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Office off Inspector General (OIG)

= Almost every federal agency/entity has an 1G

= Ani G Is an Independent office for oversight
= Promote economy, efficiency, and effectiveness...
= Prevent and detect fraud, Waste, andiabuse...

... agency programs and eperations

= NSE OIG

= 36l audiiv staff, 22 investigative stafi

= [nvestigations stafif includes:
Ph.D. scientists Speciall agents
CPAs Attorneys



Wihat dees NSE OIG Investigate?

The simple answer:

18V/[g]e
Cheatng ﬁv

Stealing



NSE OIG Inguires/investigations

= Administrative Issues
= Research Misconduct (RM) —=the MISCONDUCT
= Other regulatory violations and grant administration ISSUES

5 Civil/Criminall Misconduct
= [3lse statements and false claims
= Embezzlement and other financial crimes — the MALFEASANCE
= [alsification of evidence
= Mail andwire fraud

Viererancimore iequentiyaveane
ENCOUNERNAENYBHOE CASES i HEWASSUESI= e VIORE



How! dees O1G know what te
Investigate?

Allegations received from:

Program officers
Reviewers

Colleagues

Students and post-docs
University administrators
People like you

Anyone With an Interest In
what NSE funds

= Anenymous

\We take a general look:
= Proactive reviews
= Recurring “problems:




Ethical Issues grantees confront

= Data: Fabricating/Falsifying, Sharing
= Sharing and Using| ldeas

= Balancing Priorities

= Viaking Financial Decisions

= Authorship and Acknowledgements
= Collaborations

= Conflicts of Interest

= Paraphrasing and Plagiansm

= Vientership/Adviser Problems

= Vierit Review:.

= Obtaining Oversight Reviews (Compliance with Rules
and Regulatiens



Research Misconaduct (RIVI)

= Federal-wide definition and procedural framework.

= RM means fabrication, falsification, or plagiarismin
proposing or perferming research [, reviewing
iesearchi propoesals [] or in reporting research funded
Py [the agency]. 45 C.E.R. 689.1.a

Fabrication: Falsification: Plagiarism: appropriation

making up dataor  manipulating materials,  of another person’s ideas,

results and recording equipment, or processes, processes, results or

or reporting them or changing or omitting  words without giving
data or results appropriate credit.



The' RM Investigation Procedure

Allegation
Inquiry
Investigation
[Decision

NSE Grant Conditions
[T Institution determines that ani investigation IS necded
[IEMUSHEnetiy/ NSETmmedIately,

I'he Referrall Process
Inquires and Investigations;may: be referred to the Istitution



RIVIFCase Examples firon the
September 2007 SemiAnnuall Report

Professor Reviews Proposal for NSE, Then
Plagiarizes From It Inte His Own Propesal

Student Claims “Laziness™ for his
Fabrication/Ealsification of Data in Four
Manuscripts

2| Copled Significant Text, Tries to Blame Post-
DOC

2| Plagiarizes in Eour NSE Propesals




Examples off Other Regulatony.
\iolations

= Human Subjects / Animal Welfare

= Research with human subjects (non-medical)

Examples: a physical sciences award with an education
component for undergraduates that tracks student career
paths post-graduation; any: preject with human sukjects
that IS not conducted anenymously,

= [ACUC and IRB Committees W/ o assurances

Example: Institution with beth an IRB and IACUC
Without approvediassurances (the Federal seal-of-
appreval) leses award.

= ProgramiIncome; and Participant SUpporit



When Administrative cases turn
Civil/Criminal . . .

= Pl submitted his student’s thesis chapter as an
SBIR-1 propoesal ($100K, 6: months).
—O6)

= \\hen awarded; Pl Used the meney: e ! v
pay IS chilars tultiontata UnIVersity; alon, s
OINEr Persenal EXPEnsES. i

= P| copiedithe thesis inte:his final report
and propoesallfor the SBIR=2 award ($500K),

= University netifies OIG of plagiarism allegation
= P| deniedlevenyining. His wife did not:
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When Administrative cases turn
Civil/Criminal . . .

= NSF suspended the award and OIG Issued
Subpoeenas.

" OIG referred the: case to [DOJ, Who accepied
It oK presecution.



When Administrative: cases turn
Civil/Criminal . . .

= At a meeting with DOJ, the professor through:his
attorneys indicated that he would:like to

1) plead guilty to a criminal count (1001) i

and pay $240,000 restitution E
2) avold jail ) S
3) avoid Federal action against hiswife.

= NSE OIG recommended RIVI finding and debarment.

Profiessor and INSE settled for 3iyears veluntary.
exclusion fremi Eederal fiunding.



\What we don’t do'. . .

= Generalized INTEGRITY OF SCIENCE
= Scientific “divorces”
= Patent, copyright or programmatic disputes

= |pstitutionall personnel 1ssues; that dornet
vielate statutes, regulatiens, or grant
conditions connected withr NSE programs
=CAuthorship disputes
I.e., VWhoese name goees on the paper? Inwiiat oraer?



Possible Outcomes

= \AN/hatever sanctions the institution makes

From the NSE/Federal side of the Issue . . .

= | etter off Reprimand

= Ban fromiserving as a heviewer
= Ethics Trraining

" Certifications

= Assurances

" [Federal-wide Deparment

" Eines / Restitution

= Prisen

.—-——-'\
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Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Allegation

University notifies us that data submitted
Inte an NSE' proposall may: have been
fabrcatead



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Student conducting survey research
Results look very premising—1too premising
Mentors colleague states such

Mentor submits NSE propesal but then
guestions student on veracity: of data

Student suggests that preposal be withdrawn

Begins te claim that data was analyzed by seme
Unpknewn Individual—data exchanges via email



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Unknoewn person then sends an email to
mentor stating data are made up,
apologizes and acecount Is deleted

University: investigates, determines that
student made up data. Student dees not
defendl herselirbut dees not effer up
identiiy’ off UnKReWRI PErson



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Results
Student dismissed flrem: University

NSE Debars subject for three years



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Allegation

Post doc allegedly fabricates data ina plant
lesearch project



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Post doc publishes in a major journal
Supplementary data posted online

Peer inf CA reviews research and finds data are guestionable—
notifies mentor

When approached, post doc confesses
Research suppesedly had three replicates

Only one conducted — other two data sets were multiples ofi eriginal
data (.95,1.05)

Claims pressure to publish and lack eff adeguate supplies;in
laloratory.



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Results
Removed from school
Debarred for three years

Noew Works'in pharmaceutical sales



Research Misconduct- General
Observation

" \entor/Student interactions Is a trusted
relationship

= \\/e continue te see a slip in the effort that
professers put ferth to: mentor students

= \Vientorng often off-loaded tor Phb: o Post
DOCS



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

Pl copies 124 lines of text inte four NSE proposals;
all are 3-4 line “snippets™

= University committee confirms that Subject’s act was
“violation ofi institutional standard of scholarly integrity”

IHowever, committee votes on each individual snippet
Falls to see forest for the trees
Concludes his acts were not research misconduct

NSE disagrees — 4 yrs| certs/assurances; ethics course;
letter of reprmand



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

= P| submits 3 proposals within' a moenth
= Allegation from peer review:is that one is largely plagiarized

= |nguiry:shows the all three proposals are 85% copied from
previously submitted NSFE prepesals

= Subject provides false statements and false evidence
= University: commitiee concludes he plagianzed

= NSE concurs — delbar for 3 yis; Cents/assurances, for 3 Vrs;
ethics course



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

= P| submits proposal w/ copied text and altered figures

= Amount of text was semewhat minor.

= Eigures of cells were taken from a publication by his former
mentor

= Figure caption was altered to represent three flourescence
Images that did not accurately describe the image

= Text in proposal was written to suggest that Images were
preliminary. data collected i his lab

= University found research misconduct and PIFs employment
was terminated

= NSE finds research misconduct — letter of reprimand; 3 yris of
Certs/assuliances



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

= P| fabricates the existence of two manuscripts in his
CV and makes reference to a non-existent manuscript
In the text of his proposal

Pl admits that manuscripts did net exist.

Showed a pattern;of deceit about these manusecripts In other
scientific preopesals submitted to ether fiinding; Seurces

Institution| finds researnch misconduct and Pl's empleyment Is
terminated

NSE makes finding of research misconduct — letter of
reprimand! anad 3l yrs ofi Certifications



Research Misconduct- Case
Study

= PostbDoc allegedly fabricates data in a published paper

Data Is'a hysteresis curve — first half appears real, return
cCurve Is not suppertable

PID concurs with: committee that data looks guestionable but
denies wrongdeing

Analysis of files shows data pletiing algorithms where false
data was plotted

University concludes RV and remoeves PDifiien school

NSE cencurs and finds RM — letter ofi reprimand, 3y
debarment, 2 yrs certs/assurances, entics traming course



Making Sound Einancial/Administrative
[Decisions

Pl receives grants to work with foreign: collaborators—maostly
travel money to assist collaborator visit te US

Post 9/11 makes travel difficult

Pllunilaterally decides to put grant moenies to other related
research

Files false final report stating collaboration occurred
PO meets collaberater at foreign conference

Other awards have similar problems

Extensive travel for Lalb Tech

Lalb Tech turns out te be speuse

Institution supposedly: aware of the COl

Possihile civil lrability:



Making

Sound Einancial/Administrative
Decisions

= |n 1993, NSF awarded a 5-year $3.8
million grant to an institution to create a
center to enhance science teaching in

public

schools

= Subject was hired to be a Co-Pl

= Hagc
the

s He

peen convicted in 1988 for hurglanzing
NOMES ofi NIs and his moether’s friends

ied on s Institution application abeut

RIS criminal nIstery



Making Sound Einancial/Administrative

Decisions

Subject habitually used the VISA card Issued to
him for the project as Ifi it were his ewn — for
example:

=  Greceres: 85 times at stores suehias, Safeway

= Garden supplies, hardware, and pet supplies: 90
times at stores such as Heme Depot

= EXpensive clething andijewelny for his wife, and
clothing and teys fer his children: dozens ofi times

IHe submitied papernverk te Institution that lied
about the items andl thelr purpose



Making Sound Einancial/Administrative
[Decisions

= |pstitution hired subject’s wife to woerk on the
project in 1995

= For 2 years, she was employed part time and
pald for the hours werked at an hourly rate
nased on a hand-written timesheet submitted
twice each month.

= She never filled out her timesheets — instead,
subject filled them out with exaggerated hours,
ferged her signature, and submitied them to
Institution to receive fraudulently’ larger
paychecks




Making Sound Einancial/Administrative

Decisions

Institution became suspicious of subject In
1999 and began an internal review

IHe acknowledged the $108,497 fraud
Institution uncovered, but did not Inform them
oft any. of his additional fraudulent activities

Institution allowed subject to continue Werking
O the grant preject, theugh it remeved his
ability to charge expenditures to the grant and
leguired him to repay. the $108,497 — ofi which
it repaid $56,676 torNSE



Making Sound Einancial/Administrative

Decisions

We and defense counsel submitted sentencing
memoranda, argued In sentencing hearing

Tfhe court rejected a reguest for a reduction,
sentenced him to: (1) 1 year in prison; (2) 2
years of supervised release following prison;
and (3) pay: restitution tor NSF In the amount of
$93,503 (inraddition to the $56,676 previously
rlepaid ter NSE)

NSE may recover additienal funds; firem

Institution, for unallewahble costs above
$20)2:10)0]0)



Contact Infermation

WWW-0lg.hsf.gov

Hotline:1-800-428-2189
E-mail:elg@nsf.gov.
Fax:(703) 292-9158

Mail:
4201 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, VA 22230
ATTN: OIG HOTLINE



http://www.oig.nsf.gov/
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