
Minutes, Professional Concerns Committee | FINAL 
October 17, 2019 
UC 135, 3:15 pm 

Members in Attendance: 

Kalyani Ankem, Shannon Alexander, Linda Dynan, John Farrar, Doug Feldmann, 
Kathleen Fuegen, Christopher (Collin) Herb, Jackie Herman, Brant Karrick, Ken Katkin, 
Jim Kirtley, Kathy Noyes, Michael Providenti, Hans Schellhas, Tracy Songer, Mauricio 
Torres, Michael Washington, Maggie Whitson 

Other attendees:  

Janel Bloch, Sue Ott Rowlands 

Members Not in Attendance:  

Nicole Grant, Ban Mittal, Alexis Miller, Gary Newell, Makoto Nakamura, Ron 
Shaw/Michael Hatton, Katerina Terhune, (Rep TBD from Academic 
Affairs/Honors/Undergraduate Education, (Rep TBD from English), Jackie Perrmann- 

1. Call to Order, Adoption of the Agenda
a. No objections – Agenda adopted

2. Approval of the minutes from the October 3 meeting (1 attachment)
a. Motion: Maggie Whitson
b. 2nd Ken Katkin
c. Unanimously approved

3. Chair’s Report and Announcements
a. Executive Committee

i. Memo from Joan Gates regarding research misconduct policy
(Appendix A)

b. Provost
i. Response of retirement of NTTT faculty (attachment)

1. Policy and HR definitions of retired don’t match
2. We may have to wait to discuss the emeritus issue until this

definition is secure.
c. Arts and Science Dean McGill response regarding SOTA.

i. There are a number of drafts that the faculty had partially been in
contact with.  At this time, its more between Program Head and
Director.  They are working on a document that will go to the
faculty of SOTA giving them a chance to comment and feedback.
The New draft should come after fall break.

ii. Also, we will not report to Faculty Senate on recommendations for
handbook revisions until this issue is resolved.

d. Non-attendance reporting – Chair, John F. is waiting on response.



e. Action Item PCC members – please check the recent policies that were 
emailed to be sure they aren’t of concern.  

 
4. Old Business, voting item, Research Misconduct Policy  

Appendix B - Research Misconduct Policy FAQ - 11-Pager 
Appendix C - Research Misconduct Policy FAQ - PCC-Approved Version Oct 17 
2019 
Appendix D - Research Misconduct - PCC Draft for Oct  17 

a. Updated FAQ to distribute with Legal Counsel’s memo. 
i. K. Katkin disputed the memo from legal counsel and we can have 

our own definition for research misconduct and doesn’t have to 
align with the federal definition.   This was done through many 
points of side by side comparison through his research. 

ii. This kind of language is found in other universities like Virginia tech 
and Harvard 

iii. Changes: “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.” Needs to change to research 
misconduct 

iv. Changes: Make a document of snap shots available on the 
PCC website of comparable language 

v. Motion to adapt the FAQ: Maggie Whitson 
1. With Changes sent via email 10.17.19 – Appendix C 

vi. 2nd : Kathy Noyes 
vii. Motion Passes  

b. Amendment to formatting of Section 16.7.2.5 Appendix D 
i. Motion to send the newly formatted 16.7.2.5 to FS Kathy Noyes, 
ii. 2nd Maggie Whitson 
iii. Motion passes 

5. Old Business, discussion item, Honored Retired status for lecturers (was Emeritus 
status) (Appendix E) 

a. Chair recommends we pause on this until we understand what the 
definition of retired actually is.   

b. Chair requests feedback on the document.  No concerns from the PCC. 
6. New Business, Discussion Item, Reappointment, Promotion and Tenure process 

(Sections 3.2 and 7.3 of Handbook & FS Memo regarding both sections – 
Appendix F) 

a. Discussion: 3.2.3 PCC supports FS suggestion.  Discussion around half time 
(like sabbatical).  This is a new situation so sabbatical is from teaching – 
but they still should be expected to do service.  This is a contracted 
prepared with the faculty before they go on sabbatical. 

b. PCC action Item:  Take to departments  
c. Discussion for this section as well:  Provost ask that we explore the must 

serve aspect for RPT.   
i. Explore some procedure for asking for excused from the obligation 



ii. Explore a cultural change and the managerial level rather than a 
hand book change.  

d. Discussion: 3.2.6 – Very confusing letting 2 people vote.  4 Votes but 
people who can’t make it to the meeting could still vote (As long as they 
read the materials).   

e. If there was a vote by proxy it should be accompanied with a letter of 
explanation.  

f. Letter is signed by only those who voted 
g. Discussion: 3.2.4 – is there a need for assistant deans or associate deans to 

serve from a different college.  PCC recommends it just stays at faculty 
choice outside of the department not associate deans, chairs.   

h. Discussion: 3.2.6 – pushing back the due date for the letter from the peer 
review faculty committee but letting the chair start reviewing the dossier 
before the letter goes to the candidate and chair from the RPT 
committee.  

i. Discussion 3.2.5 (and others) – The dossier would have the same 
information through the entire process.  Supplemental Dossier information 
should only be asked for from the RPT committee. 

j. Discussion 3.2.7 - how do you request additional materials and send up 
the chain after the RPT committee.  Would become more of an IT issue 
that would have special arrangements 

k. PCC Action item:  Look at 3.2.13 – look at the appeal process.   
7. Future Business, Discussion Item, Chair and Dean search process and open 

forums 
8. Future Business: Annual Performance Review process, Grievance process, IP 

policy, Section 16 changes, voting rights of faculty (lecturers, Professors of 
Practice, etc.), minor Handbook updates (fixing typos, etc.) 

9. Adjournment 5:00pm  
 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
Tracy Songer PCC Secretary 
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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. 
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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>. 
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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). 
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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). 
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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, 
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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>.  
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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. 
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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 
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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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PCC 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 Const. 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 Const. Art. I.B. 

2 NKU Faculty Senate Const. 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 Const. 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 being 

                                                           
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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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 research misconduct 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.11  And 

Section 319 of the HHS regulations specifically reaffirms:  

(a)   Institutions may have internal standards of conduct different from the HHS 

standards for research misconduct under this part. Therefore, an institution may find 

conduct to be actionable under its standards even if the action does not meet this part's 

definition of research misconduct. 

(b)   An HHS finding or settlement does not affect institutional findings or administrative 

actions based on an institution's internal standards of conduct.12 

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 

                                                           
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  42 CFR § 93.102(d) (emphasis added).   

12  42 CFR § 93.319 (“Institutional standards”) (emphasis added). 
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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. 13 

 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.14 

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 

                                                           
13  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). 

14  See 2002 Investigative Report at 4 (“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). 

 

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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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. 

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.15    

 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."16   

  

                                                           
15  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>. 

16  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”).17  But many define “research misconduct” 

more expansively.18  Recently, the Dean of the Faculty at Cornell University conducted a limited 

survey of research misconduct policies at Cornell’s peer institutions.19  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.20    

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.” 21   

 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.22 

                                                           
17  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.   

18  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.”); see also 42 C.F.R. § 93.319(a) (“Institutions may have internal standards of conduct different from 
the HHS standards for research misconduct under this part. Therefore, an institution may find conduct to be 
actionable under its standards even if the action does not meet this part's definition of research misconduct.”). 

19  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/>. 

20  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. 

21  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. 

22  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> 

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.23 

 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.24 

 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. 

                                                           
(emphasis added).  See also Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Policy on Misconduct in Research, 
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."). 

23  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. 

24  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.25 

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, 

broad general language in research misconduct policies commonly is 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.26 

Nonetheless, the UC does investigate such misconduct.  In mid-July 2008, for example, the UC 

Provost's office received a letter accusing a tenured computer science professor of “self-

plagiarism” and other misconduct.27  In response, on July 25, 2008, the Dean of UC’s College of 

Engineering initiated an investigative proceeding.28  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 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."29    

                                                           
25  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). 

26  See 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> (“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.”)(emphasis added). 

27  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). 

28  Ibid. at 809. 

29  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). 

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
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
https://www.uc.edu/content/dam/uc/trustees/docs/rules_10/10-17-05.pdf
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 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.30 

 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”.31   

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.32   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.’33 

 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.34   The PCC recommends that such claims should continue to be investigated 

where warranted, but that our Faculty Handbook should be updated to provide clearer notice 

of our policy.  

                                                           
30  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.”). 

31  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. 

32  Ibid. at 739-40. 

33  Ibid. at 740 (emphasis added). 

34  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 
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
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PCC-Recommended Amendment to PCC’s Research Misconduct Recommendation 
(Approved by PCC on Oct 17, 2019, for Oct 28 Faculty Senate Meeting) 

In response to discussion that took place at the Faculty Senate on September 30, 2019, the PCC 
recommends that Faculty Senate accept the following amendment to PCC’s Recommendation 
on Research Misconduct Policy dated April 19, 2019 and discussed by Faculty Senate on 
September 30, 2019.  This amendment would replace the version of proposed Section 16.7.2.5 
included in the April 19 proposal with the following substitute language: 

16.7.2.5. RESEARCH MISCONDUCT 

The question of what constitutes research misconduct must be resolved by applying the 
standards and norms of the particular academic discipline at issue.   

Research “misconduct,” as used herein, is defined as: 

I. Fabrication, falsification, plagiarism, or other serious deviations from those accepted
practices in proposing, performing, or reviewing research, or in reporting results from
research.

A. “Fabrication” is making up data or results and recording or reporting them.

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

C. “Plagiarism” is the appropriation of another person's ideas, processes, results, or
words without giving appropriate credit.

D. Substantial recycling of material in redundant or duplicate publications, if
compounded by a failure to cite the prior work, can constitute a “serious
deviation from accepted practices in reporting results from research.”

1. “Redundant or duplicate publications” refers to 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.

2. “Failure to cite prior work” refers to papers that are presented as if
the material were new when in fact the authors have 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.
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II. Material failure to comply with federal requirements that are uniquely related
to the conducting of research.

III. Failure to comply with federal requirements for protection of researchers,
human subjects, or the public, or for insuring the welfare of laboratory
animals or

IV. Failure to meet other material legal requirements governing research.

Research misconduct does not include honest error or difference of opinion. 

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

In cases of allegations involving activities not submitted to or supported by a federal agency, 
the definitions of research misconduct specified in this policy should be supplemented by (or 
interpreted in light of) applicable substantive standards of the relevant research community or 
the academic discipline at issue. 



1.7.1 EMERITUS FACULTY 

Emeritus faculty are tenured faculty and administrators who hold faculty rank, who, upon 
retirement, and upon recommendation of the faculty of the department or program in which 
they hold tenure and upon the recommendations of the appropriate chair, dean, the provost, and 
the president of the University, have been conferred emeritus status by the Board of Regents. 
Such persons hold the title and rank held immediately prior to their retirement, followed by the 
title “emeritus.” 

1.7.2 HONOR RETIRED FACULTY 
Honored Retired faculty are non-tenure track faculty who hold the rank of lecturer (all ranks), 
professor of practice (all ranks), or clinical faculty (all ranks) who, upon retirement, and upon 
the recommendation of the faculty of the department or program in which the faculty member 
served, and upon the recommendations of the appropriate chair, dean, the provost, and the 
president of the University, have been conferred honored retired status by the Board of Regents. 
Such persons hold the title and rank held immediately prior to their retirement, preceded by the 
title “Honored Retired.” 

Renumber: 
1.7.3 VISITING FACULTY 
1.7.4 ADJUNCT FACULTY 
1.7.5 ENDOWED CHAIRS AND NAMED PROFESSORSHIPS 
1.7.6 PROFESSORS OF PRACTICE 
1.7.6.1 ASSISTANT PROFESSOR OF PRACTICE 
1.7.6.2 ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF PRACTICE 
1.7.6.3 PROFESSOR OF PRACTICE 
1.7.7 CLINICAL FACULTY 
1.7.7.1 CLINICAL INSTRUCTOR 
1.7.7.2 CLINICAL ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 
1.7.7.3 CLINCAL ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 
1.7.7.4 CLINICAL PROFESSOR 

2.11 EMERITUS FACULTY AND HONORED RETIRED FACULTY APPOINTMENTS 
A department or program faculty may nominate a retiring faculty member for appointment to 
emeritus (for tenured faculty) or honored retired (for non-tenure track faculty) status. In order 
to be nominated, the retiring person must hold academic rank. Normally, a person will have 
served the University for a long period in order to be appointed. Such a nomination will be given 
to the dean by the chair or director, forwarded to the provost, and then to the president. The 
chair or director, dean and the provost may make their own recommendations about the 
appointment of the faculty member when forwarding the nomination. Emeritus and honored 
retired status may be conferred only by the Board of Regents, and then only upon 
recommendation by the president (see Section 7.1, Emeritus Faculty and section 7.2 Honored 
Retired Faculty). 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Faculty Senate Executive Committee 

Cc: Sue Ott Rowlands, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 

From:  Matthew Zacate, Faculty Senate President 

Re: Recommendation to consider Faculty Handbook changes to clarify RPT policies and 
procedures 

Date: August 12, 2019 

Over the past couple of years, a number of issues related to the reappointment, promotion, and 
tenure process have arisen.  They highlight some shortcomings in descriptions of criteria and 
procedures contained in section 3 of the Faculty Policies and Procedures Handbook (Faculty 
Handbook).  Below is a proposed set of changes to the Faculty Handbook based on my best 
efforts to incorporate direct suggestions for change or to address observations made by members 
of the faculty, department chairs, and deans.  The change been indicated using the “Track 
Changes” feature of MS-Word.  Some have been highlighted with comments to include 
explanation for the changes. 

3. EVALUATION FOR REAPPOINTMENT, PROMOTION, AND
TENURE

3.1. CRITERIA 

In making evaluations required for reappointment, promotion, and tenure, three major categories of 
professional responsibility are to be used. These categories, in order of importance, are teaching 
effectiveness; scholarship and creative activity; and service to the University, the 
discipline/profession and the community.  

All academic units must have specific guidelines concerning expectations for reappointment, 
promotion, and tenure, what materials may be considered in each review category, what constitutes 
appropriate documentation, and how materials will be evaluated. All guidelines must be approved by 
a majority of the tenured / tenure-track faculty within the affected unit(s), the Chair or School 
Director, the Dean, and the Provost. Upon final approval by the Provost, all faculty within the 
affected units(s) must be notified and guidelines must be made available. All new faculty will be 
given a copy of these guidelines at the time of their hiring.  
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3.1.1  TEACHING   

Teaching includes all work that is intended primarily to enhance student learning. Assessment of 
teaching effectiveness should take into account documented student learning, contact hours, 
preparations, service learning, delivery method, and/or number of students.  

3.1.2  SCHOLARSHIP AND CREATIVE ACTIVITY 

Scholarship and creative activity includes all work that is related to the applicant’s academic 
discipline or current role at the University. To qualify as scholarship or creative activity, the 
activity should require a high level of discipline-related or interdisciplinary expertise, and meet 
the standards of the discipline for scholarly and creative activity. NKU values transdisciplinary 
scholarship, scholarship of teaching, and scholarship of engagement in addition to traditional 
scholarship and creative activity. 

3.1.3  SERVICE TO THE UNIVERSITY, THE DISCIPLINE/PROFESSION, AND/OR 
THE COMMUNITY 

Service includes all work that contributes to the effective operation, governance, and 
advancement of programs, departments, schools, colleges, the University, one’s discipline, and/or 
the community. Service also includes public engagement activities. 

3.2.  PROCEDURES FOR DECISIONS ON REAPPOINTMENT, PROMOTION, AND 
TENURE 

As stated in Kentucky law, all persons involved in evaluation of personnel shall consider all 
information received and all deliberations as confidential unless disclosure is required by law. 

3.2.1  TIME SCHEDULE 

Each spring, the provost will issue a calendar listing deadlines for each step in the evaluation 
process for the coming academic year, a template for dossier preparation, and notification of any 
updates to the process.  

3.2.2  INITIATION OF REQUEST 

The applicant is responsible for initiating consideration by applying for reappointment, 
promotion, tenure, or a combination of them. A full-time administrator with academic rank may 
apply for tenure or promotion supported by documentation. The applicant will compile an RPT 
dossier, including a cover sheet provided by the provost’s office. 

3.2.3.  DEPARTMENTAL/SCHOOL COMMITTEE 

Each department or school shall have a reappointment, promotion, and tenure (hereinafter, RPT) 
committee consisting of at least five tenured faculty members elected at a regular or special 
department or school faculty meeting. If the department or school has five or more full-time 
tenured members in the case of a tenure committee or five or more members of appropriate rank 
(a rank above the level of the applicant) in the case of a promotion committee available to serve, 
then the committee shall be formed from faculty within the department or school. If the 
department or school has fewer than five full-time, tenured members in the case of a tenure 
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committee, or fewer than five members of appropriate rank in the case of a promotion committee, 
available, then those members, in consultation with the department chair or school director, shall 
prepare a list of full-time, tenured faculty of appropriate rank from other departments or schools 
from which faculty will be appointed by the committee to fill out its membership. In choosing 
members from other departments or schools, preference shall be given to teaching faculty in 
departments or schools with affinity to the department or school. 

The members of the committee shall elect their own chair. The committee chair shall notify the 
department chair or school director of committee membership within ten working days of 
election. 

3.2.4.  DEPARTMENTAL/SCHOOL COMMITTEE: ELIGIBILITY  

All full-time, tenure-track faculty in the department or school are eligible to vote to elect the 
committee membership. Only full-time, tenured faculty may serve on the committee. The 
department chair or school director may not serve on the committee. Department chairs or school 
directors in other departments or schools may serve on the committee provided that they are in a 
different college., and a Assistant and associate deans with faculty appointments serving as 
administrators with reassigned time may serve on the committee provided that they are serving as 
administrators in a different college.  Tenured faculty with appointments in more than one 
department/school or discipline may serve on the committee of any department/school or 
discipline in which they hold an appointment. Faculty on sabbatical or paid leave are eligible but 
not required to serve on the committee. Faculty on unpaid leave are not eligible to serve on the 
committee.  The Faculty Senate President will not serve on a department/school RPT committee 
unless there is fewer than five eligible faculty members available, in which case the Faculty 
Senate President can serve but will not chair the committee. 

Upon agreement of RPT committee members, the department chair or school director, the 
appropriate dean, and the applicant, faculty external to the University and of suitable rank and 
tenure may serve on the committee. Persons holding full-time administrative appointments, as 
defined in Section 1.8.1 are not eligible to serve on the committee. 

In departments or schools where no faculty members are eligible to serve on a needed RPT 
committee, the department or school faculty shall serve in place of the department or school 
committee members to elect suitable RPT committee members. 

3.2.5.  DEPARTMENT/SCHOOL COMMITTEE: DELIBERATIONS 

A quorum of an RPT committee shall be four-fifths (4/5) of its members; a quorum is required in 
order for the committee to act.  

Material considered by the RPT committee must include, but may not be limited to, the 
applicant’s submissions. The committee may consider supplemental material consistent with 
department/school guidelines that will aid in their its decision. If material not submitted by the 
applicant is considered, the applicant must be notified of this material. As part of their its 
deliberations, the RPT committee may meet with the applicant when such a meeting aids in the 
committee’s decision process.  
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If an RPT committee requires clarification on any procedural matter, the committee should make 
this request to the respective department chair or school director. Committees should not 
ordinarily make requests to the dean, provost, university counsel, human resources, or any other 
university official or department. 

3.2.6.  DEPARTMENT/SCHOOL COMMITTEE: VOTING AND REPORTING 

Each member of the committee shall have one vote. Each member is required to vote on each 
matter before the committee. A member who has not reviewed materials submitted by the 
applicant or fully participated in the committee discussion of the applicant cannot vote on that 
applicant.  Nominally, each member of the committee including the chair shall have one vote for 
each applicant; however, a member who has not reviewed materials submitted by or fully 
participated in committee discussion about an applicant cannot vote on the recommendation of 
that applicant.  Immediately before the vote of each candidate, the committee chair will determine 
the eligibility of each committee member to vote on the recommendation.  The chair will make an 
announcement to the committee and take note of who is eligible to vote.  Each eligible member 
present for the vote must vote on the recommendation; that is, abstention is not allowed.  While a 
quorum must be present for the vote to take place, it is not necessary that 4 or more members 
participate in the vote. 

The recommendation of the committee shall be reported in writing to the department chair or 
school director and must be characterized as either unanimous or non-unanimous. The 
recommendation of the committee will reflect the committee’s deliberations and must be signed 
by all committee members who voted. In cases where the committee vote is not unanimous, 
support for both positive and negative votes must be included in the recommendation. In the case 
of a tie vote, the committee’s recommendation will be deemed a positive recommendation. A 
copy of the recommendation will be given to the applicant. After receiving a negative 
recommendation from the committee, the applicant may elect within three business days to 
withdraw the application and terminate the RPT process. 

3.2.7.  CHAIR/DIRECTOR 

No sooner than three business days after receipt of the committee recommendation, the 
department chair or school director shall make a recommendation to the dean in writing. The 
chair or director may consult with the department or school committee prior to making a 
recommendation, but not with committee members individually. As part of his or her 
deliberations, the department chair or school director may meet with the applicant to aid in his or 
her decision. The reasons for the department chair's or school director’s recommendation, 
whether positive or negative, shall be included in the recommendation. The chair or school 
director may consider supplemental material consistent with department/school guidelines that 
will aid in his/her decision. If material not submitted by the applicant is considered, then this must 
be indicated in the recommendation. The department chair or school director shall forward his or 
her recommendation, the department or school committee's recommendation, and the applicant’s 
file to the appropriate dean. A copy of the department chair’s or school director’s 
recommendation shall be given to the applicant and all members of the department or school 
committee. 
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3.2.8  DEAN 

After receipt of the department chair's or school director’s recommendation and the department or 
school committee's recommendation, the dean shall make a recommendation to the provost in 
writing. The reasons for the dean's recommendation, whether positive or negative, shall be 
included in the written recommendation. The dean may consult with the department or school 
committee and/or the department chair or school director prior to making a recommendation, but 
not with individual committee members. As part of his or her deliberations, the dean may meet 
with the applicant to aid in his or her decision. The dean may consider supplemental material 
consistent with department/school guidelines that will aid in his/her decision. If material not 
submitted by the applicant is considered, then this must be indicated in the recommendation. The 
dean shall forward this recommendation, the department chair's or school director’s 
recommendation, the department or school committee's recommendation, and the applicant’s file 
to the provost. A copy of the dean's recommendation shall be given to the applicant, the 
department chair or school director, and all members of the department or school committee. 

3.2.9.  PROVOST 

After receipt of the dean's recommendation, the department chair's or school director’s 
recommendation, the department or school committee's recommendation, and the applicant’s file, 
the provost shall make a written recommendation to the president. The reasons for the provost's 
recommendation, whether positive or negative, shall be included in the written recommendation. 
The provost may consult with the department or school committee, the department chair or school 
director, the dean, or with any combination of them, but not with individual committee members. 
As part of his or her deliberations, the provost may meet with the applicant to aid in his or her 
decision. The provost may consider supplemental material consistent with department/school 
guidelines that will aid in his/her decision. If material not submitted by the applicant is 
considered, then this must be indicated in the recommendation.  A copy of the provost's 
recommendation shall be given to the applicant, the dean, the department chair or school director, 
and all members of the department committee. 

3.2.10.  PRESIDENT 

The president will forward the provost's recommendation to the Board of Regents. 

3.2.11.  BOARD OF REGENTS 

Reappointment, promotion, and tenure may be granted only by the Board of Regents, and then 
only upon the recommendation forwarded by the president of the University. The Board shall act 
in accordance with statutory requirements and the bylaws of the Board of Regents 

3.2.12.  NOTICE OF NON-REAPPOINTMENT 
 

Notice of non-reappointment of a probationary contract must be in writing, by the provost, and 
given:  

 Not later than December 15 of the second academic year of service;  

 At least 12 months before the expiration of an appointment after two or more years of 
service at the University. 
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3.2.13.  FORMAL RECONSIDERATION AND APPEAL 

 
In the case of a negative recommendation concerning reappointment, promotion, tenure, or any 
combination of them, the applicant has the right to a formal reconsideration only at the level of 
the initial negative recommendation. An “initial” negative recommendation is defined as the first 
negative recommendation given for a particular reason. If a negative recommendation is 
subsequently given at a higher level for a different reason, it shall be considered an initial 
negative recommendation for the purpose of formal reconsideration. When a negative 
recommendation is first made, the applicant shall be informed, in writing, of the right to request a 
formal reconsideration. 

 
In order to exercise this right, the affected applicant must request the reconsideration in writing, 
with any omitted additional materials attached, within 10 University working days of receipt of 
notification of the negative recommendation by sending the request and additional materials to 
the chair of the department/school committee or the person who made the initial negative 
recommendation. Upon receipt of such of thea request for reconsideration, the chair of the 
department or /school committee or the person who made the initial negative recommendation 
must send a copy of the request for reconsideration to the Office of the Provost and Executive 
Vice President for Academic Affairs for the purpose of resetting the review calendar for the 
applicant.  Then, the department or /school committee or the person who made the initial negative 
recommendation shall complete the reconsideration within 10 university working days of having 
received the request for reconsideration.  The applicant  and shall notify the applicantshall be 
notified, in writing, of the decision reached, and the letter of reconsideration with additional 
submitted material and the reconsideration decision will be forwarded to the individual 
responsible for the next level of review. 
 
During the process of reconsideration, the calendar for the recommendation is extended, and the 
next level of recommendation shall not consider the applicant’s application until reconsideration 
is completed. Once the decision regarding formal reconsideration is reached, the process shall 
continue at the next level. 
 
The procedures for the committee’s deliberations, voting, and reporting will be the same 
procedures as specified in Sections 3.2.5 and 3.2.6 of this Handbook. 

 
In the event the Provost makes a negative recommendation on an application for reappointment, 
promotion, tenure, or any combination of them, the applicant may appeal using the procedures set 
forth in Section 14, Grievances. The appeal must be initiated by the applicant within 15 university 
working days from receipt of the provost’s notice.  

 
3.2.14.  WITHDRAWAL OF APPEAL  

A faculty member may withdraw an appeal at any time by request in writing. In that event, no 
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further action may be taken concerning the appeal. In the case of denial of mandatory tenure, if an 
appeal from a negative recommendation or decision is withdrawn prior to a decision on the 
appeal, tenure cannot be recommended. 

 
3.2.15.  TIME 

 
Unless otherwise specified in these procedures, whenever any recommendation or notice is to be 
given or conveyed, it shall be given or conveyed within 15 university working days of receipt of 
the file by the person who is to take action. 
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