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Summary of Proposed Revisions to Boston University Policy on 

Misconduct in Scholarship and Research 

 In June of 2005, the NIH’s Office of Research Integrity (ORI) publicized a number of 
new requirements for research misconduct investigations by institutions receiving PHS funds. 
Although the University has complied with ORI’s new requirements since their publication, the 
University’s currently published policy on research misconduct must be changed to reflect these 
federal requirements. Other changes within the University, including the staffing of its first 
Office of Research Compliance and designation of the Associate Vice President for Research 
Compliance as the Research Integrity Officer (RIO), necessitate additional changes to the policy 
that are beneficial to the University community. 

Proposed Revisions 

 Role of the Research Integrity Officer.  The main procedural change in the proposed 
policy is that the process of investigating charges will be overseen by the Research Integrity 
Officer (RIO), who is the AVP for Research Compliance. The role of the Provosts will be limited 
to key decisions during the process such as (a) choosing the inquiry and investigation committees 
(b) making the decision whether to proceed to an investigation; (c) determining whether the 
institution will make a final finding of research misconduct; and (d) deciding what sanctions, if 
any, should follow from a finding of research misconduct. Importantly, it will be the RIO and not 
the Provost who will decide whether particular allegations are sufficient to require an inquiry 
(although the Provost would be consulted on any decision to not move forward to an inquiry).  
The roles set out in the proposed policy are in keeping with the model policies of NIH’s Office 
of Research Integrity, in which there is a clear distinction between the role of the RIO and the 
role of the Deciding Official (DO) (for us, the Provosts) such that the DO does not have direct 
prior involvement in the institution’s allegations assessment, inquiry, or investigation 
procedures. 

 Narrowed Definition of Misconduct.  The revised policy narrows the scope of allegations 
that must be investigated according to the stated procedures to those involving fabrication, 
falsification, or plagiarism and that also involve federal funding from an agency that mandates 
such procedures (i.e., NIH, NSF). Uses of the policy in situations not involving such funding 
sources is at the discretion of the Provosts. The revised policy makes clear that it does not pertain 
to authorship or credit disputes, conduct which is under the purview of various review boards or 
committees such as the IRB, or allegations concerning misuse of funds. 

 Streamlined Inquiry Phase.  The inquiry phase has been simplified by deleting the 
respondent’s right to appeal the decision to conduct an inquiry, deleting the respondent’s right to 
appear with representation, referring to “interviews” rather than “testimony” and making clear 
that the threshold for commencing an inquiry and for moving from an inquiry to an investigation 
is fairly low. This brings the University’s policy into line with mandated PHS procedures, as the 
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purpose of the inquiry phase is not to determine whether misconduct has occurred, but only 
whether the allegation has sufficient substance to warrant moving forward to an investigation. 

 Changed Rights of Respondent in Investigative Phase.  The revised policy changes the 
rights provided to respondents during the investigation phase. Specifically, the respondent is not 
necessarily given the right to attend all meetings of the committee or to cross-examine witnesses 
who testify before the committee. However, the respondent is entitled to receive copies of all 
documents, materials, transcripts, and witness statements received into the record of the 
investigation and to comment on all such evidence prior to the committee’s submission of its 
final report to the appropriate Provost. 

 Sequestration of Records.  To conform to PHS requirements, the revised policy contains 
a clearer description of what constitutes a “research record” and is explicit regarding the need 
for, and the process of, sequestration of all records including electronic files. 

 Interaction with Faculty Termination Provisions.   In the Section entitled “Tenure and 
Promotion on the Charles River Campus,” the Faculty Handbook currently states as follows: 

The services of a faculty member on Tenure may be terminated only for adequate 
cause as provided in the policy, “Suspension or Termination for Cause,” as a 
result of a discontinuation as provided in University Policies on “Program 
Discontinuation and Consequent Faculty Terminations,” or as provided in the 
University policy “Allegations of Misconduct in Scholarship and Research” 
(emphasis added) 

In addition, the Section of the Faculty Handbook entitled “Suspension or Termination for Cause” 
currently states that, in cases involving scientific misconduct, the University will apply the 
provisions of its research misconduct policy instead of the policies set forth under “Suspension 
or Termination for Cause.” 

Using the research misconduct proceedings as a method of terminating a tenured faculty member 
is not appropriate under the proposed policy because the process rights afforded a faculty 
member accused of research misconduct are less than those provided to faculty members who are 
being terminated “for cause."   

The University Council Committee on Faculty Policies has agreed that, when the new research 
misconduct policy is adopted, the Faculty Handbook should be revised to (a) delete the reference 
to the research misconduct proceedings in the section entitled “Tenure and Promotion on the 
Charles River Campus”; and (b)  state in “Suspension or Termination for Cause” that a Provost’s 
underlying finding of research misconduct shall not be revisited by a hearing committee 
considering a faculty member’s for-cause termination, but that such a committee shall review 
and provide a recommendation as to whether the finding of research misconduct should result in 
termination. 


