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FAQ on the Research Misconduct Policy Proposal 

Can You Briefly Summarize the PCC recommendation on research misconduct policy? 

 Yes.  After study and deliberation that involved substantial back-and-forth with the NKU 

administration, in April 2019 the PCC voted to recommend a package of technical amendments 

to NKU Faculty Handbook Sec. 16.7 (NKU’s current Research Misconduct Policy).  The PCC-

recommended amendments would bring the Handbook more clearly into conformity with 

applicable federal regulations, without changing the current scope of the policy’s coverage.  

If the PCC’s recommendation doesn’t materially change the current Faculty Handbook policy, 

then why has there been any controversy? 

 A controversy arose when the NKU administration asked the Senate to recommend two 

changes to existing policy.  In the PCC’s view, the changes sought by the administration would 

imprudently relax NKU’s current standards of academic integrity, and would make it harder for 

the faculty to police certain forms and instances of academic misconduct that have, 

unfortunately, occurred at NKU.  Because integrity is a core value at NKU, PCC could not 

recommend that our current standard of research integrity be relaxed. 

Why shouldn’t the Senate defer to the administration on such matters?    

 The NKU Faculty Senate exists to represent the faculty, not to represent the 

administration.1  The Senate’s role in shared governance requires it to “[e]valuate university 

policies, programs, and practices and recommend such improvements as seem warranted” 

from a faculty perspective. 2  The Faculty Senate Constitution explicitly contemplates that the 

Senate will make recommendations with which the administration may disagree.3  It provides 

                                                           
1  “The Faculty Senate is the official representative body of the General Faculty of Northern Kentucky 

University.” NKU Faculty Senate Constitution Art. I.A.  “The purposes of the Faculty Senate are to: (1) Provide a 

forum for the faculty to propose policy and to discuss all matters relating to the wellbeing of the University; and (2) 

Allow the faculty to participate effectively in the enactment of university policies.” NKU Faculty Senate 

Constitution Art. I.B. 

2  NKU Faculty Senate Constitution Art. I.B.4.  See also Statement of Collegial Governance at NKU Part B.1 
(“Faculty bodies have primary responsibility for recommendations in [academic] matters . . . [including] policies 
which result in dismissal of tenured faculty, . . . and their recommendations should be implemented except for 
compelling reasons.”). 

3  See NKU Faculty Senate Constitution Art. I.C.  (“As the representative of the General Faculty, the Senate 
shall be a counselor to the University president in matters of faculty concern. When the University president 
disagrees with a recommendation of the Senate, he/she may request the Senate to reconsider its decision at its 
next regular meeting or at a special meeting called for that purpose. The University president or his/her designee 
shall provide the Senate with the reasons for his/her disagreement.  The Senate shall reconsider its decision, giving 
due weight to the University president's reasons.  If the Senate and University president cannot agree, the 
University President, at the request of the Senate, shall report the Senate's views to the Board of Regents.”).  See 
also Statement of Collegial Governance at NKU Part B.1 (“Faculty bodies have primary responsibility for 
recommendations in [academic] matters, and their recommendations should be implemented except for 
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procedures for resolving such disagreements collegially, and in public.4   These procedures 

represent the essence of shared collegial governance.   The capacity to give unwelcome advice 

to the administration is an essential attribute of the Faculty Senate that should not be diluted 

through self-censorship. 

What are the actual points of disagreement between the administration and the PCC? 

 There are only two points of disagreement between the administration and the PCC.  

One disagreement concerns the scope of the definition of “research misconduct.”  The other 

disagreement concerns a “statute of limitations.”   

What’s the disagreement over the definition of “research misconduct”? 

 Section 16.7.2 of the NKU Faculty Handbook currently defines “research misconduct” to 

include “Fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other serious deviations from those accepted 

practices in proposing, carrying out, or reporting results from research.”  

 The current Handbook language prohibiting “other serious deviations from those 

accepted practices” may sound vague.  But at NKU, that language has been given authoritative 

interpretation in written reports issued by various investigating committees, all working under 

the supervision of the NKU Office of General Counsel.   In an exemplary NKU Investigative 

Report prepared in 2002, the phrase “other serious deviations from those accepted practices” 

was defined to include “the recycling of material in redundant or duplicate publications, 

compounded by a failure to cite the prior work.”5  

 Under this definition, the term “Redundant or duplicate publications” was further 

defined to mean “publications in which a substantial portion of the work has already been 

published. It also includes the situation in which the work is either so similar to previously 

published material or so modest an extension of previously published work that it would not be 

viewed as significant were the previous publication acknowledged.”6 

 Also under this definition, the term “Failure to cite prior work” was further defined to 

refer to “papers that are presented as if the material were new when in fact the authors have 

                                                           
compelling reasons.  Reasons for non-implementation of faculty recommendations should be clearly stated in 
writing. . . . “).  

4  See id. 

5  Investigative Report Setting forth the General Findings Of the Investigation Into Papers by Shailendra 
Verma, Balasubramani Ramjee, Anju Ramjee, Louis Noyd, and Richard Snyder 1995-2001, prepared by the NKU 
Ad Hoc Investigative Committee on Research Misconduct (Thomas Kearns, Robert Kempton, and Matthew Shank), 
at 5 (Dec. 23, 2002), online at <https://www.sendspace.com/pro/ykfsfx>; 

6  Ibid. 

https://www.sendspace.com/pro/ykfsfx
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previously published much of the body of the work before. An extension or recycling of 

previous work must be viewed as such, not as a new and original contribution.”7 

 The entire 2002 Investigative Report, including the definitions quoted above, was 

approved in 2003 by the NKU Board of Regents, upon the recommendation of the NKU 

President, Provost, and General Counsel.   In the present PCC recommendation, these existing 

Board-approved NKU definitions are retained, but now would be recited directly in the main 

text of the Faculty Handbook.   

Why shouldn’t NKU faculty members be allowed to recycle their scholarly work in redundant 

or duplicate publications without citing the prior work?   

The 2002 NKU Investigative Report answers this question as follows: 

Readers of proceedings and journal articles have a right to know what is new and 

original in the work in question and how the work is related to previously published 

material. This requires fair attribution of prior work, including work by the same 

authors. Because evaluation of faculty members at the University depends in part on an 

evaluation of their scholarly activity, the obligation to disclose debts to prior work to 

readers is especially important for those at the University who evaluate performance. 

Department committees that make decisions on reappointment, promotion, and 

tenure; chairs that make these same decisions and also decisions about salaries and 

merit raises; and higher administrators who do the same – all are entitled to a fair 

understanding of the origins and nature of the scholarly work. 8 

 The PCC concurs in these views.  Accordingly, PCC does not consider it a “best practice” 

for NKU faculty members to recycle scholarly work in redundant or duplicate publications 

without citing the prior work, or to permit their colleagues to do so without consequence. 

What was this 2002 Investigative Report about? 

 In 2002, five professors in the NKU Department of Finance were found to have co-

authored and published 23 articles whose content overlapped significantly, over a period of 

nearly a decade.  The faculty investigating committee described its findings as follows:  

[The overlap between the papers was] not simply minor duplication of sentences or 

even an occasional paragraph. In some cases it amounts to essentially an entire paper 

                                                           
7  Ibid. 

8  Ibid. at 6.  See also Michael R. Carroll & Sara Sidebottom, Business School Ethical Dilemma: A Case Study, 

2 Business Renaissance Quarterly 91, 99 (Summer 2007) (noting that many journals have "explicit policies about 

duplicative or redundant publications which generally provide that by submitting a paper for review the authors 

certify that the work has not been previously published, accepted for publication, presented or submitted 

elsewhere"; such policies reflect “generally accepted expectations of academic submissions"). 
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being recycled. In every instance, the redundancy is accompanied by a failure to cite the 

prior and duplicated work. In fact, none of the twenty three papers cite any of the 

others. In almost every instance, very similar papers have been given quite distinct 

titles, with no suggestion of the relationship between the papers. They have in most 

cases then been submitted to different outlets for presentation and publication. The 

Committee considers the packaging of this redundant material to be part of a deliberate 

and extended pattern of deceit, intended to present the papers in question as entirely 

new work. The Committee considers this particular deviation from accepted practices to 

be research misconduct. It will be reported as “deceitful duplication of material.” 

 In 2003, this committee’s conclusion was endorsed by the NKU General Counsel, 

Provost, President, and Board of Regents.  Under the administration’s present proposal, in 

contrast, such conduct would no longer fall within NKU’s definition of “research misconduct.”  

Are NKU students allowed to recycle the same academic work in more than one course 

without acknowledging the prior work? 

 No.  An NKU student may not “[s]ubmit an examination, assignment, or graduation 
requirement that the student has or will submit for credit in another course, without express 
approval from the professors in each of the courses.”9   The PCC believes that NKU students 
should not be held to a higher standard of integrity in their coursework than NKU faculty 
members are held to in our scholarly and creative activity. 

Should NKU’s policy reflect the variation in accepted practices across academic fields?   

 Yes.    PCC recommends that the Handbook definition of “research misconduct” (Section 

16.7.2.5) should state that “The question of what constitutes a serious deviation from accepted 

scholarly practices must be resolved by applying the standards and norms of the particular 

academic discipline at issue.”   Research practices that are generally accepted within an NKU 

faculty member’s scholarly field cannot be deemed “misconduct” under this definition.   

Got it.  So what is the other controversy over a “statute of limitations”? 

 Under the current NKU Faculty Handbook, investigations may take place whenever 

evidence of misconduct is discovered and reported.  The NKU administration, however, sought 

to introduce a “safe harbor,” in which misconduct generally would become immune from 

investigation if it remained undetected or unreported for six years.  Because some forms of 

misconduct (such as plagiarism) may remain undetected for a long time but yet remain easy to 

prove when discovered, the PCC did not recommend setting any fixed “safe harbor” time 

period. 

                                                           
9  NKU Student Honor Code Sec. H.2.1.f, codified at NKU Code of Student Rights and Responsibilities Sec. 
V.H.2.1.f (2012), <https://inside.nku.edu/scra/information/students/rights-responsibilities.html#policies>. 

https://inside.nku.edu/scra/information/students/rights-responsibilities.html#policies
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Is there some law that requires NKU to relax our current standards of research integrity? 

 No.   For most NKU faculty members, the standards of integrity that govern scholarly 

and creative activity are established by academic/institutional norms and policies, not by laws 

or regulations.10  For NKU faculty members who perform federally-funded behavioral and 

biomedical research, however, the standards of research integrity also are governed, in part, by 

US Department of Health & Human Services (HHS) regulations (42 CFR Part 93).  For such 

federally-funded research, these HHS regulations require NKU to investigate certain allegations 

concerning data fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism, and to deploy certain investigative 

procedures in so doing.  To ensure that our Handbook remains in compliance with these 

regulations, all pertinent text provided by the Provost’s office was incorporated into PCC’s 

recommendation. 

 Importantly, however, the federal regulations set forth in 42 CFR Part 93 set only 

minimum permissible standards of integrity for federally-funded behavioral and biomedical 

research.  Those HHS regulations do not prohibit institutions from setting higher standards.   To 

the contrary, Section 102(d) of the HHS regulations explicitly states that the government "does 

not prohibit or otherwise limit how institutions handle allegations of misconduct that do not fall 

within this part's definition of research misconduct or that do not involve PHS support."  42 CFR 

§ 93.102(d) (emphasis added).   Indeed, in its own “Q&A” on the application of these 

regulations, the HHS Office of Research Integrity offers the following explanation: 

Q: May an institution have different standards and definitions for research misconduct 

than those in the final rule? 

A: Yes. Although an institution must apply the regulatory definitions, standards, and 

requirements in evaluating an allegation of research misconduct reported to ORI, it may 

also apply its internal definitions or standards in determining whether misconduct has 

occurred at the institutional level. An institution may find misconduct under its internal 

standards and impose administrative sanctions based on that finding, regardless of 

whether the institution or ORI makes a finding of research misconduct under the HHS 

standard. Section 93.319. 11 

                                                           
10 See 2002 Investigative Report at 4 (finding it unnecessary to investigate any "failure to meet other 
material legal requirements governing research" because "No federal funding was involved for the research under 
investigation in this case"). 

11  US Department of Health & Human Services, Office of Research Integrity, Questions and Answers 42 CFR 
Part 93, at 6, <https://ori.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/QandA.reg.6-06.pdf> (emphasis added), included in Appendix 
C of Memorandum from NKU General Counsel Joan Gates to NKU Faculty Senate Executive Committee (Oct 11, 
2019).   See also White House Office of Science & Technology Policy, Federal Policy On Research Misconduct Sec. 
VI ("Roles of Other Organizations: This federal policy does not limit the authority of research institutions, or other 
entities, to promulgate additional research misconduct policies or guidelines or more specific ethical guidance.") 
(Nov. 11, 2002), <https://www.aps.org/policy/statements/upload/federalpolicy.pdf>, included in Appendix D of 
Memorandum from NKU General Counsel Joan Gates to NKU Faculty Senate Executive Committee (Oct 11, 2019). 

https://ori.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/QandA.reg.6-06.pdf
https://www.aps.org/policy/statements/upload/federalpolicy.pdf
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 In short, NKU is neither required nor prohibited by federal regulations to police any of 

the following forms of research misconduct: 

 Misconduct in scholarly or creative activity that is not federally funded; 

 Misconduct that remains undiscovered or unreported for six years (with exceptions); 

 Recycling of material in redundant or duplicate publications, compounded by a failure to 

cite the prior work (i.e. “self-plagiarism”); or 

 Other serious deviations from accepted practices. 

 With respect to each of these forms of research misconduct, the NKU Board of Regents 

has recognized that NKU is free to adopt whatever substantive policy best suits NKU.12 

Is it possible for the PCC-recommended Handbook policy to conflict with federal law? 

 No.  Section 16.7.2.5 of the new Handbook language recommended by PCC would 

provide: 

In cases of allegations involving activities submitted to or supported by a federal agency 

where definitions or procedures for research misconduct specified in the agency's 

regulations differ from those in this policy, the definitions and procedures in the 

agency’s regulations will be used.   

 By this language, the Handbook itself would require that federal laws and regulations 

must be adhered to in all instances in which they apply, including in instances where contrary 

Handbook provisions otherwise might apply.   Accordingly, this language renders it impossible 

for the PCC-proposed Handbook language to conflict with any federal law or regulation. 

  

                                                           
12  See ibid.  (“Following a decade of discussion and reports, the federal Office of Science and Technology in 

the Executive Office of the President issued a revised policy on research misconduct in 2000. The fourth prong in 

NKU’s policy – serious deviation from accepted practices – is no longer a part of the federal policy and there has 

been some question about our continued use of this clause. However, although the federal policy no longer 

includes the “deviation from accepted practices” clause, it does not preclude its use. The federal guidelines, which 

apply only to federally sponsored research, explicitly recognize the authority of universities to add to the federal 

guidelines.”) (emphasis added). 
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The HHS regulations don’t require NKU to investigate “self-plagiarism”?  Doesn’t this mean 

that HHS doesn’t think “self-plagiarism” is all that bad?    

 Although applicable HHS regulations neither prohibit nor require institutions like NKU to 

police “self-plagiarism,” the HHS Office of Research Integrity continues to characterize “self-

plagiarism” as one of “the most serious negative consequences” of the present academic 

ecosystem.  It observes: 

As can be expected, and in the context of decreasing or, at best, stagnant funding for 

research, the current reward system produces a tremendous amount of pressure for 

scientists to generate as many publications as possible. Unfortunately, some of the most 

serious negative consequences of the present system, aside from fabrication, 

falsification and outright plagiarism, are the problems of duplicate publication and of 

other forms of redundancy. In the sciences, duplicate publication generally refers to the 

practice of submitting a paper with identical or near identical content to more than one 

journal, without alerting the editors or readers to the existence of its earlier published 

version.13    

 The HHS Office of Research Integrity does not does not consider it a “best practice” for 

researchers to recycle scholarly work in redundant or duplicate publications without citing the 

prior work, or to permit their colleagues to do so without consequence. 

Do NKU’s accreditors want NKU to stop policing “self-plagiarism”? 

 No.  In 2003, the NKU College of Business removed five faculty members from the 

classroom, mid-semester, after finding that those faculty members had engaged in a course of 

research misconduct, including fraudulent submission of duplicative or redundant publications.   

When provided with the faculty committee's investigative report, the College’s accreditor 

concluded that in removing tenured faculty members for fraudulent submission of duplicative 

or redundant publications, "Northern Kentucky University acted appropriately and decisively to 

correct the internal research misconduct."14   

  

                                                           
13  See, e.g., HHS Office of Research Integrity, Avoiding Plagiarism, Self-plagiarism, and Other Questionable 
Writing Practices: A Guide to Ethical Writing (2003, revised 2015), online at <https://ori.hhs.gov/plagiarism-14>. 

14  AACSB Maintenance Accreditation Committee Letter (2003), quoted in Michael R. Carroll & Sara 

Sidebottom, Business School Ethical Dilemma: A Case Study, 2 Business Renaissance Quarterly 91, 106 (Summer 

2007). 

 

https://ori.hhs.gov/plagiarism-14
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How do other universities define “research misconduct”? 

 Substantially all American universities define “research misconduct” to include 

fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism (“FFP”).15  But many define “research misconduct” 

more expansively.16  Recently, the Dean of the Faculty at Cornell University conducted a limited 

survey of research misconduct policies at Cornell’s peer institutions.17  He found that seven of 

Cornell’s peer institutions were “FFP-only” institutions in which “research misconduct” 

procedures are reserved exclusively to address fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism claims.18    

In contrast, he found that eleven peer institutions, plus Cornell itself, were “FFP-plus” 

institutions, in which university policies and procedures that addresses research misconduct 

“include more than just the ‘core’ FFP standard in its list of research-related prohibitions.” 19   

 Some “FFP-plus” universities have adopted express policy language of the type that PCC 

recommends.  For example, the Virginia Tech Faculty Handbook includes the following 

language:  

Scholarship. Guided by a deep conviction of the worth and dignity of the advancement 

of knowledge, we recognize our primary responsibility to our disciplines is to seek and 

to state the truth. To this end, we devote our energies to developing and improving our 

scholarly competence. We accept the obligation to exercise critical self-discipline and 

judgment in using, extending, and transmitting knowledge. We practice intellectual 

honesty and do not compromise our freedom of inquiry. At Virginia Tech, self-plagiarism 

is considered unethical behavior. Self-plagiarism occurs when authors reuse substantial 

parts of their own published work as new without providing appropriate references to 

the previous work if this reuse deviates materially from standard practice in the field.20 

                                                           
15  Institutions must police these three forms of misconduct in order to remain eligible to particpate in 
federally-funded biomedical and behavioral research,   See 42 C.F.R. § 93.103.   

16  See 42 C.F.R. § 93.102(d) (federal regulations do not “prohibit or otherwise limit how institutions handle 
allegations of misconduct that do not fall within this part's definition of research misconduct or that do not involve 
PHS support.”). 

17  Promoting Research Integrity: What is Research Misconduct?, Cornell University Office of the Dean of 
the Faculty Web Site, <https://theuniversityfaculty.cornell.edu/news/promoting-research-integrity/definitions-
and-examples/>. 

18  These seven institutions were Berkeley, Brown, Columbia, Dartmouth, Harvard, NYU, and Virginia 
Commonwealth University.  Ibid. For these FFP-Only schools, “no effort was made to see how other research-
related malpractices are handled.”  Ibid. 

19  Ibid.  These institutions were Cornell, Duke, Johns Hopkins, MIT, NYU, Princeton, Stanford, The University 
of Chicago, the University of Michigan, the University of Pennsylvania, The University of Texas, and the University 
of Washington.   Ibid. 

20  Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Faculty Handbook § 2.23.1 (approved Aug 26, 2019), 
<https://www.provost.vt.edu/who_we_are/faculty_affairs/faculty_handbook/chapter02.html.html#2.0> 
(emphasis added).  See also Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Policy on Misconduct in Research, 

https://theuniversityfaculty.cornell.edu/news/promoting-research-integrity/definitions-and-examples/
https://theuniversityfaculty.cornell.edu/news/promoting-research-integrity/definitions-and-examples/
https://www.provost.vt.edu/who_we_are/faculty_affairs/faculty_handbook/chapter02.html.html#2.0
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 Similarly, The University of Tennessee defines (and prohibits) “redundant publication” 

as follows: 

Redundant Publication (sometimes called self-plagiarism) means either multiple 

publications of the same material, by the same author, to the extent that the core of the 

new document fails to constitute an original contribution to knowledge. Redundant 

Publication can constitute Research Misconduct, depending on the standards of the 

relevant discipline and scientific community.21 

 Using different terminology with the same essential meaning, The University of 

Maryland defines (and prohibits) “self-plagiarism” as follows: 

“Self-Plagiarism” means the representation of the same materials as original in more 

than one publication.  Self-Plagiarism can include reuse of one’s own words, images, 

data, or other products of Research without appropriate attribution and/or, in the case 

in which copyright is held by another person or organization, without receiving 

appropriate permission. When not in accordance with accepted standards in the 

relevant discipline, Self-Plagiarism may constitute Scholarly Misconduct.22 

 In yet another verbal formulation, the University of Pittsburgh defines (and prohibits) 

“duplicate publication” as follows: 

DUPLICATE PUBLICATION 

Researchers should not publish the same article in two different places without very 

good reason to do so, unless appropriate citation is made in the later publication to the 

earlier one, and unless the editor is explicitly informed. The same rule applies to 

abstracts.  If there is unexplained duplication of publication without citation, sometimes 

referred to as self-plagiarism, a reader may be deceived as to the amount of original 

research data. 

                                                           
Policy No. 13020, at 1 (last revised Nov 8, 2018), <https://policies.vt.edu/13020.pdf> ("At Virginia Tech, self-
plagiarism is considered unethical behavior."). 

21  The University of Tennessee Policy and Procedures on Responsible Conduct in Research and Scholarly 

Activities, Policy No. RE0001, at 4 ¶ 22 (Sept. 15, 2016), 

<https://universitytennessee.policytech.com/dotNet/documents/?docid=175&public=true>. “For developing 

guidance on redundant publication, dual publication, self-plagiarism, “salami-slicing” and similar topics,” the 

University of Tennessee’s Research Misconduct Policy expressly cites the HHS Office of Research Integrity guidance 

web module on “Avoiding plagiarism, self-plagiarism, and other questionable writing practices: A guide to ethical 

writing,” at http://ori.hhs.gov/avoiding-plagiarism-self-plagiarism-and-other-questionable-writing-practices-guide-

ethical-writing.   Ibid. at 4 ¶ 22 n.21. 

22  University of Maryland Policy and Procedures Concerning Scholarly Misconduct § I ("Definitions”), at 10 
(amended and approved March 12, 2019) (emphasis added), 
<https://president.umd.edu/sites/president.umd.edu/files/documents/policies/III-110A.pdf>.  

https://policies.vt.edu/13020.pdf
https://universitytennessee.policytech.com/dotNet/documents/?docid=175&public=true
http://ori.hhs.gov/avoiding-plagiarism-self-plagiarism-and-other-questionable-writing-practices-guide-ethical-writing
http://ori.hhs.gov/avoiding-plagiarism-self-plagiarism-and-other-questionable-writing-practices-guide-ethical-writing
https://president.umd.edu/sites/president.umd.edu/files/documents/policies/III-110A.pdf
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It is improper in most fields to allow the same manuscript to be under review by more 

than one journal at the same time.  Very often journals specify that a submitted work 

should not have been published or submitted for publication elsewhere, and some 

journals require that a submitted manuscript be accompanied by a statement to that 

effect.23 

But how common is this kind of policy language?  

 Only a minority of American universities appear to have adopted explicit policy language 

on this subject.  But importantly:  among universities that lack such specific language on-point, 

it is common for broad or general research misconduct policy language to be invoked, as 

needed, to investigate claims of excessive text-recycling, duplicative publication, or self-

plagiarism.  The research misconduct policy of the University of Cincinnati, for example, does 

not specifically name “self-plagiarism” or “duplicate publication” as forms of research 

misconduct.  Instead, UC’s research misconduct policy broadly proclaims that: 

Fraud in research undermines the scientific enterprise in ways that go far beyond the 

waste of public funds.  Although an uncommon event relative to the large scientific 

literature, violations of accepted standards inevitably appear in this as in all human 

pursuits.  Institutions engaged  in  research  have  a  major  responsibility,  not  only  to  

provide  an  environment  that  promotes  integrity,  but  also  to  establish  and  enforce  

policies  that  deal  effectively and expeditiously with allegations or evidence of fraud.24 

 Despite its lack of explicit reference to self-plagiarism, however, the University of 

Cincinnati nonetheless does rely upon the quoted language to investigate such misconduct.  In 

mid-July 2008, for example, the University of Cincinnati Provost's office received a letter 

accusing a tenured computer science professor of “self-plagiarism” and other misconduct.25  In 

response, on July 25, 2008, the Dean of UC’s College of Engineering initiated an investigative 

proceeding.26  Although the Dean’s investigation centered mainly on other allegations, the 

“accusation of self-plagiarism against Dr. Agrawal was separately investigated by Jane Strasser 

and Melissa Colbert, who both work in the University's Research Compliance group.  They 

                                                           
23  University of Pittsburgh Guidelines For Responsible Conduct of Research § 4.d (revised March 2011), 

<http://www.provost.pitt.edu/documents/GUIDELINES%20FOR%20ETHICAL%20PRACTICES%20IN%20RESEARCH-

FINALrevised2-March%202011.pdf> (emphasis added). 

24  Conduct and Ethics:  Policy For Investigation of Research Misconduct, University of Cincinnati Document 

3361 (10-17-05), at Page 2, <https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf> 

(emphasis added).   See also ibid. at 4 (“Appropriate administrative action may be taken as necessary to ensure the 

integrity  of  the  research, to  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of  research  subjects and the public, to protect 

sponsoring agency funds, and to assure that the purposes of the financial assistance are met.”) (emphasis added). 

25  Agrawal v. University of Cincinnati, 977 F.Supp.2d 800, 808 (S.D. Ohio 2013), aff’d in pertinent part, 574 
Fed.Appx. 570, 576-77 (6th Cir. 2015) (unpublished opinion). 

26  Ibid. at 809. 

http://www.provost.pitt.edu/documents/GUIDELINES%20FOR%20ETHICAL%20PRACTICES%20IN%20RESEARCH-FINALrevised2-March%202011.pdf
http://www.provost.pitt.edu/documents/GUIDELINES%20FOR%20ETHICAL%20PRACTICES%20IN%20RESEARCH-FINALrevised2-March%202011.pdf
https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf
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essentially concluded that Dr. Agrawal had improperly replicated some of his own previously 

published work in a subsequent professional publication, but that the issue was not worth 

further pursuit by UC based on the type of publication that was involved."27    

 Although this particular investigation resulted in no disciplinary action against the 

professor, the episode confirms that the University of Cincinnati does interpret its broad policy 

language on research misconduct to apply to self-plagiarism.  Indeed, UC subsequently 

addressed self-plagiarism again in another more recent misconduct investigation.28 

 Although research misconduct proceedings ordinarily are confidential, court decisions 

reveal evidence that other peer institutions in our region interpret broad handbook language 

similarly to UC and NKU.  The Ohio State University (TOSU), for example, recently enforced a 

policy that defined research misconduct broadly to include research “practices that seriously 

deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the relevant scholarly community”.29   

Using this definition, a faculty committee convened by the Dean of TOSU’s College of Pharmacy 

found potential research misconduct when a tenured full professor recycled major portions of 

text from her own 2005 article into a 2007 article, without citation or attribution.30   As 

summarized by a federal judge: 

The committee did find that ‘most of the prose in the 2007 article has been directly 

taken from the 2005 article’, and concluded that ‘the practice of using large sections of 

previous work, particularly without citation, represents the poorest of scholarly 

practices’....   The report stated the committee's belief ‘that the failure to quote the 

2005 article in the 2007 article seriously deviates from commonly accepted practices 

within the research community and as such represents misconduct.’31 

 Like UC and TOSU, to date NKU to date has relied on broad, non-specific Faculty 

Handbook language to investigate claims of excessive text-recycling, duplicative publication, or 

self-plagiarism.32   The PCC recommends that such claims should continue to be investigated 

                                                           
27  Ibid. at 812.  The accusations of “self-plagiarism” were investigated with the advice and counsel of 
University of Cincinnati legal counsel. See Conduct and Ethics:  Policy For Investigation of Research Misconduct, 
University of Cincinnati Document 3361 (10-17-05), at Page 3 (“university legal counsel shall provide advice and 
counsel throughout the proceedings.”), <https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-
05.pdf> (emphasis added). 

28  See also Ashraf v. Boat, No. l:13-CV-533, 2013 WL 4017642, at *1 (S.D. Ohio Aug. 6, 2013) (“In August 
2012, the University decided to conduct an investigation into whether Dr. Ashraf had committed self-plagiarism or 
other research misconduct.”). 

29  Szeinbach v. Ohio State Univ., 987 F. Supp. 2d 732, 739 (S.D. Ohio 2013).  This is the same language 

currently in force under NKU Faculty Handbook Sec. 16.7.2. 

30  Ibid. at 739-40. 

31  Ibid. at 740 (emphasis added). 

32  See NKU Faculty Policies and Procedures Handbook Sec. 16.7.2. (2019) (“Research ‘misconduct,’ as used 
herein, is defined as: Fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other serious deviations from those accepted 

https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf
https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf
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where warranted, but that our Faculty Handbook should be updated to provide clearer notice 

of our policy.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
practices in proposing, carrying out, or reporting results from research. . . . ”). See also 2002 Investigative Report, 
at 5 (defining the phrase “other serious deviations from those accepted practices” to include “the recycling of 
material in redundant or duplicate publications, compounded by a failure to cite the prior work.”), online at 
<https://www.sendspace.com/pro/ykfsfx>. 
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CHECKLIST: Policies and Procedures for Handling Research Misconduct Allegations  

This checklist is used by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Research Integrity (ORI) and is 
intended only to provide general information regarding ORI’s review of institutional policies.  It should not be used by 
institutions or relied on by them as a substitute for familiarity with the Federal laws and regulations applicable to 
research misconduct, including 42 U.S.C. 289b and 42 C.F.R. Part 93.  The information presented in the checklist is not 
legal advice, is not to be acted on as such, may not be current, and is subject to change without notice. 

 
A. Policies and Procedures Requirements Pursuant to §93.304. Institutions seeking an approved assurance must have 

written policies and procedures for addressing research misconduct that include the following:   
Page/Section Criteria 
 Consistent with Sec.  93.108, protection of the confidentiality of  

☐ Respondents,  
☐ Complainants, and  
☐ Research subjects identifiable from research records or evidence (§93.304(a)) . 

 A thorough, competent, objective, and fair response* to allegations of research misconduct consistent with 
and within the time limits** of 42 C.F.R. Part 93, including precautions to ensure that individuals responsible 
for carrying out any part of the research misconduct proceeding do not have unresolved personal, 
professional, or financial conflicts of interest with the  

☐ Complainant,  
☐ Respondent, or  
☐ Witnesses (§93.304(b)). 
 
*Ensuring a fair investigation 
☐ Take reasonable steps to ensure an impartial and unbiased investigation to the maximum extent 

practicable, including participation of persons with appropriate scientific expertise who do not 
have unresolved personal, professional, or financial conflicts of interest with those involved with 
the inquiry or investigation (§93.310(f)).  

 
** Time Limits 
☐ The institution must complete the inquiry within 60 calendar days of its initiation unless 

circumstances clearly warrant a longer period. If the inquiry takes longer than 60 days to 
complete, the inquiry record must include documentation of the reasons for exceeding the 60-
day period ((§93.307(g)) 

☐ Within 30 days of finding that an investigation is warranted, provide ORI with the written finding 
by the responsible institutional official and a copy of the inquiry report (93.309(a)) 

☐ Begin the investigation within 30 days after determining that an investigation is warranted 
(§93.310(a)) 

☐ An institution must complete all aspects of an investigation within 120 days of beginning it, 
including conducting the investigation, preparing the report of findings, providing the draft 
report for comment in accordance with Sec. 93.312, and sending the final report to ORI under 
Sec.  93.315. (93.311(a)) 

 
 Written notice to the respondent(s), consistent with and within the time limits of this part (§93.304(c)) 

☐ At the time of or before beginning an inquiry, an institution must make a good faith effort to 
notify in writing the presumed respondent, if any (§93.307(b)) 

☐ If the inquiry subsequently identifies additional respondents, the institution must notify them 
(§93.307(b)) 

☐ The institution must notify the respondent whether the inquiry found that an investigation is 
warranted. The notice must include a copy of the inquiry report and include a copy of or refer to 
this part and the institution's policies and procedures adopted under its assurance. (§93.308(a))  

☐ Notify the respondent in writing of the allegations within a reasonable amount of time after 
determining that an investigation is warranted, but before the investigation begins. The 
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institution must give the respondent 
written notice of any new allegations of research misconduct within a reasonable amount of 
time of deciding to pursue allegations not addressed during the inquiry or in the initial notice of 
investigation (93.310(c)) 

 
 Written notice to ORI of any decision to open an investigation on or before the date on which the 

investigation begins (§93.304(d)) 
 Opportunity for the respondent to provide written comments on the institution's inquiry report (§93.304(e)) 

 
 Respondent comments (§93.304(f)) 

☐ Opportunity for the respondent to provide written comments on the draft report of the 
investigation, and  

☐ Provisions for the institutional investigation committee to consider and address the comments 
before issuing the final report  

 Protocols for handling the research record and evidence, including the requirements of Sec.  93.305 
(§93.304(g)) 

 Appropriate interim institutional actions to protect public health, Federal funds and equipment, and the 
integrity of the PHS-supported research process (§93.304(h)) 

 Notice to ORI under Sec.  93.318 and notice of any facts that may be relevant to protect public health, 
Federal funds and equipment, and the integrity of the PHS supported research process (§93.304(i)) 

 Institutional actions in response to final findings of research misconduct  (§93.304(j)) 
 

 All reasonable and practical efforts, if requested and as appropriate, to protect or restore the reputation of 
persons alleged to have engaged in research misconduct but against whom no finding of research 
misconduct is made (§93.304(k)) 

 All reasonable and practical efforts to protect or restore the position and reputation of any complainant, 
witness, or committee member and to counter potential or actual retaliation against these complainants, 
witnesses, and committee members  (§93.304(l)) 
 

 Full and continuing cooperation with ORI during its oversight review under Subpart D of 42 C.F.R. Part 93 or 
any subsequent administrative hearings or appeals under Subpart E of Part 93. This includes providing all 
research records and evidence under the institution's control, custody, or possession and access to all 
persons within its authority necessary to develop a complete record of relevant evidence  (§93.304(m)) 
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Additional Elements 
Although not required to be included in writing in the institutional policies and procedures as described in §93.304, 
institutions may consider incorporating the following elements (Sections B, C, and D) in their written policy and 
procedures.  This is not an exhaustive list.  Institutions, as defined in §93.213, are required to comply with 42 C.F.R. Part 93 
in its entirety.   Individuals responsible for drafting their institutional policies and procedures should consult their legal 
counsel to ensure compliance with 42 C.F.R. Part 93.  
 

B. GENERAL ELEMENTS 
 

Page/Section Description 
 Informing institution’s research members of the policy and procedures, and the institution’s commitment to 

compliance with the policy and procedures (§93.302(a)(2)(i)) 
 

 Definition of research misconduct is consistent with §93.103  
☐ Fabrication 
☐ Falsification 
☐ Plagiarism 
☐ Does not include honest error or differences of opinion 
☐ Research misconduct means fabrication, falsification, or plagiarism in proposing, performing, or 

reviewing research, or in reporting research results 
 

 Requirements for findings of research misconduct (§93.104) 
☐ Significant departure from accepted practices of the relevant research community, and  
☐ Misconduct committed intentionally, knowingly, or recklessly, and 
☐ Proven by a preponderance of evidence 

 
 Allegation may be by any means of communication to an institutional or HHS official (§93.201) 

 
 Institutional contact information for reporting possible research misconduct. (Not required by the 

regulation) 
 

 Six-year limitation on allegations from the date HHS or an institution receives an allegation, and exceptions 
to the six-year limitation (§93.105) 
 

 The institution shall take all reasonable and practical steps to ensure the cooperation of respondents and 
other institutional members with research misconduct proceedings, including, but not limited to, their 
providing information, research records, and evidence (§93.300(f)) 
 

 Carry inquiries and investigations through to completion and to pursue diligently all significant issues 
(§93.316) 

 Notify ORI in advance if the institution plans to close a case at the  
☐ Inquiry,  
☐ Investigation, or  
☐ Appeal  

stage on the basis that the respondent has admitted guilt, a settlement with the respondent has been 
reached, or for any other reason, except the closing of a case at the inquiry stage on the basis that an 
investigation is not warranted or a finding of no misconduct at the investigation stage, which must be 
reported to ORI under Sec. 93.515 (§93.316) 

C. ELEMENTS RELEVANT TO THE INQUIRY STAGE 
 

 
 

Criteria warranting an inquiry (§93.307(a)(1) - (3)) 
☐ Falls within the definition of research misconduct under 42 C.F.R. Part 93; 
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☐ Is within Sec. 93.102; and 
☐ Is sufficiently credible and specific so that potential evidence of research misconduct may be 

identified. 
 

 Take custody of the research records and evidence on or before the date required to secure research records 
and evidence, inventory them, and sequester them in a secure manner (§93.305(a), (§93.307(b))  

 Sequestration of additional research records or evidence that is discovered during the course of a research 
misconduct proceeding (§93.305(c)) 
 

 Purpose of inquiry is to conduct an initial review of evidence to determine whether to conduct an 
investigation (§93.307(c)) 
 

 Contents of inquiry report (§93.307(e), §93.309(a)) 
☐ The name and position of the respondent; 
☐ A description of the allegations of research misconduct; 
☐ The PHS support, including, for example, grant numbers, grant applications, contracts, and 

publications listing PHS support; 
☐ The basis for recommending that the alleged actions warrant an investigation; and 
☐ Any comments on the report by the respondent or the complainant. 

 
 Criteria warranting an investigation (§93.307(d)(1-2)) 

 
 Retention of records of research misconduct proceedings, as defined by Part 93, including the inquiry report 

and final documents produced in the course of preparing inquiry report (§93.317(a)(3), §93.317(b)) 
 

 Documentation of decision not to investigate (§93.309(c)) 
 

D. ELEMENTS RELEVANT TO THE INVESTIGATION STAGE 
 

 Notify ORI on or before date investigation is to begin (§93.310(b)) 
 

 Additional sequestration as needed to conduct the research misconduct proceeding (§93.310(d)) 
 

 May request extension of investigation (§93.311(b)) 
 

 Documentation. Use diligent efforts to ensure that the investigation is thorough and sufficiently documented 
and includes examination of all research records and evidence relevant to reaching a decision on the merits 
of the allegations (§93.310(e)) 
 

 Conduct required interviews, transcribed or recorded (§93.310(g)) 
 

 Pursue leads. Pursue diligently all significant issues and leads discovered that are determined relevant to the 
investigation (§93.310(h)) 
 

 Investigation report, including (§93.313): 
a. ☐  Describe the nature of the allegations of research misconduct  
b. ☐  Describe and document the PHS support (e.g., grant numbers, grant applications, contracts, and 

publications listing PHS support) 
c. ☐  Institutional charge (e.g., description of the specific allegations of research misconduct for 

consideration in the investigation)  
d. ☐  Copy of the institutional policies and procedures under which the investigation was conducted  
e. ☐  Research records and evidence. Identify and summarize the research records and evidence 
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reviewed, and identify any evidence taken into custody but not reviewed 
f. ☐  Statement of findings. For each separate allegation of research misconduct identified during the 

investigation, provide a finding as to whether research misconduct did or did not occur, and if so-- 
1. ☐  Identify whether the research misconduct was falsification, fabrication, or plagiarism, 

and if it was intentional, knowing, or in reckless disregard; 
2. ☐  Summarize the facts and the analysis which support the conclusion and consider the 

merits of any reasonable explanation by the respondent;  
3. ☐  Identify the specific PHS support; 
4. ☐  Identify whether any publications need correction or retraction; 
5. ☐  Identify the person(s) responsible for the misconduct; and  
6. ☐  List any current support or known applications or proposals for  

support that the respondent has pending with non-PHS Federal agencies  
g. ☐  Comments. Include and consider any comments made by the respondent and complainant on 

the draft investigation report 
h. ☐  Maintain and provide records. Maintain and provide to ORI upon request all relevant research 

records and records of the institution's research misconduct proceeding, including results of all 
interviews and the transcripts or recordings of such interviews 
 

 The institution must give ORI the following (§93.315): 
a. ☐  Investigation Report. Include a copy of the report, all attachments, and any appeals 
b. ☐  Final institutional action. State whether the institution found research misconduct, and if so, 

who committed the misconduct 
c. ☐  Findings. State whether the institution accepts the investigation's findings. 
d. ☐  Institutional administrative actions. Describe any pending or completed administrative actions 

against the respondent 
 Maintain records of research misconduct proceedings in a secure manner for 7 years after completion of the 

proceeding or the completion of any PHS proceeding involving the research misconduct allegation, 
whichever is later (§93.317(b)) 

 

http://ori.hhs.gov/
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FAQ on the Research Misconduct Policy Proposal 

Can You Briefly Summarize the PCC recommendation on research misconduct policy? 

 Yes.  After study and deliberation that involved substantial back-and-forth with the NKU 

administration, in April 2019 the PCC voted to recommend a package of technical amendments 

to NKU Faculty Handbook Sec. 16.7 (NKU’s current Research Misconduct Policy).  The PCC-

recommended amendments would bring the Handbook more clearly into conformity with 

applicable federal regulations, without changing the current scope of the policy’s coverage.  

If the PCC’s recommendation doesn’t materially change the current Faculty Handbook policy, 

then why has there been any controversy? 

 A controversy arose when the NKU administration asked the Senate to recommend two 

changes to existing policy.  In the PCC’s view, the changes sought by the administration would 

imprudently relax NKU’s current standards of academic integrity, and would make it harder for 

the faculty to police certain forms and instances of academic misconduct that have, 

unfortunately, occurred at NKU.  Because integrity is a core value at NKU, PCC could not 

recommend that our current standard of research integrity be relaxed. 

Why shouldn’t the Senate defer to the administration on such matters?    

 The NKU Faculty Senate exists to represent the faculty, not to represent the 

administration.1  The Senate’s role in shared governance requires it to “[e]valuate university 

policies, programs, and practices and recommend such improvements as seem warranted” 

from a faculty perspective. 2  The Faculty Senate Constitution explicitly contemplates that the 

Senate will make recommendations with which the administration may disagree.3  It provides 

                                                           
1  “The Faculty Senate is the official representative body of the General Faculty of Northern Kentucky 

University.” NKU Faculty Senate Constitution Art. I.A.  “The purposes of the Faculty Senate are to: (1) Provide a 

forum for the faculty to propose policy and to discuss all matters relating to the wellbeing of the University; and (2) 

Allow the faculty to participate effectively in the enactment of university policies.” NKU Faculty Senate 

Constitution Art. I.B. 

2  NKU Faculty Senate Constitution Art. I.B.4.  See also Statement of Collegial Governance at NKU Part B.1 
(“Faculty bodies have primary responsibility for recommendations in [academic] matters . . . [including] policies 
which result in dismissal of tenured faculty, . . . and their recommendations should be implemented except for 
compelling reasons.”). 

3  See NKU Faculty Senate Constitution Art. I.C.  (“As the representative of the General Faculty, the Senate 
shall be a counselor to the University president in matters of faculty concern. When the University president 
disagrees with a recommendation of the Senate, he/she may request the Senate to reconsider its decision at its 
next regular meeting or at a special meeting called for that purpose. The University president or his/her designee 
shall provide the Senate with the reasons for his/her disagreement.  The Senate shall reconsider its decision, giving 
due weight to the University president's reasons.  If the Senate and University president cannot agree, the 
University President, at the request of the Senate, shall report the Senate's views to the Board of Regents.”).  See 
also Statement of Collegial Governance at NKU Part B.1 (“Faculty bodies have primary responsibility for 
recommendations in [academic] matters, and their recommendations should be implemented except for 
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procedures for resolving such disagreements collegially, and in public.4   These procedures 

represent the essence of shared collegial governance.   The capacity to give unwelcome advice 

to the administration is an essential attribute of the Faculty Senate that should not be diluted 

through self-censorship. 

What are the actual points of disagreement between the administration and the PCC? 

 There are only two points of disagreement between the administration and the PCC.  

One disagreement concerns the scope of the definition of “research misconduct.”  The other 

disagreement concerns a “statute of limitations.”   

What’s the disagreement over the definition of “research misconduct”? 

 Section 16.7.2 of the NKU Faculty Handbook currently defines “research misconduct” to 

include “Fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other serious deviations from those accepted 

practices in proposing, carrying out, or reporting results from research.”  

 The current Handbook language prohibiting “other serious deviations from those 

accepted practices” may sound vague.  But at NKU, that language has been given authoritative 

interpretation in written reports issued by various investigating committees, all working under 

the supervision of the NKU Office of General Counsel.   In an exemplary NKU Investigative 

Report prepared in 2002, the phrase “other serious deviations from those accepted practices” 

was defined to include “the recycling of material in redundant or duplicate publications, 

compounded by a failure to cite the prior work.”5  

 Under this definition, the term “Redundant or duplicate publications” was further 

defined to mean “publications in which a substantial portion of the work has already been 

published. It also includes the situation in which the work is either so similar to previously 

published material or so modest an extension of previously published work that it would not be 

viewed as significant were the previous publication acknowledged.”6 

 Also under this definition, the term “Failure to cite prior work” was further defined to 

refer to “papers that are presented as if the material were new when in fact the authors have 

                                                           
compelling reasons.  Reasons for non-implementation of faculty recommendations should be clearly stated in 
writing. . . . “).  

4  See id. 

5  Investigative Report Setting forth the General Findings Of the Investigation Into Papers by Shailendra 
Verma, Balasubramani Ramjee, Anju Ramjee, Louis Noyd, and Richard Snyder 1995-2001, prepared by the NKU 
Ad Hoc Investigative Committee on Research Misconduct (Thomas Kearns, Robert Kempton, and Matthew Shank), 
at 5 (Dec. 23, 2002), online at <https://www.sendspace.com/pro/ykfsfx>; 

6  Ibid. 

https://www.sendspace.com/pro/ykfsfx
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previously published much of the body of the work before. An extension or recycling of 

previous work must be viewed as such, not as a new and original contribution.”7 

 The entire 2002 Investigative Report, including the definitions quoted above, was 

approved in 2003 by the NKU Board of Regents, upon the recommendation of the NKU 

President, Provost, and General Counsel.   In the present PCC recommendation, these existing 

Board-approved NKU definitions are retained, but now would be recited directly in the main 

text of the Faculty Handbook.   

Why shouldn’t NKU faculty members be allowed to recycle their scholarly work in redundant 

or duplicate publications without citing the prior work?   

The 2002 NKU Investigative Report answers this question as follows: 

Readers of proceedings and journal articles have a right to know what is new and 

original in the work in question and how the work is related to previously published 

material. This requires fair attribution of prior work, including work by the same 

authors. Because evaluation of faculty members at the University depends in part on an 

evaluation of their scholarly activity, the obligation to disclose debts to prior work to 

readers is especially important for those at the University who evaluate performance. 

Department committees that make decisions on reappointment, promotion, and 

tenure; chairs that make these same decisions and also decisions about salaries and 

merit raises; and higher administrators who do the same – all are entitled to a fair 

understanding of the origins and nature of the scholarly work. 8 

 The PCC concurs in these views.  Accordingly, PCC does not consider it a “best practice” 

for NKU faculty members to recycle scholarly work in redundant or duplicate publications 

without citing the prior work, or to permit their colleagues to do so without consequence. 

What was this 2002 Investigative Report about? 

 In 2002, five professors in the NKU Department of Finance were found to have co-

authored and published 23 articles whose content overlapped significantly, over a period of 

nearly a decade.  The faculty investigating committee described its findings as follows:  

[The overlap between the papers was] not simply minor duplication of sentences or 

even an occasional paragraph. In some cases it amounts to essentially an entire paper 

                                                           
7  Ibid. 

8  Ibid. at 6.  See also Michael R. Carroll & Sara Sidebottom, Business School Ethical Dilemma: A Case Study, 

2 Business Renaissance Quarterly 91, 99 (Summer 2007) (noting that many journals have "explicit policies about 

duplicative or redundant publications which generally provide that by submitting a paper for review the authors 

certify that the work has not been previously published, accepted for publication, presented or submitted 

elsewhere"; such policies reflect “generally accepted expectations of academic submissions"). 
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being recycled. In every instance, the redundancy is accompanied by a failure to cite the 

prior and duplicated work. In fact, none of the twenty three papers cite any of the 

others. In almost every instance, very similar papers have been given quite distinct 

titles, with no suggestion of the relationship between the papers. They have in most 

cases then been submitted to different outlets for presentation and publication. The 

Committee considers the packaging of this redundant material to be part of a deliberate 

and extended pattern of deceit, intended to present the papers in question as entirely 

new work. The Committee considers this particular deviation from accepted practices to 

be research misconduct. It will be reported as “deceitful duplication of material.” 

 In 2003, this committee’s conclusion was endorsed by the NKU General Counsel, 

Provost, President, and Board of Regents.  Under the administration’s present proposal, in 

contrast, such conduct would no longer fall within NKU’s definition of “research misconduct.”  

Are NKU students allowed to recycle the same academic work in more than one course 

without acknowledging the prior work? 

 No.  An NKU student may not “[s]ubmit an examination, assignment, or graduation 
requirement that the student has or will submit for credit in another course, without express 
approval from the professors in each of the courses.”9   The PCC believes that NKU students 
should not be held to a higher standard of integrity in their coursework than NKU faculty 
members are held to in our scholarly and creative activity. 

Should NKU’s policy reflect the variation in accepted practices across academic fields?   

 Yes.    PCC recommends that the Handbook definition of “research misconduct” (Section 

16.7.2.5) should state that “The question of what constitutes a serious deviation from accepted 

scholarly practices must be resolved by applying the standards and norms of the particular 

academic discipline at issue.”   Research practices that are generally accepted within an NKU 

faculty member’s scholarly field cannot be deemed “misconduct” under this definition.   

Got it.  So what is the other controversy over a “statute of limitations”? 

 Under the current NKU Faculty Handbook, investigations may take place whenever 

evidence of misconduct is discovered and reported.  The NKU administration, however, sought 

to introduce a “safe harbor,” in which misconduct generally would become immune from 

investigation if it remained undetected or unreported for six years.  Because some forms of 

misconduct (such as plagiarism) may remain undetected for a long time but yet remain easy to 

prove when discovered, the PCC did not recommend setting any fixed “safe harbor” time 

period. 

                                                           
9  NKU Student Honor Code Sec. H.2.1.f, codified at NKU Code of Student Rights and Responsibilities Sec. 
V.H.2.1.f (2012), <https://inside.nku.edu/scra/information/students/rights-responsibilities.html#policies>. 

https://inside.nku.edu/scra/information/students/rights-responsibilities.html#policies
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Is there some law that requires NKU to relax our current standards of research integrity? 

 No.   For most NKU faculty members, the standards of integrity that govern scholarly 

and creative activity are established by academic/institutional norms and policies, not by laws 

or regulations.10  For NKU faculty members who perform federally-funded behavioral and 

biomedical research, however, the standards of research integrity also are governed, in part, by 

US Department of Health & Human Services (HHS) regulations (42 CFR Part 93).  For such 

federally-funded research, these HHS regulations require NKU to investigate certain allegations 

concerning data fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism, and to deploy certain investigative 

procedures in so doing.  To ensure that our Handbook remains in compliance with these 

regulations, all pertinent text provided by the Provost’s office was incorporated into PCC’s 

recommendation. 

 Importantly, however, the federal regulations set forth in 42 CFR Part 93 set only 

minimum permissible standards of integrity for federally-funded behavioral and biomedical 

research.  Those HHS regulations do not prohibit institutions from setting higher standards.   To 

the contrary, Section 102(d) of the HHS regulations explicitly states that the government "does 

not prohibit or otherwise limit how institutions handle allegations of misconduct that do not fall 

within this part's definition of research misconduct or that do not involve PHS support."  42 CFR 

§ 93.102(d) (emphasis added).   Indeed, in its own “Q&A” on the application of these 

regulations, the HHS Office of Research Integrity offers the following explanation: 

Q: May an institution have different standards and definitions for research misconduct 

than those in the final rule? 

A: Yes. Although an institution must apply the regulatory definitions, standards, and 

requirements in evaluating an allegation of research misconduct reported to ORI, it may 

also apply its internal definitions or standards in determining whether misconduct has 

occurred at the institutional level. An institution may find misconduct under its internal 

standards and impose administrative sanctions based on that finding, regardless of 

whether the institution or ORI makes a finding of research misconduct under the HHS 

standard. Section 93.319. 11 

                                                           
10 See 2002 Investigative Report at 4 (finding it unnecessary to investigate any "failure to meet other 
material legal requirements governing research" because "No federal funding was involved for the research under 
investigation in this case"). 

11  US Department of Health & Human Services, Office of Research Integrity, Questions and Answers 42 CFR 
Part 93, at 6, <https://ori.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/QandA.reg.6-06.pdf> (emphasis added), included in Appendix 
C of Memorandum from NKU General Counsel Joan Gates to NKU Faculty Senate Executive Committee (Oct 11, 
2019).   See also White House Office of Science & Technology Policy, Federal Policy On Research Misconduct Sec. 
VI ("Roles of Other Organizations: This federal policy does not limit the authority of research institutions, or other 
entities, to promulgate additional research misconduct policies or guidelines or more specific ethical guidance.") 
(Nov. 11, 2002), <https://www.aps.org/policy/statements/upload/federalpolicy.pdf>, included in Appendix D of 
Memorandum from NKU General Counsel Joan Gates to NKU Faculty Senate Executive Committee (Oct 11, 2019). 

https://ori.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/QandA.reg.6-06.pdf
https://www.aps.org/policy/statements/upload/federalpolicy.pdf
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 In short, NKU is neither required nor prohibited by federal regulations to police any of 

the following forms of research misconduct: 

 Misconduct in scholarly or creative activity that is not federally funded; 

 Misconduct that remains undiscovered or unreported for six years (with exceptions); 

 Recycling of material in redundant or duplicate publications, compounded by a failure to 

cite the prior work (i.e. “self-plagiarism”); or 

 Other serious deviations from accepted practices. 

 With respect to each of these forms of research misconduct, the NKU Board of Regents 

has recognized that NKU is free to adopt whatever substantive policy best suits NKU.12 

Is it possible for the PCC-recommended Handbook policy to conflict with federal law? 

 No.  Section 16.7.2.5 of the new Handbook language recommended by PCC would 

provide: 

In cases of allegations involving activities submitted to or supported by a federal agency 

where definitions or procedures for research misconduct specified in the agency's 

regulations differ from those in this policy, the definitions and procedures in the 

agency’s regulations will be used.   

 By this language, the Handbook itself would require that federal laws and regulations 

must be adhered to in all instances in which they apply, including in instances where contrary 

Handbook provisions otherwise might apply.   Accordingly, this language renders it impossible 

for the PCC-proposed Handbook language to conflict with any federal law or regulation. 

  

                                                           
12  See ibid.  (“Following a decade of discussion and reports, the federal Office of Science and Technology in 

the Executive Office of the President issued a revised policy on research misconduct in 2000. The fourth prong in 

NKU’s policy – serious deviation from accepted practices – is no longer a part of the federal policy and there has 

been some question about our continued use of this clause. However, although the federal policy no longer 

includes the “deviation from accepted practices” clause, it does not preclude its use. The federal guidelines, which 

apply only to federally sponsored research, explicitly recognize the authority of universities to add to the federal 

guidelines.”) (emphasis added). 
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The HHS regulations don’t require NKU to investigate “self-plagiarism”?  Doesn’t this mean 

that HHS doesn’t think “self-plagiarism” is all that bad?    

 Although applicable HHS regulations neither prohibit nor require institutions like NKU to 

police “self-plagiarism,” the HHS Office of Research Integrity continues to characterize “self-

plagiarism” as one of “the most serious negative consequences” of the present academic 

ecosystem.  It observes: 

As can be expected, and in the context of decreasing or, at best, stagnant funding for 

research, the current reward system produces a tremendous amount of pressure for 

scientists to generate as many publications as possible. Unfortunately, some of the most 

serious negative consequences of the present system, aside from fabrication, 

falsification and outright plagiarism, are the problems of duplicate publication and of 

other forms of redundancy. In the sciences, duplicate publication generally refers to the 

practice of submitting a paper with identical or near identical content to more than one 

journal, without alerting the editors or readers to the existence of its earlier published 

version.13    

 The HHS Office of Research Integrity does not does not consider it a “best practice” for 

researchers to recycle scholarly work in redundant or duplicate publications without citing the 

prior work, or to permit their colleagues to do so without consequence. 

Do NKU’s accreditors want NKU to stop policing “self-plagiarism”? 

 No.  In 2003, the NKU College of Business removed five faculty members from the 

classroom, mid-semester, after finding that those faculty members had engaged in a course of 

research misconduct, including fraudulent submission of duplicative or redundant publications.   

When provided with the faculty committee's investigative report, the College’s accreditor 

concluded that in removing tenured faculty members for fraudulent submission of duplicative 

or redundant publications, "Northern Kentucky University acted appropriately and decisively to 

correct the internal research misconduct."14   

  

                                                           
13  See, e.g., HHS Office of Research Integrity, Avoiding Plagiarism, Self-plagiarism, and Other Questionable 
Writing Practices: A Guide to Ethical Writing (2003, revised 2015), online at <https://ori.hhs.gov/plagiarism-14>. 

14  AACSB Maintenance Accreditation Committee Letter (2003), quoted in Michael R. Carroll & Sara 

Sidebottom, Business School Ethical Dilemma: A Case Study, 2 Business Renaissance Quarterly 91, 106 (Summer 

2007). 

 

https://ori.hhs.gov/plagiarism-14
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How do other universities define “research misconduct”? 

 Substantially all American universities define “research misconduct” to include 

fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism (“FFP”).15  But many define “research misconduct” 

more expansively.16  Recently, the Dean of the Faculty at Cornell University conducted a limited 

survey of research misconduct policies at Cornell’s peer institutions.17  He found that seven of 

Cornell’s peer institutions were “FFP-only” institutions in which “research misconduct” 

procedures are reserved exclusively to address fabrication, falsification, and plagiarism claims.18    

In contrast, he found that eleven peer institutions, plus Cornell itself, were “FFP-plus” 

institutions, in which university policies and procedures that addresses research misconduct 

“include more than just the ‘core’ FFP standard in its list of research-related prohibitions.” 19   

 Some “FFP-plus” universities have adopted express policy language of the type that PCC 

recommends.  For example, the Virginia Tech Faculty Handbook includes the following 

language:  

Scholarship. Guided by a deep conviction of the worth and dignity of the advancement 

of knowledge, we recognize our primary responsibility to our disciplines is to seek and 

to state the truth. To this end, we devote our energies to developing and improving our 

scholarly competence. We accept the obligation to exercise critical self-discipline and 

judgment in using, extending, and transmitting knowledge. We practice intellectual 

honesty and do not compromise our freedom of inquiry. At Virginia Tech, self-plagiarism 

is considered unethical behavior. Self-plagiarism occurs when authors reuse substantial 

parts of their own published work as new without providing appropriate references to 

the previous work if this reuse deviates materially from standard practice in the field.20 

                                                           
15  Institutions must police these three forms of misconduct in order to remain eligible to particpate in 
federally-funded biomedical and behavioral research,   See 42 C.F.R. § 93.103.   

16  See 42 C.F.R. § 93.102(d) (federal regulations do not “prohibit or otherwise limit how institutions handle 
allegations of misconduct that do not fall within this part's definition of research misconduct or that do not involve 
PHS support.”). 

17  Promoting Research Integrity: What is Research Misconduct?, Cornell University Office of the Dean of 
the Faculty Web Site, <https://theuniversityfaculty.cornell.edu/news/promoting-research-integrity/definitions-
and-examples/>. 

18  These seven institutions were Berkeley, Brown, Columbia, Dartmouth, Harvard, NYU, and Virginia 
Commonwealth University.  Ibid. For these FFP-Only schools, “no effort was made to see how other research-
related malpractices are handled.”  Ibid. 

19  Ibid.  These institutions were Cornell, Duke, Johns Hopkins, MIT, NYU, Princeton, Stanford, The University 
of Chicago, the University of Michigan, the University of Pennsylvania, The University of Texas, and the University 
of Washington.   Ibid. 

20  Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Faculty Handbook § 2.23.1 (approved Aug 26, 2019), 
<https://www.provost.vt.edu/who_we_are/faculty_affairs/faculty_handbook/chapter02.html.html#2.0> 
(emphasis added).  See also Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Policy on Misconduct in Research, 

https://theuniversityfaculty.cornell.edu/news/promoting-research-integrity/definitions-and-examples/
https://theuniversityfaculty.cornell.edu/news/promoting-research-integrity/definitions-and-examples/
https://www.provost.vt.edu/who_we_are/faculty_affairs/faculty_handbook/chapter02.html.html#2.0
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 Similarly, The University of Tennessee defines (and prohibits) “redundant publication” 

as follows: 

Redundant Publication (sometimes called self-plagiarism) means either multiple 

publications of the same material, by the same author, to the extent that the core of the 

new document fails to constitute an original contribution to knowledge. Redundant 

Publication can constitute Research Misconduct, depending on the standards of the 

relevant discipline and scientific community.21 

 Using different terminology with the same essential meaning, The University of 

Maryland defines (and prohibits) “self-plagiarism” as follows: 

“Self-Plagiarism” means the representation of the same materials as original in more 

than one publication.  Self-Plagiarism can include reuse of one’s own words, images, 

data, or other products of Research without appropriate attribution and/or, in the case 

in which copyright is held by another person or organization, without receiving 

appropriate permission. When not in accordance with accepted standards in the 

relevant discipline, Self-Plagiarism may constitute Scholarly Misconduct.22 

 In yet another verbal formulation, the University of Pittsburgh defines (and prohibits) 

“duplicate publication” as follows: 

DUPLICATE PUBLICATION 

Researchers should not publish the same article in two different places without very 

good reason to do so, unless appropriate citation is made in the later publication to the 

earlier one, and unless the editor is explicitly informed. The same rule applies to 

abstracts.  If there is unexplained duplication of publication without citation, sometimes 

referred to as self-plagiarism, a reader may be deceived as to the amount of original 

research data. 

                                                           
Policy No. 13020, at 1 (last revised Nov 8, 2018), <https://policies.vt.edu/13020.pdf> ("At Virginia Tech, self-
plagiarism is considered unethical behavior."). 

21  The University of Tennessee Policy and Procedures on Responsible Conduct in Research and Scholarly 

Activities, Policy No. RE0001, at 4 ¶ 22 (Sept. 15, 2016), 

<https://universitytennessee.policytech.com/dotNet/documents/?docid=175&public=true>. “For developing 

guidance on redundant publication, dual publication, self-plagiarism, “salami-slicing” and similar topics,” the 

University of Tennessee’s Research Misconduct Policy expressly cites the HHS Office of Research Integrity guidance 

web module on “Avoiding plagiarism, self-plagiarism, and other questionable writing practices: A guide to ethical 

writing,” at http://ori.hhs.gov/avoiding-plagiarism-self-plagiarism-and-other-questionable-writing-practices-guide-

ethical-writing.   Ibid. at 4 ¶ 22 n.21. 

22  University of Maryland Policy and Procedures Concerning Scholarly Misconduct § I ("Definitions”), at 10 
(amended and approved March 12, 2019) (emphasis added), 
<https://president.umd.edu/sites/president.umd.edu/files/documents/policies/III-110A.pdf>.  

https://policies.vt.edu/13020.pdf
https://universitytennessee.policytech.com/dotNet/documents/?docid=175&public=true
http://ori.hhs.gov/avoiding-plagiarism-self-plagiarism-and-other-questionable-writing-practices-guide-ethical-writing
http://ori.hhs.gov/avoiding-plagiarism-self-plagiarism-and-other-questionable-writing-practices-guide-ethical-writing
https://president.umd.edu/sites/president.umd.edu/files/documents/policies/III-110A.pdf
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It is improper in most fields to allow the same manuscript to be under review by more 

than one journal at the same time.  Very often journals specify that a submitted work 

should not have been published or submitted for publication elsewhere, and some 

journals require that a submitted manuscript be accompanied by a statement to that 

effect.23 

But how common is this kind of policy language?  

 Only a minority of American universities appear to have adopted explicit policy language 

on this subject.  But importantly:  among universities that lack such specific language on-point, 

it is common for broad or general research misconduct policy language to be invoked, as 

needed, to investigate claims of excessive text-recycling, duplicative publication, or self-

plagiarism.  The research misconduct policy of the University of Cincinnati, for example, does 

not specifically name “self-plagiarism” or “duplicate publication” as forms of research 

misconduct.  Instead, UC’s research misconduct policy broadly proclaims that: 

Fraud in research undermines the scientific enterprise in ways that go far beyond the 

waste of public funds.  Although an uncommon event relative to the large scientific 

literature, violations of accepted standards inevitably appear in this as in all human 

pursuits.  Institutions engaged  in  research  have  a  major  responsibility,  not  only  to  

provide  an  environment  that  promotes  integrity,  but  also  to  establish  and  enforce  

policies  that  deal  effectively and expeditiously with allegations or evidence of fraud.24 

 Despite its lack of explicit reference to self-plagiarism, however, the University of 

Cincinnati nonetheless does rely upon the quoted language to investigate such misconduct.  In 

mid-July 2008, for example, the University of Cincinnati Provost's office received a letter 

accusing a tenured computer science professor of “self-plagiarism” and other misconduct.25  In 

response, on July 25, 2008, the Dean of UC’s College of Engineering initiated an investigative 

proceeding.26  Although the Dean’s investigation centered mainly on other allegations, the 

“accusation of self-plagiarism against Dr. Agrawal was separately investigated by Jane Strasser 

and Melissa Colbert, who both work in the University's Research Compliance group.  They 

                                                           
23  University of Pittsburgh Guidelines For Responsible Conduct of Research § 4.d (revised March 2011), 

<http://www.provost.pitt.edu/documents/GUIDELINES%20FOR%20ETHICAL%20PRACTICES%20IN%20RESEARCH-

FINALrevised2-March%202011.pdf> (emphasis added). 

24  Conduct and Ethics:  Policy For Investigation of Research Misconduct, University of Cincinnati Document 

3361 (10-17-05), at Page 2, <https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf> 

(emphasis added).   See also ibid. at 4 (“Appropriate administrative action may be taken as necessary to ensure the 

integrity  of  the  research, to  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of  research  subjects and the public, to protect 

sponsoring agency funds, and to assure that the purposes of the financial assistance are met.”) (emphasis added). 

25  Agrawal v. University of Cincinnati, 977 F.Supp.2d 800, 808 (S.D. Ohio 2013), aff’d in pertinent part, 574 
Fed.Appx. 570, 576-77 (6th Cir. 2015) (unpublished opinion). 

26  Ibid. at 809. 

http://www.provost.pitt.edu/documents/GUIDELINES%20FOR%20ETHICAL%20PRACTICES%20IN%20RESEARCH-FINALrevised2-March%202011.pdf
http://www.provost.pitt.edu/documents/GUIDELINES%20FOR%20ETHICAL%20PRACTICES%20IN%20RESEARCH-FINALrevised2-March%202011.pdf
https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf
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essentially concluded that Dr. Agrawal had improperly replicated some of his own previously 

published work in a subsequent professional publication, but that the issue was not worth 

further pursuit by UC based on the type of publication that was involved."27    

 Although this particular investigation resulted in no disciplinary action against the 

professor, the episode confirms that the University of Cincinnati does interpret its broad policy 

language on research misconduct to apply to self-plagiarism.  Indeed, UC subsequently 

addressed self-plagiarism again in another more recent misconduct investigation.28 

 Although research misconduct proceedings ordinarily are confidential, court decisions 

reveal evidence that other peer institutions in our region interpret broad handbook language 

similarly to UC and NKU.  The Ohio State University (TOSU), for example, recently enforced a 

policy that defined research misconduct broadly to include research “practices that seriously 

deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the relevant scholarly community”.29   

Using this definition, a faculty committee convened by the Dean of TOSU’s College of Pharmacy 

found potential research misconduct when a tenured full professor recycled major portions of 

text from her own 2005 article into a 2007 article, without citation or attribution.30   As 

summarized by a federal judge: 

The committee did find that ‘most of the prose in the 2007 article has been directly 

taken from the 2005 article’, and concluded that ‘the practice of using large sections of 

previous work, particularly without citation, represents the poorest of scholarly 

practices’....   The report stated the committee's belief ‘that the failure to quote the 

2005 article in the 2007 article seriously deviates from commonly accepted practices 

within the research community and as such represents misconduct.’31 

 Like UC and TOSU, to date NKU to date has relied on broad, non-specific Faculty 

Handbook language to investigate claims of excessive text-recycling, duplicative publication, or 

self-plagiarism.32   The PCC recommends that such claims should continue to be investigated 

                                                           
27  Ibid. at 812.  The accusations of “self-plagiarism” were investigated with the advice and counsel of 
University of Cincinnati legal counsel. See Conduct and Ethics:  Policy For Investigation of Research Misconduct, 
University of Cincinnati Document 3361 (10-17-05), at Page 3 (“university legal counsel shall provide advice and 
counsel throughout the proceedings.”), <https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-
05.pdf> (emphasis added). 

28  See also Ashraf v. Boat, No. l:13-CV-533, 2013 WL 4017642, at *1 (S.D. Ohio Aug. 6, 2013) (“In August 
2012, the University decided to conduct an investigation into whether Dr. Ashraf had committed self-plagiarism or 
other research misconduct.”). 

29  Szeinbach v. Ohio State Univ., 987 F. Supp. 2d 732, 739 (S.D. Ohio 2013).  This is the same language 

currently in force under NKU Faculty Handbook Sec. 16.7.2. 

30  Ibid. at 739-40. 

31  Ibid. at 740 (emphasis added). 

32  See NKU Faculty Policies and Procedures Handbook Sec. 16.7.2. (2019) (“Research ‘misconduct,’ as used 
herein, is defined as: Fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other serious deviations from those accepted 

https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf
https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf
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where warranted, but that our Faculty Handbook should be updated to provide clearer notice 

of our policy.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
practices in proposing, carrying out, or reporting results from research. . . . ”). See also 2002 Investigative Report, 
at 5 (defining the phrase “other serious deviations from those accepted practices” to include “the recycling of 
material in redundant or duplicate publications, compounded by a failure to cite the prior work.”), online at 
<https://www.sendspace.com/pro/ykfsfx>. 

https://www.sendspace.com/pro/ykfsfx


Faculty Retirement Information 

Retiree definition 

NKU considers you to be a retiree when, as a faculty employee, you are age 45 or older and have at least 

10 years of continuous tenured, full-time service at NKU. As an NKU retiree you will have the following 

privileges: 

 Continued use of NKU email address 

 All Card (for use at NKU sponsored events) 

 Parking Pass at no cost 

 Recreation Center admission at no cost to you. Additional cost for spouse and/or children 

NKU Benefits upon retirement 

Benefit coverage for the following benefits will end on June 30th whether you are paid over 10 or 12 
months: 

 Dental 

 Disability (short and/or long term ) 

 Flexible spending accounts 

 Health savings account 

 Life (basic, optional and/or dependent) 

 Mandatory savings plans (TIAA-CREF mandatory 403b) 

 Medical 

 Supplemental savings (TIAA-CREF or Kentucky Deferred Compensation) 

 Vision 
Notes:  

 If you are paid over 12 months, your July pay will only include deductions for the mandatory 

403b plan and any supplemental savings you wish to continue. 

 If you are paid over the fiscal year, you benefits will end at the end of the month in which 

you retire. For example, if you retire on August 8th, your benefits will end on August 31st. 

Information about the end of benefit coverage and options to continue/ convert coverage will be 

provided during your exit interview. 

After retirement you can continue dental, medical and/or vision coverage, paying 100 percent of the 

cost as shown in the chart below: 

Insured Medical Dental Vision 

Employee  Until first of month attain 
Medicare eligibility 

As long as coverage is continuous and 
premium paid timely. 

Spouse Until first of month attain 
Medicare eligibility 

As long as you remain covered, 
coverage is continuous and premium 
paid timely. 

Children Until end of month attain age 26. 

 



You can obtain cost information and the forms necessary to continue the coverage, outlined above, as 
you approach your retirement date. 
 
Contact TIAA-CREF to obtain information about distribution of your mandatory and supplemental 403b 
retirement savings plans. Phone 1-800-842-2776 for more information. 
 
Contact Kentucky Deferred Compensation Authority to obtain information about distribution of your 
supplemental 401k, Roth or 457b retirement savings plans. Phone 1-800-542-2667 for more 
information. 
 

Social Security Benefits 

Social Security has separate criteria for retirement eligibility. You may want to refer to information 

available on the Social Security website to become more familiar with your benefit options and the 

application process if you are not already receiving Social Security income benefits.  

Social Security recommends that you begin your application at least three months prior to when you 

want to begin receiving your income.  

Social Security website www.social security.gov 

Medicare 

You are eligible to begin Medicare coverage the first day of the month in which you attain age 65. If you 

are receiving Social Security benefits in the month you attain age 65, you are automatically enrolled in 

Medicare. You will automatically receive your Medicare card three months before you attain age 65.  

If you are Medicare eligible when you retire but not receiving Social Security income benefits you will 

need to apply for Medicare coverage. Medicare recommends that you begin your application at least 

three months prior to when you want coverage to begin.  

Timeline 

Here is a suggested timeline of activities related to retirement and benefits. 

3 months prior to retirement 

 Contact Social Security about retirement income 

 Contact Medicare about Medicare enrollment 

 Begin discussions with resources about Medicare Supplemental and Part D options 

 Contact TIAA-CREF about receiving retirement income 

1 month prior to retirement 

 Schedule exit interview with Human Resources 

1 week prior to retirement 



 Convert All Card to Retiree 

 Convert Parking Pass to Retiree 
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