Provost for Research, and in cases of sponsored funding, the Associate Vice President for Research Administration, the RIO will notify the Panel of the subject matter of the investigation in a written charge that: describes the allegations and related issues identified during the inquiry; identifies the respondent(s); informs the Panel members that they must conduct the investigation as prescribed by this Policy and applicable regulations; defines research misconduct; and instructs the Panel on the burden of proof. The charge shall state that the Panel is to evaluate the evidence and testimony of the respondent(s), complainant(s), and key witnesses to determine whether, based on a preponderance of the evidence, research misconduct has occurred and, if so, to what extent, who was responsible, and its seriousness. Finally, the charge shall inform the Panel that it must prepare a written investigation report that meets the requirements of this Policy and any additional elements required by applicable federal regulations.
	The Panel shall pursue diligently all significant issues and leads discovered that are determined relevant to the investigation, including any evidence of additional instances of possible research misconduct, and continue the investigation to completion. If additional allegations are raised, the respondent must be notified in writing of the additional allegations raised against them. After reviewing all of the evidence, the Panel shall base its conclusion on whether it is more likely than not that research misconduct has been committed.
	The University will endeavor to complete all aspects of the investigation within one hundred eighty (180) days. The timeframe is subject to extension by the RIO (and where required, federal agency approval). 
	Notice to the Respondent(s): At the time of or before beginning the investigation, the RIO will notify the respondent(s) in writing of the investigation and the identity of the members of the Panel. As noted in Section IV, the respondent shall generally have seven (7) days to object to a proposed Panel member based upon a personal, professional, or financial conflict of interest. 
	Panel Collection of Additional Evidence: The Panel shall examine the previously sequestered evidence and may request additional relevant records and information or seek written or oral evidence from available individuals having information regarding any relevant aspects of the investigation. These interviews and any required transcripts shall be conducted and made available to the respondent in accordance with applicable federal regulations where relevant. 
	Preparation of the Investigation and Draft Report: The Panel shall prepare a written report which summarizes in relevant detail the evidence presented and gives reasons for its findings on the question of whether research misconduct has been committed. A copy of the draft investigation report shall be forwarded by the RIO to the Vice Provost for Research, and all records and evidence held by the Panel shall accompany the draft report. The RIO shall provide the respondent a copy of the draft report and, concurrently, a copy of, or supervised access to, the research records and other evidence that the Investigation Panel considered or relied on. The respondent will submit any comments on the draft report to the institution within 30 days of receiving the draft investigation report. The Panel shall then consider comments in relation to the draft report and make any revisions to the report as the Panel reasonably determines. The final report of the Panel, including comments from the respondent (if any) shall be made available to the Standing Committee for review and acceptance prior to the report’s submission to the Deciding Official.
	Standing Committee Review and Acceptance: The Panel’s findings on the question of whether research misconduct has been committed shall be accepted by the Standing Committee unless the Standing Committee determines that, based on the written charge to the Panel and its final report, the Panel’s decision is against the manifest weight of the evidence. In the event the Standing Committee does not accept the Panel’s decision it shall, in consultation with the Vice Provost for Research, remand the case to the Panel with instructions for further consideration or, in exceptional circumstances, the Committee may reverse the decision of the Panel or call for the transfer of the investigation to a new Panel (to be appointed by the Vice Provost) that will assume responsibility for the investigation. In any such case, the Standing Committee shall explain in writing the basis for its decision and the respondent shall be notified in writing of the Standing Committee’s decision. In the case of remand or transfer, the respondent shall also be given an opportunity to comment in writing on any subsequent Panel report in accordance with the timelines set forth above. Such subsequent Panel report (including comments from the respondent (if any)) shall then be made available to the Standing Committee for review and acceptance prior to the report’s submission to the Deciding Official. In the case of reversal, the respondent shall be given the opportunity to comment in writing on the decision of the Standing Committee in accordance with the timelines set forth above, and any such comments will be provided to the Standing Committee and the Deciding Official.
	Deciding Official Final Determination and Institutional Action: The RIO shall then submit the report to the Deciding Official to make the final determination of research misconduct findings. The Deciding Official’s final determination will be provided in a written decision that includes (i) whether the University found research misconduct and, if so, who committed the misconduct; and (ii) a description of relevant institutional actions taken or to be taken. The Deciding Official may also return the report to the Standing Committee with a request for further fact-finding or analysis. If a decision is rendered by the Deciding Official that is different from that of the Standing Committee, the Deciding Official will explain in writing the basis for rendering the decision, which will be transmitted to the RIO, Vice Provost for Research, Standing Committee and respondent, as well as the appropriate federal agency (if applicable). 
	Notice to Outside Parties: At the conclusion of the investigation, the RIO shall ensure that required notices and materials are submitted to the applicable federal agency or sponsor. The RIO will also ensure that periodic progress reports are filed with federal agencies and in accordance with federal regulations.
	The RIO shall make a good faith effort to notify the complainant that initially made the accusation of the outcome of the proceeding. The RIO, in coordination with Vice Provost for Research, shall ensure that written notification is provided to the other appropriate outside persons, agencies, journals, and research institutions. Following a finding that research misconduct did not take place (including federal agency concurrence where applicable), the Vice Provost for Research and the RIO shall, at the reasonable request of the respondent and where appropriate, undertake additional efforts to help convey that finding.
	Section VI. Other Procedures and Special Circumstances
	Coordination of Investigation with Other Institutions
	If the alleged research misconduct involves multiple institutions, the University may work closely with the other affected institutions to determine whether a joint research misconduct proceeding will be conducted. If so, the cooperating institutions will choose an institution to serve as the lead institution. In a joint research misconduct proceeding, the lead institution will obtain research records and other evidence pertinent to the proceeding, including witness testimony, from the other relevant institutions. By mutual agreement, the joint research misconduct proceeding may include investigation committee/panel members from the institutions involved. The determination of whether further inquiry and/or investigation is warranted, whether research misconduct occurred, and the institutional actions to be taken may be made by the institutions jointly or tasked to the lead institution. 
	Allegations Involving Multiple Respondents
	If the alleged research misconduct involves multiple respondents, the University may either conduct a separate inquiry for each new respondent or add them to the ongoing proceedings. The University must give additional respondent(s) notice of and an opportunity to respond to the allegations. If an investigation involves multiple respondents, separate investigation reports and research misconduct determinations are required for each respondent.
	Termination or Resignation Prior to Completing Inquiry or Investigation
	The termination of a respondent's University employment or affiliation, by resignation or otherwise, before or after an allegation of possible research misconduct has been reported, will not terminate the research misconduct proceeding or otherwise limit any of the University’s responsibilities to pursue allegations pursuant to this Policy. If the respondent, without admitting to the misconduct, elects to resign their position after the University receives an allegation of research misconduct, the assessment of the allegation will proceed, as well as the inquiry and investigation, if called for under this Policy. If the respondent refuses to participate in the process after resignation, the RIO, Vice Provost for Research and any individual conducting the inquiry or serving on the Investigation Panel will use their best efforts to reach a conclusion concerning the allegations, noting in the report the respondent's failure to cooperate and its effect on the evidence.
	Restoration of Reputation
	If upon conclusion of the research misconduct proceeding no finding of research misconduct is made, at the request of the respondent and as appropriate, the relevant administrative officials will undertake reasonable and practical efforts to restore the reputation of the respondent. Such actions might include notifying individuals aware of or involved in the Inquiry or Investigation of its outcome and/or sharing the outcome in any forum in which the allegation was previously made known.
	Notifying Federal Agencies of Special Circumstances
	With respect to federally-funded research, the University shall, at any time during a research misconduct proceeding, notify the relevant federal agency immediately if there is reason to believe that any of the special circumstances requiring notification to the federal agency under applicable regulations exist.
	Involvement of Outside Legal Representatives
	Respondents may engage an outside attorney to personally advise them and accompany the respondent, as an observer, in meetings and interviews (i.e., proceedings) under this Policy. In such cases, the respondent (or their attorney) should provide at least five (5) days’ prior notice so a representative from the University’s Office of Legal Counsel may also be present at the relevant proceeding. Respondent’s attorney must direct communications to the University under this Policy to the University’s Office of Legal Counsel.
	/
	PHS regulations for Research Misconduct may be found at: https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-42/chapter-I/subchapter-H/part-93.
	Current NSF policy may be found at: https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-45/subtitle-B/chapter-VI/part-689?toc=1.
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